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Transformative learning in early years’ settings– an evaluation of 

Shepway SPARKLE. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY   

 

The SPARKLE early years inclusion initiative was established in 2001. Based in 

Kent SPARKLE is currently available to early years’ settings in three localities, 

Shepway, Ashford and Maidstone. This report provides a summary of the 

SPARKLE evaluation.  Commissioned by the SPARKLE steering committee, 

the evaluation had two phases. Phase one involved the development of an 

evaluation framework and tools.  The second phase focused on generating 

data about the processes and outcomes of the SPARKLE teams’ work in the 

Shepway locality over four new terms.  The evaluation process began in 

September 2006 and was completed in June 2008. Three early years settings 

(EYS) participated in the evaluation. Recommendations and implications for 

the future of the initiative have been developed following consultation with 

members of the team and steering committee. It is anticipated that this 

evaluation will contribute to decisions about how to further develop, 

enhance and extend the initiative.   

Key recommendations: 

 

 Set explicit goals of learning and reflection in early year settings and 

develop opportunities for EYPs to identify future learning needs at 

the conclusion of the SPARKLE intervention.  

 Vary the amount of in-put from SPARKLE based on a more detailed 

assessment of need in the early years setting. 

 Assess the motivation of EYPs and the readiness of the EYS to engage 

with the SPARKLE initiative.  

 Apply the Inclusion Framework devised for the evaluation - this will 

enable teams to measure progress and outcomes, to reach their 

targets, observe change and know when these goals have been 

achieved. 

 Establish clear beginning and end points to each of the separate 

stages of SPARKLE to bring focus and purpose to the work of the 

team.  

 Teams to maintain an integrated approach to delivering SPARKLE by 

organising shared visits, developing joint goals and delivering joint 

training wherever possible. 

 Develop quality printed and web based resources that promote 

SPARKLE and disseminate good practice across the County.  

 Inform families about SPARKLE and develop strategies to involve hard 

to reach families. 
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Background 

Current government policy highlights the importance of good quality 

childcare, education and early intervention for all children but especially for 

those from disadvantaged backgrounds
1

. Multi-agency and partnership 

working with young children and their families is a theme of all recent policy 

affecting children & families
2

.  That quality of provision is important to 

achieving positive outcomes for young children is acknowledged, challenges 

exist in how to develop the skilled workforce that will successfully deliver 

these aims
3

. Health professionals play an important role in sharing their 

knowledge and skills with EYPs and can contribute to a greater appreciation 

within early year’s settings of typical child development and early 

intervention strategies that promote development. There are several 

examples of successful partnership working between health and education 

services particularly in relation to promoting communication and the 

development of language skills in early years
4

. Initiative such as Sure Start 

established speech & language therapists as key partners with education. 

Recent evaluations of these services have generated greater understanding 

about the benefits of these partnerships and the models of service delivery 

that work most effectively
5

. SPARKLE although based on similar principles 

can be distinguished from these initiatives in that the team share their 

knowledge & skills with EYPs adopting an educational rather than a direct or 

consultative (indirect) model of service delivery.  

 

SPARKLE model 

 

The multi-agency team includes: a speech & language therapist, 

physiotherapist, occupational therapist and specialist teacher advisor.  

Individual therapists are contracted by the local authority to provide 10 

hours a week to the team and they work closely in each locality with a 

learning support assistant who is allocated 20-25 hours a week.  SPARKLE 

provides a multidisciplinary and multiagency service to allow Pre-school 

settings to enable all children to access activities regardless of any difficulty 

the child may have. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Sylva K, et al (2004) Effective Provision of Pre-school Education EPPE Project report. 

http://www.surestart.gov.uk/_doc/P0001378.pdf 
2
 DfES Every Child Matters http://www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/earlyyears/ 

3
 Potter C (2007) Developments in UK early years policy and practice: can they improve outcomes for 

disadvantaged children? International Journal of Early Years Education 15 ( 2) 171-180. 
4
 DfES www.surestart.gov.uk  

5
 Barber M et al (2002) Evaluation of speech and language therapy projects supported by the standards 

fund 200-2001. London: DfES. 

 

http://www.surestart.gov.uk/_doc/P0001378.pdf
http://www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/earlyyears/
http://www.surestart.gov.uk/
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Aims of SPARKLE 

 

 To increase the confidence of EYPs in meeting the needs of a range of 

children including those with special needs.  

 To increase EYPs knowledge and understanding of child development  

 To assist in the early identification of children with special needs and 

to assist early year’s settings to meet those needs in an inclusive 

environment.  

 In response to individual needs identified by the early years setting to 

offer advice, resources and support that enhance play & learning 

opportunities provided by the setting. 

 To work closely with parents. 

 

The team adopt a staged model in delivering their intervention over a period 

of four terms, approximately 8 months.  (1) Initial Observation, (2) 

Identification of SPARKLE goals negotiated with early years setting (3) 

Intervention, (4) Review of goals and evaluation. 

 

Rationale for the Evaluation 

 

SPARKLE is recognised by those involved as providing an excellent level of 

support into early years. Since its inception in 2001 the team have gathered 

positive feedback from a range of EYS. These data includes personal 

testimonies, observations, questionnaires from practitioners and parents 

and statistical data which indicate that numbers of children requiring 

statements in the localities in which SPARKLE operates have declined.  

Letters received from EYS identify the benefits of the initiative and 

emphasise the importance of the educational aspects of SPARKLE to the 

developing the skills of the EYPs.   

 

 The positive impact on practitioners’ knowledge and understanding 

of child development.  

 The uniqueness of the team approach in working alongside 

practitioners within the setting and offering a balance of role 

modelling and targeted training.  

 The importance of specialist input into the early years settings. 

 

Design 

 

An external illuminative evaluation 
6

 was commissioned by the Steering 

Committee in order to determine in more detail how the SPARKLE team  

bring about the positive change identified in the EYS and the extent to 

which SPARKLE meets its stated aims as an inclusion initiative. There were 

two distinct phases of the evaluation. Phase 1 focused on developing an 

Inclusion Framework for the evaluation and SMART observation and goal 

                                                 
6
 Parlett M & Hamilton (1972) Evaluation as Illumination.  
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setting tools which would enable the Shepway team to measure change. In 

Phase 2 the Shepway SPARKLE team generated case study data from three 

participating early years’ settings over a period of 4 terms.  Interviews (n = 

11) were also carried out in each of the settings at the conclusion of the 

intervention. Thematic analysis of the interviews and principles of qualitative 

case study analysis were applied to the case study data
7

. 

Key Findings & Recommendations  

 

(1) Throughout the evaluation EYPs and the SPARKLE team were observed to 

be actively engaged in experiential learning
8

. The SPARKLE team worked 

alongside EYPS increasing their understanding of young children’s 

development through demonstrating specific activities, providing written 

explanations for the choice and purpose of activity and modelling good 

practice in terms of how to further adapt and extend these activities to meet 

the needs of the children in the EYS.  Targeted training was provided which 

focused on typical child development and explored how to promote young 

children’s communication and interaction, motor development and play. 

