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Using a stakeholder-engaged, iterative, 
and systematic approach to adapting 
collaborative decision skills training 
for implementation in VA psychosocial 
rehabilitation and recovery centers
Emily B. H. Treichler1,2*  , Robert Mercado1, David Oakes1, Dimitri Perivoliotis2,3, Yuliana Gallegos‑Rodriguez2,3, 
Elijah Sosa1,2, Erin Cisneros1, William D. Spaulding4, Eric Granholm2,3, Gregory A. Light1,2 and Borsika Rabin5,6 

Abstract 

Background: Adaptation of interventions is inevitable during translation to new populations or settings. Systematic 
approach to adaptation can ensure that fidelity to core functions of the intervention are preserved while optimizing 
implementation feasibility and effectiveness for the local context. In this study, we used an iterative, mixed methods, 
and stakeholder‑engaged process to systematically adapt Collaborative Decision Skills Training for Veterans with psy‑
chosis currently participating in VA Psychosocial Rehabilitation and Recovery Centers.

Methods: A modified approach to Intervention Mapping (IM‑Adapt) guided the adaptation process. An Adaptation 
Resource Team of five Veterans, two VA clinicians, and four researchers was formed. The Adaptation Resource Team 
engaged in an iterative process of identifying and completing adaptations including individual qualitative interviews, 
group meetings, and post‑meeting surveys. Qualitative interviews were analyzed using rapid matrix analysis. We used 
the modified, RE‑AIM enriched expanded Framework for Reporting Adaptations and Modifications to Evidence‑based 
interventions (FRAME) to document adaptations. Additional constructs included adaptation size and scope; imple‑
mentation of planned adaptation (yes–no); rationale for non‑implementation; and tailoring of adaptation for a specific 
population (e.g., Veterans).

Results: Rapid matrix analysis of individual qualitative interviews resulted in 510 qualitative codes. Veterans and clini‑
cians reported that the intervention was a generally good fit for VA Psychosocial Rehabilitation and Recovery Centers 
and for Veterans. Following group meetings to reach adaptation consensus, 158 adaptations were completed. Most 
commonly, adaptations added or extended a component; were small in size and scope; intended to improve the 
effectiveness of the intervention, and based on experience as a patient or working with patients. Few adaptations 
were targeted towards a specific group, including Veterans. Veteran and clinician stakeholders reported that these 
adaptations were important and would benefit Veterans, and that they felt heard and understood during the adapta‑
tion process.
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Conclusions: A stakeholder‑engaged, iterative, and mixed methods approach was successful for adapting Collabo‑
rative Decision Skills Training for immediate clinical application to Veterans in a psychosocial rehabilitation center. 
The ongoing interactions among multiple stakeholders resulted in high quality, tailored adaptations which are likely 
to be generalizable to other populations or settings. We recommend the use of this stakeholder‑engaged, iterative 
approach to guide adaptations.

Keywords: Adaptation, Stakeholder engagement, Implementation, VHA, Collaborative decision making, Serious 
mental illness

Contributions to the literature

• Mental health interventions are usually adapted to 
new populations or setting. Engaging stakehold-
ers including patients, clinicians, and administra-
tors in an iterative, mixed methods adaptation pro-
cess increases quality and usefulness of the resulting 
adapted intervention.

• Interactions between stakeholders during adaptation 
who hold different positions in the same system has 
benefits and drawbacks. Earning trust and providing 
flexibility is key.

• For the intervention we adapted, Collaborative Deci-
sion Skills Training, most adaptations meant to 
improve effectiveness. Although many adaptations 
were “small” in terms of how much they changed the 
intervention’s content, the perceived impact among 
stakeholders was sometimes quite significant.

Introduction
When mental health interventions developed in special-
ized settings are transferred to usual care settings for 
testing effectiveness, adaptations to the intervention are 
typically required [1, 2]. Adaptations are generally made 
to optimize the fit between the intervention and the 
specific context (i.e., setting, cultural group, diagnostic 
group, and care delivery agents) where the intervention is 
implemented [3]. These adjustments to the intervention 
are expected and essential to ensure proper implementa-
tion and sustained delivery of the intervention.

Adaptations often occur spontaneously when imple-
menting interventions in the usual care setting [2, 4]. 
When such adaptations are made using a well-inten-
tioned but ad hoc or reactive approach, it becomes 
increasingly likely that the changes will ultimately result 
in decreased fidelity and lessened effectiveness [5]. 
Additionally, spontaneous adaptations that are fidelity-
consistent may be difficult to replicate by other clini-
cians or in other settings because they are usually not 
sufficiently documented [3–5]. It is therefore important 
to find strategies for systemically adapting interventions 

in usual care settings that allow for the optimization 
of the fit for the intervention in the specific usual care 
setting while maintaining its core functions. Further-
more, systematic documentation of these adaptations 
increases our ability to describe the adaptations and 
their impact, and replicate them in other settings, if 
they are useful and effective [2, 6].

Engagement of stakeholders in guiding systematic 
adaptations prior to implementation is a promising 
strategy to support optimization of the intervention 
for the local context and to ensure intervention rel-
evance and fit [7, 8]. Mental health interventions have 
several potential stakeholders that might be included in 
the adaptation process, including patients, clinicians, 
administrators, and researchers. Meaningfully engaging 
all of these stakeholders is important because they rep-
resent important and distinct perspectives, values, and 
concerns [9, 10]. Furthermore, to acknowledge the com-
plexity of bringing together multiple perspectives and 
making modifications to complex interventions, an iter-
ative approach to intervention adaptation is desirable.

The Veterans Health Administration (VHA) in the 
United States prioritizes implementation of evidence-
based mental health interventions [11] in a Veteran-
oriented service model [12]. The VHA has nationally 
established Psychosocial Rehabilitation and Recov-
ery Centers (PRRCs; [13, 14]) for Veterans with serious 
mental illness (SMI). PRRCs integrate evidence-based 
practice for Veterans with SMI with recovery-oriented 
services that conceptualize recovery as a holistic pro-
cess centered around pursuit of personal meaning, con-
nectedness, valued roles, empowerment, and improved 
functioning alongside symptom management [15]. In this 
context, recovery-oriented service models include collab-
orative decision-making, or meaningful engagement of 
Veterans in treatment decisions, given its focus on indi-
vidualized and person-centered care, and on empower-
ing Veterans in all aspects of their lives [16, 17]. However, 
current levels of Veteran involvement in treatment deci-
sions are low [18], for a broad range of reasons at both 
the Veteran/clinician level and the institutional level [16].

