[bookmark: _Toc90296440][bookmark: Appendix1_16]Fidelity of delivery for ‘Engager’; a complex intervention for prisoner leavers with common mental health problems

While explicitly designed to be flexible to meet individual needs, there was an expectation that key elements of the Engager intervention would be delivered in all cases, for example the delivery of sessions both within prison and in the community.  As such, this piece of work focused specifically on intervention delivery: the extent to which the intervention was delivered as intended by Engager practitioners during the intervention period, as evidenced by 1) retention of the specified team model across the lifetime of intervention delivery and, 2) adherence to the intended delivery of Engager, therefore completeness of the intervention.

Data sources 
1) Key events during the project were collated retrospectively from research project documents, including staffing levels/turnover, prison lockdowns, practitioner training and supervision dates. 
2) Practitioner daily activity logs and session case notes, maintained throughout the intervention, were collated and content extracted to aid comparison with identified fidelity criteria. The two sources were cross-referenced with one another and a database was collated of all documented practitioner and participant contact. 

Findings
Retention of the specified team
Figure 1 presents the intervention timeline. Full staff team model was achieved across both sites concurrently for the last six months of intervention delivery. Both sites experienced periods of prison lockdown which limited pre-release intervention delivery. 

[bookmark: _Toc90296550]Figure 1: Intervention delivery timeline 
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Adherence to the intended delivery of Engager
The intervention was delivered to 140 participants, of whom 129 are included in the following descriptive overview. All data are presented as sites combined in Tables 1 and 2. 

Pre-release prison intervention 
There were five individuals at who did not receive any prison sessions (4%). The average number of prison sessions across five (sd = 3.9), delivered over an average of 43 days (sd = 27.1).  The time between baseline assessment and first prison  session ranged from one to 139 days, with a mean  of 22 days across both sites (sd = 22.6). Time between final prison session and release into the community ranged from one to 230 days, with a mean average of 12 days across both sites (sd = 24.7).

Post-release community intervention  
Just over half of participants were met on release day by their practitioner (55%, n = 71) either ‘at the gate’ immediately on release (48%, n = 62) or in another location (7%, n = 9). Eighty-four percent of participants (n = 108) received a post-release community session (not including release day contact); 82% had at least one face-to-face session (n = 106) and 65% at least one telephone session (n = 84). The average number of post-release face-to-face sessions across both sites was nine (sd = 8.2), and telephone sessions six (sd = 5.7), delivered over an average of 115 days (sd = 83.6).  Time between release and first post-release session ranged from one to 130 days, with mean average of 17 days (sd = 25.6).
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	n (%)

	
	
	Sites combined 
(n = 129)

	Pre-release prison intervention 
	
	

	     Received a session in prison  
	
	124 (96.1)

	
N sessions during prison 
	
	

	      Zero
	
	  5   (3.9)

	      One 
	
	15 (11.6)

	      Two – three
	
	22 (17.0)

	      Four – five 
	
	30 (23.2)

	      Six – seven
	
	26 (20.1)

	      Eight – nine
	
	14 (11.1)

	      Ten plus
	
	17 (13.2)

	
Post release community intervention
	

	     Met on day of release
	
	  71 (55.0)

	          At the gate
	
	  62 (48.1)

	          Other location 
	
	     9   (7.0)

	     Received a session in community  
	
	108 (83.7)

	          Face to face session 
	
	106 (82.2)

	          Phone session (over 10 mins)
	
	  84 (65.1)

	
N sessions in the community a
	
	

	      Zero
	
	21 (16.3)

	      One 
	
	4 (3.1)

	      Two – Five
	
	24 (18.6)

	      Six - Nine 
	
	20 (15.5)

	      Ten – Thirteen
	
	17 (13.2)

	      Fourteen – seventeen 
	
	19 (14.7)

	      Eighteen plus 
	
	24 (18.6)


	a Not including MAG, face to face and phone contacts combined  
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[bookmark: _Toc90296502]Table 2: Qualifying prison session details across sites

	

	
	
	
	Sites combined  (n = 129)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Mean (sd)
	Min
	Max

	Pre-release prison intervention
	
	
	
	
	

	     N prison sessions                                  
	
	(n = 124)
	 5  (3.9)
	1
	22

	     Baseline and P1 lag  
	Days
	(n = 123)
	22 (22.6)
	1
	139

	     P1 and release lag                                    
	Days
	(n =124)
	49 (38.1)
	1
	337

	     FPS and release lag                               
	Days
	(n = 123)
	12 (24.7)
	1
	230

	     Length of prison intervention            
	Days
	(n = 109)
	43 (27.1)
	4
	133

	     Baseline and release lag
	Days 
	(n = 129)
	71 (42.0)
	6
	342

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Post release community intervention
	
	
	
	
	

	     N face to face sessions                               a                        
	
	(n = 110)
	9 (8.2)
	1
	54

	     N  phone sessions  (over 10 mins)                         
	
	(n =   84)
	6 (5.7)
	1
	28

	     Release and C1 lag                                      b    
	Days
	(n = 112)
	17 (25.6)
	1
	130

	     Length of community intervention          
	Days
	(n = 102)
	115 (83.6)
	4
	483


	P1 = first prison session; N = number; Mins = minutes; lag = time between two events; FPS = final prison session; MAG = meet at the gate; C1 = first community session.

	a       Excluding MAG
b       Not including MAG session if present




Conclusion
This fidelity exercise details the extent of delivery in terms of contacts between practitioners and participant over the two-year period of intervention delivery. It demonstrates a significant departure from delivery as planned, and a range of potential explanations exist. While implementation of interventions is rarely 100%, an understanding of the extent is important for interpretation of the trial results. It is possible that fragmented implementation may have limited the effectiveness of the Engager intervention, and may go some way to explaining the null result.
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