This engagement in learning was not explicitly stated as a goal, or openly 

acknowledged by either the team or the EYP, the perception by the EYP that 

the team were there to provide new ‘ideas’ for activities lead to 

opportunities for EYPs to build on and reflect on their learning not being 

fully exploited.  

 

Set explicit goals of learning and reflection in EYS and develop 

opportunities for EYPs to reflect on their learning and identify future 

learning needs at the conclusion of the intervention.  

 

(2) The individual case studies identify how the team worked flexibly to meet 

individual targets in a range of settings.  Each of the settings differed in 

terms of the populations they served, levels of motivation to engage with 

SPARKLE and existing understanding and skill of the EYPs. The impact of the 

intervention, measured by the depth and quality of learning that occurred 

varied in each setting but appeared greatest in the setting where motivation 

amongst the EYPs was high and level of social deprivation greatest. One 

setting where standards were already high demonstrated how ‘good  

provision could be made even better’, the team may have achieved this goal 

in a shorter time frame.  

 

The team should consider varying the amount of in-put dependent on 

a more detailed assessment of need.  Taster sessions could be used to 

establish levels of motivation and readiness to participate and shorter 

or longer interventions delivered dependent on the needs of the 

setting.  

                                                 
7
 Loftland J & Loftland L (1995) Analysing social settings.  

8
 Kolb D ( 1984) Experiential learning. Experiential learning is when knowledge develops meaning 

when applied in a setting relevant to the learner. 



  8 

 

(3) Analysis of the case study data highlighted the importance of the 

preliminary phases of identifying the EYS and the early negotiations with the 

settings about what the purpose of the intervention was and the approach 

of the team. The motivation of individual EYPs and the readiness of the 

setting to engage in the intervention influence how effective the team are in 

a particular setting.  

 

The initial questionnaire could be developed as a means of establishing 

the motivation of EYPs and the readiness of the nursery to engage 

with the SPARKLE team. It is important that all EYPs are told about the 

decision to invite the team in to the setting and that everyone 

understands the educational nature of the initiative. 

 

(4) During Phase 1 of the evaluation the Shepway team developed and 

piloted a framework which operationalised the concept of Inclusion. The 

framework enabled the team to develop an observation tool and to devise 

from these observations a set of SMART
9

 inclusion goals for each of the 

settings they worked with over the period of the evaluation. 

 

Establishing criteria for measuring progress and outcomes is essential 

for the team to reach their targets, observe change and most 

importantly know when these goals have been achieved. Teams should 

utilise the Framework of Inclusion and the observation and goal setting 

tools in each new setting. 

 

(5) At the conclusion of phase 1 the team had clarified the exact purpose of 

each of the separate stages of the intervention.  During piloting it was 

apparent that clear beginning and end points to each of the stages, with the 

addition of a formal meeting and negotiated goal setting stage assisted in 

bringing focus and purpose to the work of the team.  

 

Clear beginning and end points to each of the separate stages of the 

initiative with the addition of a formal and negotiated [with the 

nursery] goal setting stage brings focus and purpose to the work of 

the team.  

 

(6 & 7). The data from the case studies and interviews highlighted that the 

SPARKLE team work in parallel, this is possibly because they do not share a 

physical base and meet once a term.  Some members of the team worked 

with all the children others identified small groups of children. Team 

members provided differing amounts of in-put. Parallel working was 

reinforced by the development of separate therapy goals, activity plans and 

individual training sessions.  

 

                                                 
9
 Originally a management tool SMART goals are widely used as outcome measure in education and 

health services. Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Timed.   
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There is scope for team to work in a more integrated fashion by 

organising shared visits and joint goals, delivering joint training and 

developing jointly advice and activity sheets. This will assist in 

presenting to the nurseries an integrated and inclusive intervention.  

 

Advice sheets and leaflets shared with the early years settings are 

handwritten, photocopied and generally do not reflect the high quality of 

content. Funding should be sought to develop quality printed and web 

based resources that support the initiative and promote it to a wider 

audience.  

SUMMARY   

 

Caution needs to be exercised in generalising the outcomes of this small-

scale qualitative evaluation of SPARKLE in the Shepway locality.  It is difficult 

to generalise the findings to other localities, where SPARKLE teams have 

started to diversify since the start of the evaluation, and now differ with 

regard to the balance between targeted training and experiential learning 

opportunities offered. It is also difficult to apply the outcomes of this 

evaluation to other early years’ initiatives. Bearing these limits in mind, it is 

intended that key findings will provide greater insight into how SPARKLE 

works and effective ways of facilitating learning & development in early 

years’ settings.  

 

The evaluation has provided greater understanding of how the SPARKLE 

team work flexibly with a wide range of early years settings adapting and 

modifying their interventions depending on need. It has provided evidence 

of how the team in some settings achieved transformational learning and 

generated depth, quality and variety in the learning experiences of the EYPs 

they came into contact with.  The evaluation has highlighted aspects of 

service delivery that could be developed; these include the need to make 

explicit the educational aims of the intervention. The evaluation has 

highlighted how maintaining an integrated team approach in the delivery of 

the intervention is important.  Finally it has highlighted where additional 

resources could help promote SPARKLE reflecting the high quality of its 

provision and ensuring that good practice in early year’s settings is 

disseminated widely across the County. 
10
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SUMMARY REPORT 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 

The SPARKLE early years inclusion initiative was established in 2001. Based in 

Kent SPARKLE is currently available to early years’ settings in three localities, 

Shepway, Ashford and Maidstone. This report provides a summary of the 

SPARKLE evaluation.  Commissioned by the SPARKLE steering committee, 

the evaluation had two phases. Phase one involved the development of an 

evaluation framework and tools.  The second phase focused on generating 

data about the processes and outcomes of the SPARKLE teams’ work in the 

Shepway locality over four new terms.  The evaluation process began in 

September 2006 and was completed in June 2008. Three early years settings 

(EYS) participated in the evaluation. Recommendation and implications for 

the future of the initiative have been developed following consultation with 

members of the team and steering committee. It is anticipated that this 

evaluation will contribute to decisions about how to further develop, 

enhance and extend the initiative.   