Collaborative Decision Skills Training (CDST) is a 
promising intervention to improve knowledge, skills, 
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comfort and confidence initiating and engaging in deci-
sion-making among people with SMI [19]. The aims of 
CDST are well-aligned with the goal of increasing Vet-
eran voice in treatment, including treatment decision-
making. CDST was originally piloted in a civilian service 
setting prior to expansion to VA. The VA service environ-
ment significantly differs from civilian contexts in insti-
tutional (e.g., size, mental health services offered, level of 
integration, payor process) and population characteris-
tics (e.g., gender, age distribution, socioeconomic status, 
insurance status). Systematic adaptation is required as a 
prelude to larger scale implementation within VA. There-
fore, we used an iterative, stakeholder-engaged approach 
to adapt CDST for use in Veterans with SMI in the con-
text of a PRRC. This paper thus describes generaliz-
able methods used to identify and complete intervention 
adaptations, the outcomes of our use of these methods, 
and reflects on lessons learned. Although this initial, pre-
implementation adaptation did not include testing the 
adapted version of CDST, we did hypothesize that there 
would be evidence of successful adaptation via stake-
holder feedback surveys.

Methods
Please see Fig.  1 for an overview of the study design. A 
mixed methods approach guided by the IM Adapt [20], a 
modified version of Intervention Mapping, and engage-
ment from diverse stakeholders through an Adaptation 
Resource Team to systematically adapt CDST prior to 
implementation in the VA PRRC setting for Veterans 
with SMI (see Fig. 2). To systematically characterize and 

document these adaptations, we used the Reach, Effec-
tiveness, Adoption, Implementation, and Maintenance 
(RE-AIM) enriched version of the expanded framework 
for reporting adaptations and modifications to evidence-
based interventions (FRAME; [2, 6]). A protocol includ-
ing the study described here was previously published 
[17]. We used the StaRI checklist [21] given that the 
StaRI includes both implementation and intervention 
elements.

Study setting and target population
This study was conducted in a VA PRRC in a large city 
in Southern California. As described above, PRRCs are a 
national VA program for Veterans with SMI and provide 
comprehensive outpatient care using a recovery-oriented 
rehabilitation approach, including medication manage-
ment, individual therapy, group therapy and skills train-
ing, supported education and employment, peer support, 
and chaplain services. Engagement in these services are 
coordinated by a recovery coach, who works individually 
with each Veteran to identify person-centered goals and 
tailor care to those goals. This PRRC includes an inter-
disciplinary treatment team and a large interdisciplinary 
training program. Although this PRRC mirrors other 
PRRCs nationally in many aspects given national man-
dates and best practices, it is unusual in that Veterans 
served in the program must have a psychosis diagnosis, 
while most other programs are more expansive in diag-
nostic inclusion criteria. Regardless, Veterans across pro-
grams meet functional definitions of SMI, meaning that 

Fig. 1 Study Design. Note: ART = Adaptation Resource Team. CDST = Collaborative Decision Skills Training. FRAME = Framework for Reporting 
Adaptations and Modifications
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they experience higher levels of illness severity, higher 
chronicity, and greater impact on functioning.

Intervention
Collaborative Decision Skills Training (CDST) is an 8 
session, group-based, skills training based on the col-
laborative decision-making model [16, 22] that incor-
porates skills related to goal-setting, assertiveness, 
problem-solving, and conflict resolution [19]. These skills 
are all discussed specifically in terms of their utility for 
improving patient engagement in treatment decision-
making, satisfaction with treatment, and more broadly 
patient activation. Skills are set within a larger context 
of empowerment. Key forms and functions [23] for the 
CDST are summarized in Table  1. Clinicians providing 
CDST receive a manual that includes each session’s activ-
ities, handouts, and homework as well as guidance for 
session delivery, while participants receive a handbook 
that includes only the activities, handouts, and home-
work. Additionally, participants receive a laminated 4 × 6 
overview card with basic information from skills taught 
in CDST that they can carry in a wallet or purse in they 
choose.

Adaptation resource team
The Adaptation Resource Team (ART) of diverse stake-
holders was established to guide and provide perspec-
tive throughout the adaptation process to ensure that the 
VA-adapted CDST materials improved fit for the needs 
of Veterans with psychosis participating in VA PRRC ser-
vices. Four groups of stakeholders were included in the 
team: Veterans with psychosis currently participating in 
VA PRRC services; VA mental health clinicians working 

in the PRRC; VA administrators involved in PRRC ser-
vices; and researchers with relevant expertise. The ART 
included five Veterans; two clinical psychologists, both of 
whom also held administrative roles; and four research-
ers, including two CDST developers and expertise in SMI 
(two researchers), VA and Veterans (3), clinical train-
ing broadly (3), qualitative and mixed methods (3), and 
implementation science (2). All members of the ART 
were offered the opportunity to contribute to this paper 
and other research products associated with this pro-
ject. This manuscript includes eight authors from the 
ART, two Veterans, two clinicians, and four researchers, 
who co-developed this manuscript. One Veteran ART 
member passed away following primary data collection. 
The other two Veterans elected not to participate in the 
development of this paper but continue to be involved in 
the research project.

Adaptation procedures
The adaptation process followed steps 3 and 4 of IM 
Adapt [20] (Fig.  2). First, each Veteran and clinician/
administrator ART member received the CDST materi-
als, including the CDST participant manual, the CDST 
clinician manual, as well as a description of the of pur-
pose of the in-development Service Delivery Manual. The 
Service Delivery Manual is a document that accompa-
nies the clinician manual (CDST content) and describes 
CDST delivery, including population and setting consid-
erations for effective group therapy delivery, approved 
ways to modify CDST delivery (e.g., number of sessions, 
length of sessions), and recommendations for deal-
ing with common issues. Once ART members reviewed 
the materials, two ART research members (ET & RM) 

Fig. 2 Steps of IM Adapt used in this study (adapted from Highfield et al., 2015)
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conducted individual semi-structured qualitative inter-
views assessing for relevance, anticipated impact, and 
ease of delivery, participation, and learning for CDST 
overall, and each major component of the materials. 
These data were collected during the COVID-19 pan-
demic, so the viability of delivering CDST fully virtu-
ally and the impact of virtual services on care was also 
queried.

We used primarily neo-positivist conceptualization for 
the semi-structured interviews and the other elements 
of the study [24]. At the same time, given that the ART 

included two CDST developers (ET and WS), and one of 
those developers was an interviewer (ET), we also inte-
grated transparency and disclosure of positionality (i.e., 
that ET developed CDST) [24, 25]. Interviewers aimed 
to increase interviewees’ willingness to disclose negative 
feedback in two ways; the first, by explicitly stating at the 
beginning of each interview that all opinions were valua-
ble, whether positive or negative, and that the purpose of 
the study was to benefit Veterans, not CDST. The second 
was to include questions that asked directly for negative 
feedback.

Table 1 CDST Functions and Forms

Italicized forms were added or substantially adapted during the adaptation process described in this paper

Core Functions (Standardized) Forms (Tailored)

Empowerment‑focused therapeutic approach that enhances overall 
empowerment, and specific feelings of empowerment related to partici‑
pation in one’s own mental health care and recovery

Examples:
• Psychoeducation about patient rights
• Validation of desire to participate in treatment decision‑making
• Exploration of specific treatment preferences and goals
• Treatment team handout and discussion of desired role on treatment 
team
• Application of NOW, ASAP, and SCALIE to work towards pursuit of 
increased treatment participation or improved treatment satisfaction, 
among other possible goals

Evidence‑based skills training strategies to improve ability to initiate and 
engage in collaborative decision‑making and related skills when desired

Examples:
• Role‑plays
• Worksheets
• Relevant examples/vignettes
• Application of discussed skills strategies to personal concerns and goals
• In group discussion
• In session practice of skills
• Out of session practice of skills

Training in specific skills as they specifically apply to collaborative decision‑
making and related skills: treatment decision identification and goal 
setting; assertiveness; problem‑solving; conflict resolution; using coping 
strategies to increase ability to engage in collaborative decision‑making 
and related skills

Examples:
• NOW
• ASAP
• SCALIE
• “Putting it all together” worksheet
• Treatment decision checklist
• Resolving disagreements with clinicians diagram
• Coping skills practice

Psychoeducation on relevant topics Examples:
• Provide full manual and overview cards
• Discuss what collaborative decision‑making is
• Pros and cons of collaborative decision‑making
• Treatment decision checklist
• Treatment team worksheet

Increase comfort and confidence related to participating in treatment 
decision‑making

Examples:
• ASAP
• Discussion of past experiences with clinicians and how that may shape 
willingness, comfort, confidence to try collaborative decision‑making with 
new clinicians
• Coping skills
• Conflict and disagreement session and exercises

Consider, validate, and support patients in identifying possible solutions 
for patient level, patient/clinician level, and patient/system level barriers to 
collaborative decision‑making and other aspects of care

Examples:
• Pros and cons of collaborative decision‑making
Discussion of past experiences with clinicians and how that may shape 
willingness, comfort, confidence to try collaborative decision‑making with 
new clinicians
• Coping skills
• Conflict and disagreement session and exercises
• Advocacy and system advocacy tools
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The interview transcripts were coded using rapid 
matrix analysis [26]. Themes were created a priori based 
on topics targeted in the interview guide, and a code-
book was developed and completed through consensus 
meetings between three of the ART research members 
(ET, RM, and BR). The codes used included suggestions 
for adaptations, including whether the suggestion was to 
“keep,” “add,” “remove,” or “adapt,” an element of CDST. 
Coders (ET, RM) reviewed each other’s coding to ensure 
accuracy. BR acted as consensus expert for disagree-
ments. Following completion, suggestions were compiled 
and separated into those in need of further discussion 
with ART from those that were easy to complete with 
minimal impact on overall intervention.

Following analysis, the two CDST developers (ET and 
WS) met to discuss the major suggestions to discuss ways 
to appropriately respond to suggestions in general and 
ensure that the functions of CDST would remain intact 
and forms would remain feasible [23]. Suggestions to be 
discussed were compiled into a short memo sent ahead of 
the first ART meeting. ART members were also offered 
the option to meet with the primary research team mem-
bers (ET and/or RM) individually instead or in addi-
tion of the ART meeting if desired. The structure of the 
meeting was minimal in order to adapt to the priorities 
of the team members. In general, each suggestion was 
presented to the group and discussed until consensus 
formed about appropriate adaptation(s).

Veteran and clinician ART members were asked to 
complete a survey after the meeting which assessed the 
perceived importance, Veteran benefit, impact on ease 
of use and delivery for each major adaptation sugges-
tion. It also assessed how heard and understood each 
ART member felt and used two open-ended questions 
to identify most important adaptations and any topics 
that should have been discussed but weren’t. The results 
of these surveys guided adaptation decisions, provided 
evidence of whether adaptations selected were success-
ful (e.g., important to stakeholders, perceived to be likely 
to benefit Veterans, perceived to have implementation 
feasibility), and provided evidence of whether the stake-
holder-engaged adaptation strategy itself was successful 
(i.e., whether stakeholders felt heard and understood).

Following the first ART meeting, research ART mem-
bers (ET, RM, BR) met to resolve recommended changes 
that hadn’t yet reached consensus. Research ART mem-
bers focused on resolving adaptations by integrating 
feedback from other ART members and evidence from 
implementation science to maximize feasibility and 
acceptability. A first draft of adaptations to the clinician 
manual, participant handbook, overview card and to the 
service delivery manual were then completed. A new 
card for coping skills was added. Each change was logged.

After making these initial changes to the materials, the 
ART met again to review the revised drafts and further 
refine the materials using a similar approach to the first 
round. including the post-meeting survey. Following this 
meeting, adaptations were finalized.

Throughout the adaptation process, research mem-
bers (ET, RM) kept in contact with all ART members via 
email and phone calls. ART members were able to pro-
vide ongoing feedback, meet individually with one or 
more research members, and take pauses from the study. 
All meetings were held virtually due to the COVID-19 
pandemic.

Description of adaptations
An adapted version of the Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption, 
Implementation, and Maintenance (RE-AIM) enriched 
enhanced framework for the reporting adaptation and 
modifications to evidence-based interventions (FRAME) 
[2, 6] was used to systematically document changes and 
their impact on the delivery of the CDST. FRAME was 
designed to support the systematic documentation of 
adaptations to evidence-based interventions in health 
services and public health research studies. FRAME was 
developed using a combination of a literature review, focus 
group, and coding process and allows for the documenta-
tion of both the content and process of adaptations. The 
RE-AIM expanded FRAME includes additional concepts 
about adaptations informed by the broadly used Reach, 
Effectiveness, Adoption, Implementation, and Mainte-
nance framework. Therefore, RE-AIM enriched FRAME 
includes a number of key categories including how the 
intervention was modified, which aspects of the interven-
tion are impacted by the modification, and the reason for 
the adaptation (i.e., to increase reach, effectiveness, adop-
tion, implementation, or maintenance). In addition to the 
existing RE-AIM enriched FRAME constructs, we added 
four new categories. We added size and scope based on 
recent work [27]. Size is defined as amount of total inter-
vention time (i.e., patient contact minutes) impacted by 
the adaptation, while scope is defined as the total number 
of intervention sessions impacted, both represented as 
percentages. We also tracked whether an adaptation was 
made for a specific population (i.e., serious mental illness, 
Veterans/military, other). Finally, we tracked whether a 
change was considered in our initial list of suggestions but 
not implemented, and the reason for non-implementation. 
A matrix database was created based on the adapted RE-
AIM enriched FRAME constructs to document adapta-
tions and completed by two researcher ART members (ET, 
RM). They checked each other’s coding to ensure accuracy, 
with a third member (BR) as consensus expert. A non-
ART research team member (ES) provided quality check-
ing and summarized the data.
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Results
Rapid matrix analysis results
The matrix analysis yielded 510 coded entries (example 
quotes in Table  2; full summary in Table  3). The most 
commonly discussed topics were Veteran experiences 
(40 entries), Veteran benefits of CDST (34 entries), the 
assertiveness skills training model (called “ASAP”) (34 
entries), and the vignettes and roleplays (34 entries). 57% 
of entries were associated with a suggestion. Most sug-
gestions were either to keep (120 entries) or adapt (107 
entries) a component. These suggestions varied in level 
of specificity; specific suggestion included moving a par-
ticular bullet point or revising a vignette; while less spe-
cific suggestions described possible issues, like ruptures 
in the therapeutic relationship, without describing a spe-
cific solution.