 2 BACKGROUND 

 

Current government policy highlights the importance of good quality 

childcare, education and early intervention for all children but especially for 

those from disadvantaged backgrounds. Multi-agency and partnership 

working with young children and their families is a theme of all recent policy 

affecting children & families
11

.  That the quality of this provision is important 

to achieving positive outcomes for young children is uncontested, 

challenges remain however in how to develop the skilled workforce that will 

successfully deliver these aims
12

. Health professionals play an important role 

in sharing their knowledge and skills with EYPs and can contribute to a 

greater appreciation within early year’s settings of typical child development 

and early intervention strategies that promote development. There are 

several examples of successful partnership working between health and 

education services particularly in relation to promoting communication and  

the development of language skills in early years
13

. Initiative such as Sure 

Start established speech & language therapists as key partners with 

education. Recent evaluations of these services have generated greater  

understanding about the benefits of these partnerships and the models of 

service delivery that work most effectively
14

. SPARKLE although based on 

                                                 
11

 DfES Every Child Matters http://www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/earlyyears/ 
12

 Potter C ( 2007) Developments in UK early years policy and practice: can they improve outcomes 

for disadvantaged children? International Journal of Early Years Education 15 ( 2) 171-180. 
13

 DfES www.surestart.gov.uk  

http://www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/earlyyears/
http://www.surestart.gov.uk/


  12 

similar principles can be distinguished from these initiatives in that the team 

share their knowledge & skills with EYPs adopting an educational rather 

than a direct or consultative (indirect) model of service delivery.  

3 SPARKLE MODEL 

  

The multi-agency team includes: a speech & language therapist, 

physiotherapist, occupational therapist and specialist teacher advisor.  

Individual therapists are contracted by the local authority to provide 10 

hours a week to the team and they work closely in the Shepway locality with 

a learning support assistant who is allocated 20-25 hours a week.  SPARKLE 

provides a multidisciplinary and multiagency service to allow Pre-school 

settings to enable all children to access activities regardless of any difficulty 

the child may have. 

 

4 SPARKLE AIMS 

 

The combined educational and therapeutic aims of SPARKLE are:  

 

 To increase the confidence of EYPs in meeting the needs of a wide 

range of children in EYS including those with special needs.  

 To increase EYPs knowledge and understanding of child development  

 To assist in the early identification of children with special needs and 

to assist pre-school setting to meet those needs in an inclusive 

environment.  

 In response to individual needs identified by the EYS to offer advice, 

resources and support that enhance play & learning opportunities 

provided by the setting. 

 To work closely with parents. 

 

The Shepway team adopt a staged model in delivering an intervention over 

a period of four new terms, approximately 8 months.  Following the 

identification of an early years setting and an expression of interest from  

them, there follows an initial meeting where a checklist is administered 

which captures information about the numbers of children, those with 

identified special needs, the demographics of the area, the skills and 

qualifications of staff and the resources of the setting.   

 

Stage 1 Initial Observation  

Stage 2 Identification of SPARKLE goals negotiated with Pre-school setting 

Stage 3 Intervention  

Stage 4 Review of Goals and evaluation  

 

 

                                                                                                                                            
14

 Barber M et al ( 2002) Evaluation of speech and language therapy projects supported by the 

standards fund 200-2001. London: DfES. 
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5 RATIONALE FOR THE EVALUATION 

 

SPARKLE is recognised by key stakeholders in the initiative as providing an 

excellent level of support into early years. Since its inception in 2001 the 

team have gathered positive feedback from nurseries that have participated 

in the initiative that suggests that it is achieving its aims. These data sources 

includes personal testimonies, observations, questionnaires from 

practitioners and parents and statistical data which indicates that numbers 

of children requiring statements of special educational need have dropped 

in the localities where SPARLKLE operates.   

 

Letters received from early years settings that have participated identify in 

their testimonies some of the key benefits of the initiative. Typical are these 

from settings in one locality. One mentions the impact on practitioners’ 

knowledge and understanding of child development.  

 

‘The whole experience has been important for us; it has given us many 

ideas for ways of working with children to develop their skills which we may 

not have thought of. It has also given us the confidence in what we do and 

the ability to explain to parents e.g. with pre -writing activities rather than 

writing. This is a unique project and must continue for the benefit of other 

groups and childrenõ Manager Early Years Setting.  

 

Another identifies the uniqueness of the team approach in working 

alongside practitioners within the setting and offering a balance of role 

modelling and targeted training. 

 

‘All staff have a very strong understanding of where a child is 

developmentallyéthis is down to the training that the SPARKLE team 

shared with all the team members who valued their input tremendously. 

The team empower you to realize your mistakes and most of all role model 

activities to teach you how to teach. They lead by example .   I truly hope the 

project continues to grow to cover the whole of England because it is the 

best investment that the government ha ve made in a long timeõ  Head 

teacher.  

 

A further letter acknowledges the importance of specialist input into the 

early year’s settings. 

 

‘Before SPARKLE we had very little input from specialist needs teams and 

were unsure how to get in touch with the nec essary bodies. SPARKLE 

provided an excellent service and helped us enormously identifying and 

referring children with specialist needs, it  was useful to have a second 

opinion before we referred children. ’ Deputy Head teacher 

 

These testimonies together with other supporting evidence have prompted 

those responsible for the initiative to consider rolling out the model across 

the County. There are acknowledged gaps in provision in Dover and Deal. 



  14 

Before funding could be sought to extend the initiative it was felt necessary 

to carry out an external evaluation to determine in more detail how the 

SPARKLE team bring about change in the early years settings and the extent 

to which it meets its stated aims. It is anticipated that the outcomes and 

recommendations generated by this evaluation will contribute to decisions 

about how to further develop, enhance and extend SPARKLE.  

 

6 DESIGN 

 

An external illuminative evaluation 
15

 was commissioned by the Steering 

Committee in order to determine how the SPARKLE team bring about the 

changes identified in the EYS and the extent to which SPARKLE meets its 

stated aims as an inclusion initiative. Shepway SPARKLE was chosen as a 

pilot evaluation site. At the outset of the evaluation all three localities 

adopted a shared approach to service delivery.  Illuminative methods are 

particularly useful in the evaluation of innovative initiatives and assist in 

exploring both process and outcome within a given context. There were two 

distinct phases of the evaluation 

 

Phase 1 focused on developing an Inclusion Framework (appendix 3) for the 

evaluation and SMART
16

 observation and goal setting tools, this would 

enable the team to measure changes in the settings during the second 

phase of the evaluation (appendix 4,5).  This exploratory phase involved the 

teams from all three localities participating in a shared workshop which 

explored their perceptions of SPARKLE.  

 

In Phase 2 the Shepway SPARKLE team generated a range of case study data 

from each of the three participating early year’s settings over a period of 4  

terms
17

  Interviews with EYPs (n = 11) were conducted by the facilitator and 

a co-facilitator
18

 in each setting at the conclusion of the intervention, in 

order to incorporate their views and experiences of SPARKLE.  Thematic 

analysis of the interviews was carried out by the facilitator and 

interpretation of the data checked with the co-facilitator and the  

SPARKLE team.  The case study data was used to generate typologies which 

would be helpful in understanding how the team bring about change in 

different types of setting
19

. 