Additionally, both Veterans and clinicians reported 
concerns about potential barriers, as well as ways to 
overcome them. These discussions were usually coded 
as suggestions to identify mechanisms within CDST to 
support Veterans to overcome barriers and increase the 
effectiveness of CDST. A common barrier for Veterans 
was potential psychological and interpersonal barri-
ers that could prevent use of skills taught in CDST, even 
for Veterans who found those skills valuable. For exam-
ple, one Veteran reported that using the skills would be 
“scary” but it was possible to “conquer that fear.” Multiple 
Veterans offered suggestions to help overcome fear and 
nervousness to use the skills, mostly focused on validat-
ing Veterans’ emotions, empowering them, and helping 
them manage difficult emotions and interactions.

Clinicians indicated some concern that aspects of 
CDM and associated psychoeducation might be misin-
terpreted, leading Veterans to believe that using CDM 
skills should always result in providers agreeing with Vet-
eran preference for care. The clinician suggested discuss-
ing how to “define success” when using the targeted skills. 
Although the preferred outcome may not be achieved, 
using the skills makes that more likely, and has other ben-
efits including speaking up for yourself and developing 
self-respect. Similarly, one Veteran commented, “I did 
like that [the CDST materials] validated and acknowl-
edged that sometimes treatment providers won’t be coop-
erative.” These more open-ended suggestions were noted 
in the analysis for further discussion at the ART meeting 
to ensure that they were addressed effectively.

In terms of fit for Veterans and the VA PRRC setting, 
both clinicians and Veterans reported it was a generally 
good fit as is, without requiring “a lot of modifications,” 
according to one clinician. Suggestions related to improv-
ing fit for the setting were fairly minor, including chang-
ing language to fit the terms used in the setting; and 
adding an examples about romantic relationships and 

military sexual trauma because these are frequently a pri-
ority for Veterans in the setting. Additionally, both Vet-
erans and clinicians made recommendations to increase 
usability for Veterans with significant cognitive impair-
ments due to traumatic brain injury, including more vis-
ual aids and less dense text throughout the manual.

Of the comments that were not suggestions, many 
related to overall response to CDST, the collaborative 
decision-making concept, and its fit and appropriateness 
for the population and setting. Veterans and clinicians 
alike had an overall positive response to collaborative 
decision-making as a concept, and to CDST specifically.

Other key themes included aspects of the intervention 
that were particularly important for Veterans. Multiple 
Veterans reported that military service members typi-
cally have little autonomy over decision-making, and lit-
tle ability to express emotions, making it more important 
empowering to learn and use those skills. Additionally, 
multiple Veterans reported that communication styles 
between the military and civilians vary, making learning 
assertiveness skills particularly important for Veterans 
who have frequently been trained to use a more aggres-
sive style during military service. These Veterans noted 
that this gap in communication norms had led to nega-
tive reactions from clinicians, decreasing ability to par-
ticipate in CDM.

Potential barriers for clinicians delivering CDST 
included ease of delivery. Although overall clinicians 
found the manual to be “organized” and containing all 
the material they would need to start delivering CDST, 
increasing visual aids and in-text reminders for clinicians 
would be helpful for situations where clinicians were 
delivering it “on the fly,” rather than being able to “study” 
beforehand.

With respect to implementation feasibility, clinicians 
largely commented that CDST in its current form is 
structurally similar to the other groups currently deliv-
ered in the service setting, including in terms of the num-
ber of sessions, length of sessions, and other aspects of its 
structure and emphasis on skill development. Clinicians 
recommended that the service delivery manual include 
recommendations for dealing with intermittent attend-
ance and infrequent homework completion, given that 
these are common concerns in the setting.

Iterative adaptations and post meeting surveys
The first ART Meeting included two researchers, two 
clinicians, and three Veterans. Twelve major topics 
were discussed including increasing ease of use and 
delivery; how mood and symptoms may impact ability 
to use CDM; supporting Veterans who feel uncomfort-
able or cautious using CDM; and specific changes to 
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handouts, examples, and other materials. Early drafts 
of adaptations were presented during topics when 
relevant.

The post meeting survey was updated based on the 
major adaptations discussed during the meeting and spe-
cific adaptations proposed. All of the Veterans and clini-
cians present completed the post-meeting survey. Most 
ART members reported that they felt “completely” heard 
and understood during the meeting; one person reported 
feeling “somewhat” heard and understood. ART mem-
bers rated most adaptations as important and beneficial 
to Veterans; no adaptations were rated as unimportant or 
harmful. Responses to the open-ended item about most 
important topics discussed included increasing ease of 
use for both Veterans and clinicians (n = 2 ART mem-
bers), the role plays and examples (n = 2), assertiveness 
(n = 1), and managing emotional dysregulation (n = 1).

Ratings related to ease of engagement and ease of deliv-
ery were mixed, with most adaptations rated a range 
from “very easy” to “somewhat difficult.” The exception 
was one worksheet, which was expanded to include a 
completed example without increasing the amount of 

time dedicated to teaching the worksheet; this was rated 
“very difficult” to deliver by one ART member.

The second ART meeting included two researchers, two 
clinicians, and one Veteran. One Veteran met with the 
research team separately due to scheduling constraints. 
Twelve major topics were discussed including increasing 
ease of use and delivery through methods including new 
and adapted visual aids and tables; enhanced reminders 
for clinicians to use evidence-based learning strategies 
for group and individual interventions; changes to spe-
cific worksheets; addition of coping skills sections and 
card; and expanding handling conflict and disagreements 
section. Drafts of adaptations were presented.