 

Data collection across phase 1 & 2 (appendix 2)  

 

The range of data gathered across the two phases on the project included: 

 

                                                 
15

 Parlett M & Hamilton (1972) Evaluation as Illumination.  
16

 Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Timed.  
17

 Data included: observation checklists, goal setting data, activity plans, visual data, evaluations of 

training & parent sessions.   
18

 A Steering Committee member assisted in data collection and interpretation of the data gathered 

during the interviews.  
19

 Loftland J & Loftland L (1995) Analysing social settings. 
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 Notes taken at the locality team meetings attended by the evaluator  

 Notes from the SPARKLE workshop of the 19.07.07  

 Copies of letters and testimonials from early years settings  

 Copies of team administered end of training/workshop questionnaires 

from parents and EYPs 

 Goal setting data and SMART objectives from all of the three EYS case 

study sites.    

 Interview data gathered from semi-structured interview with EYPs (n 

= 11).  

 Feedback from the SPARKLE team & Steering Committee to emerging 

analysis of the interview data.  

 

7 PHASE 1  

 

(7i) Aims 

  

 Explore with the team the ethos of SPARKLE in order to determine a 

framework for inclusive practice in early year’s settings. 

 Clarify the timing and purpose of the separate stages  

 Establish and pilot SMART goals as a means of measuring change in 

the early years setting.  

 

The facilitator attended ten team meetings during the first phase and 

explored the objectives above with the team. A workshop was arranged in 

July 2007 where teams from all three localities attended and where teams 

discussed and debated the shared ethos of SPARKLE.    

 

(7ii) Outcomes Phase 1  

 

Framework of Inclusion 

  

In order to establish the extent to which SPARKLE achieved its aim as an 

inclusive initiative a clearly defined framework was needed. At the 

conclusion of phase 1 A Framework for Inclusive Practice adapted from 

Behaviour 4 Learning www.behaviour4learning.ac.uk was adopted by the 

team.  The framework operationalised the concept of inclusion into three 

categories which were relevant to the work of the team in an EYS.   

 

(1) Access – the extent to which activities provided by the EYS and the EYS 

environment were accessible to all children. 

(2) Participation – the type of interactions between children and between 

children and staff in the EYS  

(3) Engagement – the extent to which ALL children were engaged in the 

activities and routines of the nursery.   

 

 

 

 

http://www.behaviour4learning.ac.uk/
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Observation tool and SMART goal setting 

  

The framework enabled the team to devise an observation tool and to 

develop from these observations a set of SMART
20

 inclusion goals for each of 

the nurseries they worked with over the period of the evaluation.  

Establishing criteria for measuring progress and outcomes is essential for 

the team to reach their targets, observe change and most importantly know 

when these goals have been accomplished. 

 

These tools provided baseline data about current practice in the setting and 

enabled the team to measure changes in specific areas. Using these tools 

the team can gather useful data around the activities provided by the 

nursery settings and the impact of the environment on the children’s 

experiences. From the observational data SMART inclusive goals were 

developed in partnership with the EYS.  

 

Review of the 4 stages of the intervention 

 

Alongside the development of the framework and tools the team reviewed 

the stages of the intervention. The preliminary stages of the intervention 

involve a series of informal contacts with the nursery by the specialist 

teacher advisor. During one of these visits a questionnaire is completed. It 

was felt that the content of the interview scheduled used during the initial 

interview with the nurseries could be revised in order to generate more 

relevant data. Subsequent analysis of the case study data has highlighted 

the importance of choosing carefully settings that will benefit from the 

intervention. The initial questionnaire could be further developed in order to 

establish the motivation of staff and readiness of the nursery to engage with 

the SPARKLE team.  

 

Summary Phase 1  

 

At the conclusion of phase 1 the team had clarified the exact purpose of 

each of the separate stages of the intervention.  During piloting it was 

apparent that clear beginning and end points to each of the stages, with the  

addition of a formal and negotiated goal setting stage assisted in bringing 

focus and purpose to the work of the team. The team had achieved:  

 

 A clearer understanding of how the SPARKLE team worked as an 

Inclusion initiative.  

 The development of Inclusive individualised SMART goals.   

 Greater clarity by the team of the purpose of the different stages  

 Established that negotiation with the setting around the goals 

identified is an important element in successful intervention. 

 The agreement to record a baseline for measuring change.  

                                                 
20

 Originally a management tool SMART goals are widely used as outcome measure  
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 Piloting of recording sheets which were subsequently adapted and 

changed in response to feedback from the team 

 

8 PHASE 2 

 

(8i) Aims 

 

The aim of Phase two was to generate rich case study data by the team 

using and applying the data collection tools developed in phase 1. This data 

was supplemented by visual and other qualitative and published data
21

 to 

build case studies of each setting.  Analysis of this data would provide 

insight into how the team worked and the extent to which they met their 

goals in different contexts. The interviews would provide greater 

understanding about how the EYP’s viewed SPARKLE, what their 

expectations were and what they valued most from the initiative.  The case 

studies are presented as EYS ‘types’ representative of generic features that 

are shared by other EYS. Such categorisation is intended to aid in 

determining in which settings SPARKLE is most effective and will provide 

insight into how limited resources can be targeted most effectively.  

 

(8ii) Outcomes - Case studies  

 

The SPARKLE team collected data over four ‘new’ terms (3
rd

 September 2007 

– April 4
th

 2008) in order to build a series of individual case studies of the  

three EYS that had agreed to take part in the evaluation. 
22

 All three EYS 

were located in the Shepway area. The case studies enable comparisons to 

be drawn between the EYS, thereby assisting in identifying how the team 

meet their specific targets in a range of settings. The case studies also 

enabled analysis of the relative influence of different factors on the success 

of the intervention; these factors included the physical and human resources 

of the EYS, the receptiveness of staff to engage in learning and their 

willingness to adopt changes in practice.  

 

Case study 1 ‘A quiet transformation’   

 

In this setting a high level of motivation in the nursery and openness to 

change was evident. Comments from the manager and EYPs that their 

practice had become ‘stagnant’ and they needed to refresh their approach 

strengthened this impression. The interview data pointed to close 

collaboration and partnership between the SPARKLE team and the nursery 

staff once the EYPs had built up a relationship with the team and they 

understood the aims of the initiative.  Initially however not all EYPs were 

aware that the team would be working with them and were therefore 
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 Ofsted reports are in the public domain and provide useful background information about the EYS .  
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 Data included the following: Initial information sheet, Ofsted report, observation sheets, goal setting 

form, staff training evaluations, activity sheets, visual data, review of goals, parents course evaluation, 

therapy checklists, information sheets.  
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unsure of what to expect. Good working relationships took some time to 

develop in this setting.   

 

Evidence from the interview data demonstrated deep learning
23

 with many 

examples of staff experimenting with new knowledge, and building on 

existing knowledge and personal experience. The EYPs gave examples of 

how they had adapted and developed ideas that the team had suggested. 