The post-meeting survey mirrored the structure of 
the first but differed in content based on what was dis-
cussed during the meetings. The survey included images 
of drafted changes that were proposed when appropriate 
(e.g., adapted worksheets). Both Veterans and one cli-
nician completed the survey. All reported that they felt 
“completely” heard and understood. Similar to the first 
survey, all topics were rated as important and beneficial 
to Veterans. In the open-ended questions, ART members 

Table 3 Summary of matrix analysis, including stakeholder group and whether each code was associated with a suggestion to adapt 
CDST

Veteran Clinician Keep Adapt Add Remove No Suggestion Total

Veteran experiences 40 0 3 0 0 0 37 40

ASAP model 23 11 9 15 2 0 8 34

Veteran benefit 33 1 6 1 2 0 25 34

Vignettes and role-plays 17 17 11 6 12 1 4 34

Intervention structure 17 10 6 8 4 0 9 27

Veteran handbook 24 1 6 12 2 0 5 25

Collaborative decision-making concept 21 3 0 2 0 0 22 24

Treatment teams psychoeducation and worksheet 16 8 11 4 4 0 5 24

Complaints, provider disagreement and conflict 13 10 4 8 3 0 8 23

SCALIE model 17 6 7 7 0 0 9 23

Collaborative decision-making psychoeducation 15 7 11 3 3 0 5 22

NOW model 16 6 12 4 0 0 6 22

Homework 13 8 4 0 8 0 9 21

Appropriateness and adaptation needs for Veteran population 13 6 5 6 1 0 7 19

Overview card 16 3 6 1 2 0 10 19

Veteran ease of use 10 9 2 9 5 0 3 19

Clinician manual 2 15 3 6 3 0 5 17

Combined collaborative decision-making hand-out 11 6 4 8 0 0 5 17

Virtual delivery considerations 12 5 0 1 1 0 15 17

Appropriateness and adaptation needs for CORE clinical setting 6 10 2 3 2 1 8 16

Advocacy discussion and roleplay 4 7 4 0 2 0 5 11

Service delivery manual 2 8 1 0 6 0 3 10

Clinician ease of use 0 9 3 3 1 0 2 9

Clinician experiences 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 3

Total 341 169 120 107 63 2 218 510
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reported that “all” the topics were important (n = 2), 
changes to handouts and examples were most important 
(n = 1), and talking to a provider was most important 
(n = 1). Unlike the first survey, ratings of ease of engage-
ment and ease of delivery ranged between “very easy” and 
“somewhat easy” for nearly every topic. The exception 
was a suggested addition to a worksheet, which had one 
rating of “somewhat difficult” to engage in.

Characterizing final adaptations in FRAME
There were 164 adaptations entered into the modified 
FRAME, which included six adaptations that were ulti-
mately not incorporated into CDST for reasons including 
compromising research integrity and redundancy with 
superior adaptations. Therefore, a total of 158 adapta-
tions were completed. Please see Table 4 for a summary 
of FRAME and Table 5 for examples of adaptations made.

Considering types of changes made, 78 adaptations 
added a component to CDST, and 32 extended an exist-
ing component. Only one component (jargon-based 
language) was removed. The size of most adaptations 
was small; impacting approximately 2% of less of the 
intervention. For example, one extended component 
increased psychoeducation about communication styles 
by adding a completed assertive communication table 
that compares elements of assertive, aggressive, passive, 
and passive-aggressive communication was estimated 
to take about five minutes of one session to describe 
(equaling 1% of total intervention time). The three largest 
adaptations (adding coping skills, adding new vignettes 
and roleplays, and formalizing agenda setting and home-
work review processes) were estimated to have a size of 
10%-16%.

The scope of most adaptations was one session. Eleven 
adaptations impacted all sessions. However, size and 
scope were not necessarily aligned. For example, one 
adaptation tailored language to Veterans and VA, includ-
ing changing “client” to “Veteran” in all materials. This 
change had a size of 0%, as it did not take any in-session 
time, but a scope of 100%, as it impacted every session.

Notably, the Service Delivery Manual was devel-
oped during the adaptation process and so all of its 
elements were categorized as added components (44 
total adaptations). While these added to the overall 
materials and changed how a clinician would experi-
ence, and ideally deliver, CDST, they do not impact 
the length of the intervention itself and so were not 
included in size and scope calculations. The completed 
initial version of the Service Delivery Manual includes 
information about Veterans with SMI, including com-
mon symptoms, trauma, cognition, functioning, and 
military culture; methods of tailoring group therapy for 

SMI populations, including teaching methods for par-
ticipants with cognitive or learning impairments; an 
overview about collaborative decision-making; specific 
recommendations for facilitating CDST, including ways 
to encourage at home practice completion, approved 
modifications, and troubleshooting common problems 
like intermittent attendance; and the full list of exam-
ples from the manual along with nine additional new 
examples that can be used to tailor a session to a given 
group.

All of the stakeholder groups contributed to the 
FRAME by providing initial ideas and suggestions. 
Regarding primary contributors of initial suggestions, 
clinicians contributed 54 adaptations, research staff 
contributed 35, and Veterans contributed 27. Addition-
ally, 16 adaptations were contributed by a combination 
of stakeholder groups, usually through the conversa-
tions during ART meetings. In terms of CDST com-
ponents, the components clinicians initiated the most 
adaptations were the Service Delivery Manual (n = 20 
adaptations), assertiveness skills (n = 8), and examples 
(n = 7). Veterans initiated the most adaptations to the 
managing conflict and disagreement component (n = 8 
adaptations), and the Service Delivery Manual (n = 7). 
Research staff initiated the most adaptations to the Ser-
vice Delivery Manual (n = 16 adaptations).

Regarding the basis for each adaptation, the most 
common basis was based on our knowledge or experi-
ence of working with patients ("knowing the Veterans we 
serve, I know we’ll need to consider XX"), with 70 total 
adaptations, and 36 of those initiated by clinicians. 
Another 58 adaptations were based on patient knowl-
edge or experiences ("Based on my past experiences, I 
know I would struggle with this because…") with 29 of 
these initiated by Veterans and 12 initiated by a com-
bination of Veterans and clinicians. The third most 
frequent basis was a framework, including CDM prin-
ciples and cognitive behavioral therapy, which made up 
45 adaptations. Nearly all (n = 129) of the adaptations 
were made to enhance the impact or success of the inter-
vention for all or important subgroups, associated with 
the Effectiveness dimension of RE-AIM. The second 
most common category was making the intervention 
delivered more consistently; to better fit the PRRC, clini-
cian needs, patient flow or EHR; for practical reasons; 
the Implementation dimension of RE-AIM, with 20 
adaptations. A relatively small number of adaptations 
(n = 36) were completed specifically to address popula-
tion-specific needs. Of these, 17 were for the Veteran/
military population, 17 were for the SMI population, 
one was for race and ethnic minority groups, and one 
was for people who have experienced trauma.
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Discussion
This iterative, mixed-methods, and stakeholder-engaged 
adaptation of CDST was aided by the IM-Adapt model 
and the RE-AIM enriched FRAME, which increased abil-
ity to effectively complete and document adaptations and 
create a clinical product for immediate and scalable appli-
cation. Engaging diverse groups of stakeholders through 
multiple methods enhanced the quality and the depth of 
data and final product. The ART process further devel-
oped rapport, and enhanced ability to deeply understand 
the needs, values, and priorities of diverse stakeholders. 
Evidence from the post ART meeting surveys indicated 
that Veteran and clinician ART members perceived the 
adaptations to be important and beneficial to Veterans. 
Further, the improvements in perceived ease of partici-
pation and delivery from the first ART meeting to the 
second indicated that adaptations improved perceived 
implementation feasibility. These data provide support 

that the adaptation was successful and likely to improve 
fit for Veterans and the VA clinical context, although a 
clear next step is to implement the adapted materials and 
test their effectiveness and feasibility in this context.

The iterative and group-based approach to adaptation 
allowed for the refinement of ideas over time, increasing 
ability to optimize adaptations to target nuanced issues. 
For example, one of the largest adaptations, the addi-
tion of coping skill psychoeducation and practice, began 
as a more abstract discussion of the potential barriers to 
using CDST. ART Veterans described how mood, symp-
toms, lack of confidence, and discomfort around using 
CDM might impact whether Veterans might choose to 
use CDM, and if they did, how effective they might be. 
Over the course of the adaptation process, the team 
decided to integrate coping skill practice, and made spe-
cific decisions about which coping skills to integrate and 
when to practice them during each session. Although 

Table 5 Examples of adaptations made to CDST

Original content Adapted content

Skills training models appear as text, with tables and 
worksheets

When each model is discussed, its icon appears. For example, the following appears with the 
ASAP assertive communication model:

Discuss and validate past negative experiences with 
mental health clinicians that might impact current 
comfort engaging in collaborative decision‑making

Add coping skill practice and coping skill card (front side below) to decrease anxiety and 

increase confidence

Range of examples and vignettes, but none targeted 
specifically for Veterans

Add new examples including Veteran‑specific examples about disclosing military sexual 
trauma and seeking care outside of VA

Address standard components of evidence‑based skills 
training and cognitive‑behavioral interventions (e.g., 
agenda setting, homework review, session review) 
briefly in Clinician Manual and more thoroughly in the 
Service Delivery Manual and clinician training

Add specific outlines for agendas, homework review, and session review in each session; see 
for example, the session review for session 1 below:
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these coping skills were new to CDST’s forms, the func-
tion of increasing comfort and confidence in initiating 
and engaging in CDM was an integral part of CDST’s ini-
tial conceptualization, making this significant adaptation 
a good fit. Additionally, the team debated over this addi-
tion because most of the coping skills added are already 
commonly taught in other individual and group inter-
ventions in this setting. However, the team decided that 
most Veterans would benefit from explicitly discussing 
and practicing how to apply these skills to CDM.

We tracked size and scope of the completed adapta-
tions; most were small. However, the team found that 
these metrics, and particularly size, did not necessarily 
translate to perceived impact of a given adaptation. For 
example, the change from “client” to “Veteran” across all 
CDST materials is a relatively small change, but mean-
ingful given how important Veteran identity is to many 
participants.

Overall, Veterans found the content particularly well-
fitting for the Veteran population, both in terms of its 
purpose, to empower Veterans and increase Veteran 
voices in mental health care, and in terms of some of its 
specific functions, including assertiveness training and 
use of validation. This may be why there were relatively 
few adaptations made specifically to increase fit for Vet-
erans. Most of the adaptations made were not tailored 
for any specific population, and therefore may increase 
CDST’s effectiveness and/or implementation feasibility 
across groups.

The ART broadly found that CDST fit well with the 
VA PRRC clinical context, increasing its implemen-
tation feasibility. Still, a priority of these adaptations 
was to increase ease of delivery for busy clinicians with 
strong underlying skill sets but who may need in-manual 
reminders to maintain fidelity and would benefit from 
recommendations about managing common group inter-
vention concerns. Some of these adaptations, for example 
adding bullet points of key points at the end of each ses-
sion to aid in session review, were formalizations of forms 
that were intended to be a part of CDST. This served as 
an important reminder about feasibility: that clinicians 
benefit from and appreciate support to implement evi-
dence-based strategies, even those they are already well-
trained in.

One concern sometimes described about engaging 
multiple groups of stakeholders in research, is that a 
more powerful group’s voice may intentionally or unin-
tentionally silence a less powerful group. This was cer-
tainly something we considered and monitored through 
the study process, given that we included research-
ers, clinicians, and Veterans with psychosis in a single, 
interactive team. Overall, we believe we were success-
ful in engaging multiple types of stakeholders, and that 

these interactions positively impacted the study, echoing 
other stakeholder-engaged adaptations in VA settings [1]. 
There were interactions during group meetings between 
Veterans and clinicians that helped identify and refine 
adaptations that would not have been achievable if these 
two groups were kept apart throughout the study. For-
mal feedback on the post-meeting surveys and informal 
feedback given  to the research staff generally supports 
that stakeholders felt heard and able to participate to 
the extent they desired. The team noticed that clinicians 
often made sure that Veterans had time to speak during 
meetings, and checked in that their comments were rea-
sonable and made sense to Veterans. Additionally, the 
three groups of stakeholders were fairly equally repre-
sented in terms of the adaptations that were initially sug-
gested by them. Stakeholders of all groups were provided 
flexible options so that they could meet with research 
staff individually, skip meetings if needed/preferred, and 
make other requests so that their voices could be heard 
on their own terms. We also included all groups in the 
writing of this paper.