The EYPs felt that the team suggestions linked well with their planning and 

that the focus of activities was ‘right’ for their children, the links the team 

made to the early years foundation goals were appreciated.   

 

The SMART goals were evidenced as EYPs gave many examples of changes in 

practice during the interviews. They made comments about the introduction 

of activities to promote fine motor development, increasing the range of 

gross motor activities and the greater inclusion in activities of children with 

receptive and expressive language delay.  Parental involvement was very 

limited but this was a reflection on the location of the EYS in an area of 

social and economic deprivation rather than a lack of desire from the team 

to involve them. This pointed to the fact that different approaches to 

involving hard to reach families needs to be considered.   

 

The SPARKLE team’s work in this setting was transformational in terms of 

how they had influenced EYPs understanding attitudes to inclusion and 

practice. Out of the three settings this was potentially the most effective 

intervention, in terms of the needs of the population of children they 

reached, the readiness of the nursery to engage in learning and the quality 

of that learning.  It was a ‘quiet transformation’ in the sense that during the 

interviews it was apparent that although the nursery staff, recognised the 

benefits of the initiative they did not fully acknowledge the extent of the 

changes that had occurred. 

 

Case study 2 ‘Making good provision even better’ 

  

This setting already has high standards of care and education with 

experienced and highly motivated staff and was located in a middle class 

area where parents were actively involved.  The EYS manager was aiming to 

benefit from the opportunity to ‘learn more’.  All staff were made aware of 

the team’s arrival and had been consulted. Parents were involved in the 

initiative from the beginning, attending the parents SPARKLE sessions and 

feedback from the nursery staff were that ideas about, for example messy 

play, would be backed up at home. Parents’ expectations around children’s 

acquisition of writing skills had been re-evaluated as a result of greater 

understanding of child development.  
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There was a good level of consensus around the goals set and the 

understanding by the nursery staff of what the team were trying to achieve. 

The impression gained from comments from both team and nursery staff 

was that a strong collaborative relationship had been established relatively 

quickly and strengthened over the period of the intervention and good lines 

of communication existed.  

 

The case study data recorded that SMART goals were achieved over a short 

period of time and then renegotiated suggesting that this was a setting that 

had maximised opportunities to learn. EYPs evidenced improved skills in 

their observation of the quality of children’s movements, greater ability to 

identify children with language delays and ways of increasing their 

participation. They had focused on adapting and changing the layout of the 

nursery to make activities more accessible. This was a case of making good 

provision even better and the deep learning and development that occurred 

in the setting as evidenced by the data provided in the SPARKLE folder and 

gathered during the interviews supported this. 

 

Case study 3 ‘A qualified success’  

 

For practical reasons the SPARKLE team had a shorter period of time (3 

terms) with this nursery prior to the evaluation, hence it is difficult to 

determine what the outcomes would have been if they had been involved 

for 4 terms and the conclusions drawn from the data can only be partial. As 

an interesting juxtaposition with the other two settings what the data 

suggest is that positive working relationships do take longer to develop in 

some settings. Compared with the setting above where good working 

relationships appeared to have developed very quickly. There wasn’t the 

same sense of collaboration or partnership between the team and the 

nursery staff in this setting although these improved over time.   

 

 

The EYPs felt that the SPARKLE team were there to offer ‘advice and ideas’, 

they ‘entertained’ the children but that many of their suggestions did not fit 

in well with the children or the setting.  The fact that the nursery shared a 

community space seemed to be a constraint, restricting what they were able 

to do in terms of activities and the need for them to be ‘tidy’ and having 

restrictions on space played a part in limiting their enthusiasm for some 

activities. Some of the nursery staff were more critical than others 

suggesting that ideas were too ‘expensive’ ‘not suitable’ for the setting, the 

team ‘didn’t know our children well enough’. But others suggested that the 

initiative had been very helpful and fun and emphasised the opportunities 

presented to them of being able to observe their children. There were 

therefore different views and different responses rather than consensus 

within the EYS. Despite these limitations evidence from the interviews 

supported that the SMART Goals were met. The depth and quality of 

learning differed from the other case studies and there appears to be an 
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association between levels of motivation within the setting and subsequent 

learning.  

 

A summary of the findings from the case studies and interview data in table 

form is found in appendix 6.   

 

(8ii) Outcomes - Interview data  

 

The interview data was analysed across all three nursery settings and reflect 

three area of questioning.  

 

(1) How did the nurseries hear about SPARKLE and what were there 

expectations?  

(2) What did the nurseries value from the initiative? 

(3) How would they sustain the initiative once the team had finished its 

work?  

 

How did the nurseries hear about SPARKLE and what were their 

expectations?  

 

All of the nurseries had heard about the initiative through the early years’ 

network. The majority of the EYPs mentioned expectations around gaining 

‘new ideas’ and ‘refreshing’ their ideas and practice. In two of the settings 

some of the staff were not aware that the team were going to join them 

and therefore had few expectations. In one setting where there were good 

lines of communication, all the staff were aware that the team were going 

to join them and expectations were consequently higher and focused.  Some 

staff had experience of working with therapists before some had no prior 

experience.  

 

In terms of inclusion some mentioned that they thought the team worked 

with all the children but for others their experience of SPARKLE had been of 

team members working with children who had difficulties.  

 

What did the nurseries value about SPARKLE? 

 

The nurseries found it hard to identify or articulate what the valued with the 

exception of gaining ‘new ideas’. Their accounts however gave many 

examples of deep learning that suggests that the intention of bringing 

about change in practice through learning needs to made more explicit.  

Although the SPARKLE leaflets include this information either EYPs had not 

focused in on this aspect or it was not highlighted during the initial 

discussions with the team.  Staff in all the settings mentioned that the team 

had given them ‘lots of new ideas’. Links between the activities provided by 

the team and the early year’s foundation goals were valued. The SPARKLE 

team worked in differing ways, some of the team worked with all the 

children others in small groups with children with ‘problems’, sometimes 

but not always the therapists were perceived to be working inclusively. The 
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team provided differing amounts of in-put, some went in regularly others 

provided more focused advice and support. Occasionally two of the team 

worked together.  All the EYS valued the training sessions and where 

parents had attended the parents’ sessions there was a positive response. 

 

How will they sustain the initiative, how will it be developed and 

suggestions for improvements. 

 

The nurseries felt that they would be able to build on the activities and 

suggestions that the team had introduced. They valued the SPARKLE folders 

that contained the activity suggestions and said that they would refer back 

to these. All suggested that now they had made contact with the team that 

they would be more likely to contact them for advice, facilitating long arm 

support. Some suggested that ‘top up’ sessions would be useful. In terms of 

improvements some of the nurseries said the team need to consider the 

practicality and affordability of the activities they suggest. Some suggested 

that there could have been closer liaison between the individual team 

members to agree the amount and type of in-put.  