However, we fully acknowledge that this is a complex 
process, and success depends on the methods of the 
study, the researchers and stakeholders involved, and 
the environment created. It is essential that an engag-
ing and non-confrontational atmosphere is facilitated 
by leaders of a multi-stakeholder team. Based on this 
study, we recommend open communication and elicita-
tion of contact and participation preferences; flexibility 
around participation level and adaptability to changing 
needs throughout the study; and iterative contacts to 
encourage rapport development and disclosure as trust 
increases. We also encourage team leaders to implement 
the key tenets of participatory action research during 
individual and group meetings; this includes demytholo-
gizing research practices and expanding both the prac-
tice and the critique of research within the hands of all 
team members; centering community and community 
member values; developing an atmosphere where stake-
holders are respected and heard; and intentionally dis-
placing decision-making power from leadership and 
other default individuals and entities to balance equita-
bly across all team members and groups [28–30]. In our 
study, this included encouraging open discussion and 
disagreement with team leadership and making adapta-
tion decisions based on team consensus, with particu-
lar attention to Veteran preferences, rather than giving 
more weight to team leader preferences. It also meant 
maximizing accessibility to the entire research process 
including participation in products and compensat-
ing stakeholders for that participation. Regardless of 
whether stakeholders of different groups interact with 
each other, we strongly echo the ADAPT guidance to 
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meaningfully include Veteran (and/or other relevant 
patient) stakeholders and clinician stakeholders in adap-
tation and implementation teams [31].

Limitations
Adaptations are naturally driven by the local setting, 
participants, and other contextual factors. The methods 
used in this study and the resulting modified version of 
CDST may require further adaptation for effective use in 
other settings and with other populations. It is possible 
that other VA PRRCs might need to make adaptations 
to the resulting CDST materials for their own purposes. 
The Service Delivery Manual developed in this study is 
intended to serve as a document that will both inform 
future adaptations and increase ability to tailor CDST to 
other PRRC contexts, and to be updated as CDST experts 
learn more about how to effectively deliver and tailor 
CDST to these contexts. Post-implementation evaluation 
of the adapted CDST intervention is needed to identify 
its effectiveness and implementation feasibility for its tar-
get population and setting.

Conclusions
In this study, a multi-stakeholder team of Veterans, VA 
clinicians, and researchers was assembled to iteratively 
and collaboratively adapt Collaborative Decision Skills 
Training (CDST) using a mixed methods approach. 
CDST was well-received in terms of its content and 
feasibility; however, 158 adaptations were completed. 
Most of these adaptations were small in size and scope 
and were intended to increase effectiveness. Veteran 
and clinician team members reported that these adapta-
tions were important and beneficial to Veterans, indicat-
ing adaptation success. The next step will be to test the 
adoption, implementation, reach, effectiveness, and sus-
tained use of the adapted CDST intervention in diverse 
VA settings.

Acknowledgements
We gratefully acknowledge the other members of the Adaptation Resource 
Team (ART). One of the members of the ART passed away following data 
collection. We wish them peace and rest. We are grateful to the San Diego VA 
Center of Recovery Education (CORE).

Authors’ contributions
E.T. designed the study; collected, analyzed, and interpreted data; was the 
primary adapter of CDST; and wrote the first draft of this manuscript. R.M. 
collected, analyzed, and interpreted data; was the secondary adapter of 
CDST; and contributed substantially to writing this manuscript. D.O., D.P., and 
Y.G‑R. contributed substantially to the adaption of CDST and to revising this 
manuscript. E.S. analyzed, and interpreted data and made tables. E.C. and W.S. 
contributed substantially to the adaption of CDST. E.G. and G.L. provided men‑
torship over the design, execution, and analysis of this study and contributed 
substantially to revising this manuscript. B.R. provided mentorship over the 
design, execution, and analysis of this study and contributed substantially to 
the adaption of CDST and to revising this manuscript. The authors read and 
approved the final manuscript

Funding
Research reported in this publication was supported by grant 
5IK2RX00307902 (PI: Treichler) from the Veterans Affairs Rehabilitation 
Research & Development, the VA Desert Pacific MIRECC, the VA San Diego 
Center of Excellence for Stress and Mental Health, the National Institutes of 
Health UL1TR001442 and the UC San Diego ACTRI Dissemination and Imple‑
mentation Science Center. The VA and the US government did not have a role 
in the study design or manuscript writing. This manuscript does not represent 
the views of the VA or the US government.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets during and/or analyzed during the current study available from 
the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study received ethics approval from VA San Diego (#H190127). All partici‑
pants consented to participate.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
E.T. and W.S. are co‑developers of the intervention studied, CDST, but receive 
no royalties associated with its use.

Author details
1 Desert Pacific Mental Illness Research, Education, and Clinical Center 
(MIRECC), VA San Diego, 3500 La Jolla Village Drive, San Diego, CA 92161, USA. 
2 Department of Psychiatry, UC San Diego, 9500 Gillman Drive, La Jolla, CA 
92037, USA. 3 Center of Recovery Education, VA San Diego, 3500 La Jolla Village 
Drive, San Diego, CA 92161, USA. 4 Department of Psychology, University 
of Nebraska‑Lincoln, 238 Burnett Hall, Lincoln, NE 68588, USA. 5 Herbert 
Wertheim School of Public Health and Human Longevity Science, University 
of California San Diego, 9500 Gillman Drive, La Jolla, CA 92037, USA. 6 Clinical 
and Translational Research Center Dissemination and Implementation Science 
Center, UC San Diego Altman, UC San Diego, 9500 Gillman Drive, La Jolla, CA 
92037, USA. 

Received: 5 July 2022   Accepted: 5 November 2022

References
 1. McCarthy MS, Ujano‑De Motta LL, Nunnery MA, Gilmartin H, Kelley L, Wills 

A, et al. Understanding adaptations in the Veteran Health Administration’s 
Transitions Nurse Program: refining methodology and pragmatic implica‑
tions for scale‑up. Implement Sci. 2021;16:71.

 2. Rabin BA, McCreight M, Battaglia C, Ayele R, Burke RE, Hess PL, et al. 
Systematic, Multimethod Assessment of Adaptations Across Four Diverse 
Health Systems Interventions. Front Public Health. 2018;6:102.

 3. Escoffery C, Lebow‑Skelley E, Haardoerfer R, Boing E, Udelson H, Wood R, 
et al. A systematic review of adaptations of evidence‑based public health 
interventions globally. Implement Sci. 2018;2018(13):125.

 4. Chambers DA, Norton WE. The adaptome: advancing the science of 
intervention adaptation. Am J Prev Med. 2016;51:S124–31.

 5. Stirman SW, Miller CJ, Toder K, Calloway A. Development of a framework 
and coding system for modifications and adaptations of evidence‑based 
interventions. Implement Sci. 2013;8:65.

 6. WiltseyStirman S, Baumann AA, Miller CJ. The FRAME: an expanded 
framework for reporting adaptations and modifications to evidence‑
based interventions. Implement Sci. 2019;14:58.

 7. McCabe K, Hotton A, Loyd AB, Floyd B, Donenberg G, Fletcher FE. 
The process of adapting a sexual health intervention for Black early 
adolescents: a stakeholder engagement approach. Health Educ Res. 
2022;37(1):7–22. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ her/ cyab0 41. 

 8. Zimmerman L, Lounsbury DW, Rosen CS, Kimerling R, Trafton JA, Lindley 
SE. Participatory system dynamics modeling: increasing stakeholder 

https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyab041


Page 19 of 19Treichler et al. BMC Health Services Research         (2022) 22:1543  

engagement and precision to improve implementation planning in 
systems. Adm Policy Ment Health Ment Health Serv Res. 2016;43:834–49.

 9. Methodology Committee of the Patient‑Centered Outcomes Research 
Institute (PCORI). Methodological standards and patient‑centeredness 
in comparative effectiveness research: the PCORI perspective. JAMA. 
2012;307(15):1636–40. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1001/ jama. 2012. 466. 

 10. Aarons GA, Hurlburt M, Horwitz SM. Advancing a conceptual model of 
evidence‑based practice implementation in public service sectors. Adm 
Policy Ment Health Ment Health Serv Res. 2011;38:4–23.

 11. Finley EP, Garcia HA, Ketchum NS, McGeary DD, McGeary CA, Stirman 
SW, et al. Utilization of evidence‑based psychotherapies in Veterans 
Affairs posttraumatic stress disorder outpatient clinics. Psychol Serv. 
2015;12:73–82.

 12. Affairs O of P and I. VA Office Developing Innovative Patient‑Centered 
Model of Care for Veterans. https:// www. va. gov/ opa/ press rel/ press relea 
se. cfm? id= 2034 . Available from. Cited 13 Dec 2021

 13. Psychometric examination of care quality measures in VA psychosocial 
rehabilitation and recovery centers (PRRCs) ‑ ProQuest. https:// www. 
proqu est. com/ docvi ew/ 22293 32119? accou ntid= 14524 . Available from. 
[Cited 13 Dec 2021]

 14. McGuire AB, Salyers MP, White DA, Gilbride DJ, White LM, Kean J, et al. 
Factors affecting implementation of an evidence‑based practice in 
the Veterans Health Administration: illness management and recovery. 
Psychiatr Rehabil J. 2015;38:300–5.

 15. Bird V, Leamy M, Tew J, Le Boutillier C, Williams J, Slade M. Fit for purpose? 
validation of a conceptual framework for personal recovery with current 
mental health consumers. Aust N Z J Psychiatry. 2014;48(7):644–53.

 16. Treichler EBH, Rabin BA, Cohen AN, Light GA. How shared is shared deci‑
sion making? reaching the full potential of patient‑clinician collaboration 
in mental health. Harv Rev Psychiatry. 2021;29:361–9.

 17. Treichler EBH, Rabin BA, Spaulding WD, Thomas ML, Salyers MP, Granholm 
EL, et al. Skills‑based intervention to enhance collaborative decision‑
making: systematic adaptation and open trial protocol for veterans with 
psychosis. Pilot Feasibility Stud. 2021;7:89.

 18. Matthias MS, Salyers MP, Rollins AL, Frankel RM. Decision making in recov‑
ery‑oriented mental health care. Psychiatr Rehabil J. 2012;35:305–14.

 19. Treichler EBH, Avila A, Evans EA, Spaulding WD. Collaborative decision 
skills training: Feasibility and preliminary outcomes of a novel interven‑
tion. Psychol Serv. 2020;17:54–64.

 20. Highfield L, Hartman MA, Mullen PD, Rodriguez SA, Fernandez ME, 
Bartholomew LK. Intervention Mapping to Adapt Evidence‑Based Inter‑
ventions for Use in Practice: Increasing Mammography among African 
American Women. BioMed Res Int. 2015. https:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 
pmc/ artic les/ PMC46 37430/ . Available from. [Cited 26 Jun 2020]

 21. Pinnock H, Barwick M, Carpenter CR, Eldridge S, Grandes G, Griffiths CJ, 
et al. Standards for Reporting Implementation Studies (StaRI) Statement. 
BMJ. 2017;356:i6795.

 22. Treichler EBH, Spaulding WD. Beyond shared decision‑making: collabora‑
tion in the age of recovery from serious mental illness. Am J Orthopsy‑
chiatry. 2017;87:567–74.

 23. Perez Jolles M, Lengnick‑Hall R, Mittman BS. Core functions and forms of 
complex health interventions: a patient‑centered medical home illustra‑
tion. J Gen Intern Med. 2019;34:1032–8.

 24. Roulston K. Considering quality in qualitative interviewing. Qual Res. 
2010;10:199–228.

 25. Gertner AK, Franklin J, Roth I, Cruden GH, Haley AD, Finley EP, et al. A 
scoping review of the use of ethnographic approaches in implementa‑
tion research and recommendations for reporting. Implement Res Pract. 
2021;2:2633.

 26. Taylor B, Henshall C, Kenyon S, Litchfield I, Greenfield S. Can rapid 
approaches to qualitative analysis deliver timely, valid findings to clinical 
leaders? A mixed methods study comparing rapid and thematic analysis. 
BMJ open. 2018;8(10):e019993.

 27. Mark MM. Adding adaptation/modification size and scope to frameworks 
for classifying changes to an intervention. Prev Sci. 2021;22:923–7.

 28. Stoecker R. Are academics irrelevant?: roles for scholars in participatory 
research. Am Behav Sci. 1999;42:840–54.

 29. Fals‑Borda, O. The Application of Participatory Action‑Research in Latin 
America. Int Soc. 1987;2(4):329–47. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 02685 80987 
00200 401.

 30. Norris JM, White DE, Nowell L, Mrklas K, Stelfox HT. How do stakeholders 
from multiple hierarchical levels of a large provincial health system define 
engagement? a qualitative study .Implement Sci. 2017;12:98

 31. Moore G, Campbell M, Copeland L, Craig P, Movsisyan A, Hoddinott P, 
et al. Adapting interventions to new contexts—the ADAPT guidance. 
BMJ. 2021;374:1n1679.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2012.466
https://www.va.gov/opa/pressrel/pressrelease.cfm?id=2034
https://www.va.gov/opa/pressrel/pressrelease.cfm?id=2034
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2229332119?accountid=14524
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2229332119?accountid=14524
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4637430/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4637430/
https://doi.org/10.1177/026858098700200401
https://doi.org/10.1177/026858098700200401

	Using a stakeholder-engaged, iterative, and systematic approach to adapting collaborative decision skills training for implementation in VA psychosocial rehabilitation and recovery centers
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Contributions to the literature
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study setting and target population
	Intervention
	Adaptation resource team
	Adaptation procedures
	Description of adaptations

	Results
	Rapid matrix analysis results
	Iterative adaptations and post meeting surveys
	Characterizing final adaptations in FRAME

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References