 

The response of the SPARKLE team to the interviews with EYPs 

 

The team were disappointed that the nurseries didn’t have a clearer 

understanding of SPARKLE as an inclusive initiative. They wondered if it 

there was too great an emphasis on the initiative providing ‘new ideas’. It is 

important that all nursery staff are involved and informed of the decision to 

invite the team in to work with them.  

 

Equally essential is the need that everyone is involved from the beginning 

and that all understand the nature and purpose of the teams’ involvement 

right from the start. The team were pleased that the children enjoyed the 

activities they organised and that they were fun. There was some concern 

that there wasn’t greater recognition by the nursery staff of the learning 

that had occurred - specifically the intention to help them ‘make links’ 

between the activities the team had suggested and the purpose of those 

activities in terms of promoting development for all children.   

 

The interviews carried out as part of the evaluation, provided an opportunity 

for the nursery staff to reflect on the SPARKLE teams work and consider how 

they would build on the intervention. In so doing it highlighted the 

importance of this as a stage in closing a cycle of learning
24

. During the 

interviews individual staff had the opportunity to reflect on the team’s 

involvement and this assisted in their recognising the variety of learning 

opportunities that had been available to them during the SPARKLE 

intervention.  
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9 SUMMARY OF PHASE 2  

 

 Evidence of ‘deep’ learning
25

 and changes in the knowledge 

understanding and skills of EYPs 

 Evidence of physical and environmental changes in the early years 

settings  

 Recommendations to improve & further develop the initiative 

 

10 DISCUSSION 

 

Caution needs to be exercised in generalising the outcomes of this small 

scale qualitative evaluation of SPARKLE in the Shepway locality, It is difficult 

to generalise the findings to other localities, where SPARKLE teams have 

begun to diversify in their approach with regard to the balance between 

targeted training and intensive situated learning offered to the pre-school 

settings. It is also difficult to apply the outcomes of this evaluation to other 

pre-school initiatives.  However despite these limitations, it is intended that 

key themes emerging from the data will provide insight into how SPARKLE 

works and effective ways of facilitating learning & development in the EYS.  

 

The evaluation has produced and piloted outcome measures in the form of 

an Early Years Inclusion Framework, observation and goal setting data and it 

is hoped that these will be rolled out amongst the existing team and used as 

a baseline for the development of the initiative in new SPARKLE teams.  

Although the locality teams have worked together over several years there 

has been no consensus about the ethos of SPARKLE or agreement amongst 

the team of what type of service model SPARKLE adopts. This has led to 

difficulties in identifying clear outcomes or measures of success.  An 

outcome of the evaluation has been to clarify what model of intervention 

the team adopt through observation of their work and evidence from the 

case study data.   

 

Throughout the evaluation EYPs and the SPARKLE team were observed to be 

engaged in facilitating experiential learning
26

. The SPARKLE team worked 

alongside EYPs over a sustained period increasing their understanding of 

young children’s development. They achieved this through demonstrating 

specific activities, providing written explanations for the choice and purpose 

of chosen activity and modelling good practice in terms of how to further 

adapt and extend these activities to meet the needs of the children in the 

EYS.   

 

Targeted training was provided which focused on typical child development 

and explored how to promote young children’s communication and 

interaction, motor development and play. The targeted training was used to 
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reinforce the experiential learning in the setting.  This engagement in 

learning was not explicitly stated as a goal, or openly acknowledged by 

either the team or the EYP, the perception by the EYP that the team were 

there to provide new ‘ideas’ for activities meant that opportunities for EYPs 

to build on and reflect on their learning were not fully exploited.  

 

The individual case studies identify how the team worked flexibly to meet 

individual targets in a range of settings.  Each of the settings differed in 

terms of the populations they served, levels of motivation to engage with 

SPARKLE and existing knowledge and skills of the EYPs. As case studies they 

highlighted characteristics which could contribute to a more detailed 

assessment of the settings readiness to engage with SPARKLE. The impact of 

the intervention, measured by the depth and quality of learning that 

occurred varied in each setting but appeared greatest in the setting where 

motivation amongst the EYPs was high and level of social deprivation 

greatest.  

 

One setting where standards were already high demonstrated how ‘good 

provision could be made even better’ but the team may have achieved this 

goal in a shorter time frame. This highlights the need to review the model of 

service delivery and considering the possibility of varying the amount and in-

put of the team’s intervention dependent on the baseline knowledge and 

skills of the setting. Some settings may require a longer term intervention; 

others may achieve goals in a shorter time frame. Taster sessions could be 

delivered to assess the readiness of the settings and enable realistic 

expectations of the initiative to be established within the setting. 

 

Analysis of the case study data (Appendix 6) highlighted the importance of 

the preliminary phases of identifying the EYS and the early negotiations with 

the settings about what the purpose of the intervention was and the 

approach of the team. The motivation of individual EYPs and the readiness 

of the setting to engage in the intervention influence how effective the 

team are in a particular setting.  

 

During Phase 1 of the evaluation the team developed and piloted a 

framework which operationalised Inclusion. Prior to this the concept of 

inclusion had been difficult for the team to define and agree on. The 

framework enabled the team to develop an observation tool and to 

establish from these observations a set of SMART
27

 inclusion goals for each 

of the settings they worked with over the period of the evaluation. 

Establishing a criterion for measuring progress and outcomes is essential for 

the team to reach their targets, observe change and most importantly know 

when these goals have been achieved. A clear way forward which would 

help to bring direction and focus to the team would be for all teams to 
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utilise the Framework of Inclusion  (appendix 3) and the observation and 

goal setting tools in each new setting. 

 

At the conclusion of phase 1 the Shepway team had clarified the purpose of 

each of the separate stages of the intervention.  During piloting it was 

apparent that clear beginning and end points to each of the stages, with the 

addition of a formal meeting and negotiated goal setting stage assisted in 

bringing focus and purpose to the work of the team.  

 

The data from the case studies and interviews highlighted that the SPARKLE 

team currently work in parallel, this is possibly because they do not share a 

physical base and meet once a term.  Some members of the team worked 

with all the children others identified small groups of children. Team 

members provided differing amounts of in-put. Parallel working was 

reinforced by the development of separate therapy goals, activity plans and 

individual training sessions. There is scope for team to work in a more 

integrated fashion by organising shared visits and joint goals, delivering 

joint training and developing jointly advice and activity sheets. This will 

assist in presenting to the nurseries an integrated and inclusive intervention.  

 

Advice sheets and leaflets shared with the early years settings are 

handwritten, photocopied and generally do not reflect the high quality of 

content. Funding should be used to develop quality printed and web based 

resources that support the initiative and promote it to a wider audience. 

Many of the EYS mentioned that they regularly accessed the internet and 

used this as a source of ‘ideas’. Including SPARKLE information and activity 

advice on the Kent Trustweb or equivalent is advised. EYS can then find out 

more about the initiative, share ideas and activities and the benefits of the 

initiative can be disseminated widely. 

 

The Children Act (2004) required the development of partnership working 

across the key agencies of health, education and social services in delivering 

integrated services to children and families. In Kent under the umbrella of 

the Children’s Trust,  responsibilities  have been devolved to twenty three 

Local Children’s Services Partnerships (LCSP) these will identify priorities 

relating to their own locality, develop plans and measure outcomes using a 

local plan based on the Kent wide Children’s and Young Peoples Plan (KCC 

2006). In relation to early years settings Kent County Council work with 

providers from the private, voluntary, independent and maintained sectors 

with the aim of  ‘creating a strong, sustainable and diverse childcare market 

that meets the needs of parents’ (KCC 2008 p 4).   

 

Within this context the evaluation supports SPARKLE as offering a unique 

service, tailored to the individual needs of the setting which complements 

the range of other support available to EYS. The evaluation has provided 

greater understanding of how the Shepway SPARKLE team work flexibly 

with a wide range of early years settings adapting and modifying their 

interventions depending on need. It has provided evidence of how the team 
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achieved in some settings transformational learning and generated depth, 

quality and variety in the learning experiences of the EYPs they came into 

contact with.  The evaluation has highlighted aspects of service delivery that 

could be further developed, these include the need to make explicit the 

learning and professional development aims of the intervention and to skill 

the team in their understanding how to engage adult ‘learners’ in their 

workplace.  The evaluation has highlighted how important is the 

establishment of a closer more integrated team approach to its delivery. 

Finally it has highlighted where additional resources could help promote 

SPARKLE more effectively reflecting the quality of its provision and ensuring 

that good practice in early year’s settings is disseminated more widely across 

the County. 
28

  

 

11 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 Set explicit goals of learning and reflection in EYS and develop 

opportunities for early year’s practitioners (EYPs) to reflect on their 

learning and identify future learning needs at the conclusion of the 

intervention.  

 Vary the amount of in-put from SPARKLE based on a more detailed 

initial assessment of need in the early years setting. 

 Assess the motivation of EYPs and the readiness of the EYS to engage 

with the SPARKLE initiative.  

 Apply the Inclusion Framework devised for the evaluation - this will 

enable teams to measure progress and outcomes, to reach their 

targets, observe change and most importantly know when these 

goals have been achieved. 

 Establish clear beginning and end points to each of the separate 

stages of SPARKLE to bring focus and purpose to the work of the 

team.  

 Teams to maintain an integrated approach to delivering SPARKLE by 

organising shared visits, developing joint goals and delivering joint 

training wherever possible. 

 Develop high quality printed and web based resources that promote 

SPARKLE and disseminate good practice across the County.  

 Inform families about SPARKLE and develop strategies to involve hard 

to reach families. 
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Appendix 1 

Service evaluation of SPARKLE – A multiagency pre-school initiative  

Background 

 

Sparkle was established in 2001 and designed as a multi-agency project 

with the aim of promoting inclusive practice in pre-school groups in Mid 

Kent. Each SPARKLE team comprises a learning support assistant, who works 

20-25 hours a week and an occupational therapist, physiotherapist and a 

speech and language therapist who all work 10 hours a week for the 

project. The therapists are line managed by the local Primary Care Trust. The 

project leader for the team is based within the Local Education Authority. 

The SPARKLE team work with the pre-school groups who have requested 

input over a limited period of time, normally one to two terms. The team 

work with the pre-school staff to promote inclusive practice by introducing 

new ideas, demonstrating therapy skills and techniques and modelling good 

practice. By these means the team encourage the pre-school staff to become 

confident collaborative workers able to meet the needs of a diverse group of 

children, many of whom have additional needs. The SPARKLE team work 

collaboratively with staff and parents in the early identification of children 

with additional needs and aim to meet these needs within an inclusive 

environment where appropriate. The team works with each individual pre-

school setting in response to needs identified by the staff; these may include 

training, advice, monthly advice clinics and weekly visits.  

Policy Context 

 

Recent government policies related to children and young people have 

stressed the importance of initiatives that promote multi-agency working
29

 

30

. A central theme of the National Service Framework for Children is the 

importance of early assessment and early intervention.  Initiatives such as 

Sure Start promote early intervention for vulnerable children and are part of 

a wider government strategy 
31

 Part of government strategy rests on the 

provision of high quality pre-school nursery provision for all three to five 

year olds. There have been targeted attempts to raise standards of the 

training and education of staff working in this sector, including the 

introduction of an Early Years Professional Status scheme. However, the 

quality of provision within the sector can vary greatly between one nursery 

and another with regard to training and individual styles of working. 

Workforce issues related to training and the turnover of staff in the private  
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and voluntary sector remain problematic
32

. The inclusion of children with 

additional needs in mainstream settings creates additional challenges for 

pre-school nursery staff
33

. This local Kent based initiative meets Government 

targets in terms of health promotion, early intervention, mulit-agency 

working and the early identification and assessment of children with 

additional needs within the pre-school setting.  SPARKLE does not replace 

but represents an enhancement of existing clinic based therapy services 

available to pre-school children. The project has provided an opportunity for 

therapists and specialist teachers to work closely together in the interests of 

children and their families.  

Evaluation  

 

The aim of the evaluation is to find out if SPARKLE is effective in promoting 

inclusive practice in the pre-school setting. It was always intended to carry 

out the evaluation in two stages. The first stage, which is now complete, 

focused on the development of an evaluation framework and tools. This 

stage was funded through a Primary Care Research Network grant.  The 

team are currently in the process of piloting the evaluation tools and are 

seeking funding from the Pfizer Community Investment Programme to 

complete the second stage of the evaluation.  This second stage will involve 

gathering goal setting data for each individual nursery. The SPARKLE team 

will collect data over four ‘new’ terms (3
rd

 September 2007 – April 4
th

 2008) 

in order to build a series of individual case studies that will inform the future 

development of the project. Evaluation data of this type will enable 

comparisons to be drawn between the different nurseries, thereby assisting 

in identifying how the team meet their specific targets in a range of 

different settings. The case studies will also enable analysis of the relative 

influence of different factors on the success of the intervention, these 

factors will include the physical and human resources of the nursery, the 

numbers of children attending the nursery, the numbers of those with 

identified additional needs, and the receptiveness of staff to changes in 

practice.  

The Evaluation Team  

 

The evaluation team for SPARKLE consists of the heads of service from the 

three therapy services represented, the team co-ordinator and team leader 

who are both specialist teachers. The team invited a member of the Allied 

Health Professions Department from Canterbury Christ Church University to 

act as an advisor and facilitator for the evaluation of the project. It will be 

the role of this individual to coordinate the gathering an analysis of data for 

each of the individual nursery settings and to gather the views of nursery  
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staff and therapists at the conclusion of the SPARKLE intervention. This 

individual is a qualified children’s occupational therapist who is familiar with 

early year’s settings and holds a contract with East Kent Coastal PCT.  

Case Study Data 

 

The data gathered from each of the pre-school settings will consist of a 

mixture of data gathered as part of routine practice by therapists involved in 

the project and the semi structured focus group data gathered by the 

external evaluator of the project. These data will be used to construct case 

studies following case study design methodology.
34

 
35

 In line with NHS and 

LEA policy all data will be kept in a secure locked cabinet. None of this data 

will identify individual children or members of staff. 

 

1. Baseline information about the pre-school setting numbers of 

children, staff etc  

2. Routine data that would be gathered by the therapy team and LEAs 

as a normal part of the SPARKLE intervention non standardised scaled 

scores linked to specific tasks will be used to monitor progress.  

3. Goal setting data related to specific goals set between the team and 

the nursery staff. This will be analysed on an achieved/not-achieved 

criteria.  

4. Semi structured focus group data from pre-school staff and therapists 

gathered at the conclusion of the SPARKLE intervention. This data will 

be analysed thematically.
36

 

 

Pre-school settings will be informed of the formal evaluation of the project, 

it will be emphasised that this evaluation is a normal part of service 

development and the promotion of good practice. An information sheet 

(see appendix) will inform staff and parents about the evaluation. A consent 

form (see appendix) will be signed by the pre-school setting manager and 

any staff involved in the evaluation.  As this is a local project pre-school 

settings will need to understand that although they may not be named they 

may be identified through descriptions of setting. 

Timescale 

 

Following a successful grant application and positive peer review of the 

proposal, the proposal will be sent to the chair of the LEA ethics committee 

for advice. Informal discussions with the chair of the committee about the 

evaluation (02.02.07) have raised some ethical issues that have been 

addressed within the proposal. 
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1. The informed consent of those participating in the evaluation 

(appendix)  

2. Adequate information about how the findings will be disseminated 

(appendix)  

3. The secure storage of data relating to the evaluation (appendix)  

 

Once permissions have been granted it is intended to begin the evaluations 

of the pre-school settings (April/May 2007). The evaluation data will be 

collected over four new terms – starting in September 2007 and extending 

to April 2008.  The external facilitator will carry out interviews with the 

nursery staff within two weeks of the conclusion of the intervention.  

Dissemination strategy  

 

There is growing interest amongst therapists and teachers in the 

development of evaluation methods and outcome measures
37

. It is 

anticipated that the work completed as part of the SPARKLE evaluation will 

be of interest to others working in early year’s settings. Therefore findings 

from the evaluation will be disseminated through relevant professional 

journals through the medium of publication, poster and conference 

presentations.  Pre-school settings participating in the evaluation will need 

to be aware that data from the evaluation will be used as part of the wider 

dissemination strategy for the project all those participating in the study will 

be sent a copy of the findings.  

Costs  

 

Funding is sought from the Pfizer Community Fund to cover the costs of the 

facilitator. See appendix for cost breakdown.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

                                                 
37

 Grocott, P.,Cowley, S & Richardson, A( 2002) Solving Methodological challenges using a theory 

driven evaluation in the study of complex patient care. Evaluation, 8 (3) 306-21. 
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Appendix 2   

 

SPARKLE intervention & evaluation stages.  

 

Stage of 

intervention  

Information  Recording/ 

Evaluation  

Type of data collected  Analysis  Time scale  

 

Identification of pre-

school setting 

 

(1) Information 

about SPARKLE  

(2) Evaluation 

information sheet  

(3) Consent form  

 

 

 

 

Initial baseline questionnaire 

completed by SPARKLE co-

ordinator 

 

 

Quantitative and qualitative 

data relating to the context of 

the setting  

 

 

Data contributes to the 

descriptive account of 

context of the pre school 

setting. Analysed  

at the conclusion of 

observation period 

 

 

April 2007  

Observation period   Observation stage 1 Qualitative observations made 

by OT/PT and SLT using an  

Access/participation and 

engagement framework  

 

Analysed by team and 

facilitator At conclusion 

of observation period  

July 2007 

 

Recorded over 

2 new terms 

 

Joint goal setting 

between pre-school 

setting and 

SPARKLE team  

 Goals recorded in SMART 

format  

Baseline goals using 

access/participation and 

engagement framework 

Analysed by team and 

facilitator  

September 

2007 

SPARKLE 

Intervention  

 Records of progress in relation 

to SMART goals.  

Gathering Quantitative, 

Qualitative and where 

appropriate visual data   

Analysis by SPARKLE 

team at regular review 

meetings involving pre-

school setting  

Records kept 

over 4 new 

terms  

 Goals 

reviewed and 

new goals set 

as appropriate  

Review of baseline 

goals  

 New goals recorded in SMART 

format  

Baseline goals using 

access/participation and 

engagement framework 

Analysis by SPARKLE 

team at regular review 

meetings involving pre-

school setting  
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Final evaluation of 

baseline goals  

  Qualitative and Quantitative 

data - change measured 

against baseline goals using 

access/participation and 

engagement framework 

Analysis by SPARKLE 

team involving pre-school 

setting 

 

Stage of 

intervention  

Information  Recording/ 

Evaluation tool 

Type of data collected  Analysis  Time scale  

Post intervention   Focus group with pre-school 

staff recorded as written notes  

Qualitative data  Thematic analysis by 

external facilitator  

Within 2 weeks 

of conclusion 

of the 

intervention 

Summary evaluation 

with SPARKLE team  

 Notes taken by external 

facilitator  

Qualitative data  Thematic analysis by 

external facilitator  

Within 2 weeks 

of conclusion 

of the 

intervention 
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Appendix 3  

 

Early Years Inclusion Framework 

 

 
 

(1) Access – the extent to which activities provided by the EYS and the EYS 

environment were accessible to all children. 

(2) Participation – the type of interactions between children and between 

children and staff in the EYS  

(3) Engagement – the extent to which ALL children were engaged in the 

activities and routines of the nursery.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  38 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 4 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  39 

Appendix 4                                                                         SPARKLE PROJECT 

Observation Stage 1 recording sheet 

Nursery éééééééééééé.  Date éééééé..  Time ééééééé 
 

Environment  Description 
type/size/location/range 

Access ï facilities to 
curriculum/activities 

Participation ï 
facilitates 
relationship between 
children and staff  

Engagement ï 
facilitates individual 
engagement with 
activity 

Comments 

Indoor play area 
 

     

Outdoor play 
area 
 

     

Creative play 
 

     

Furniture seating 
tables 
 

     

Toys 
 

     

Walls/display 
 

     

Lighting  
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SPARKLE PROJECT 
 
Observation Stage 1 recording sheet 
 
 

Nursery éééééééééééé.  Date éééééé..  Time ééééééé 
 
 

Environment  Access ï relationship to 
curriculum/activities 

Participation ï relationship 
with others children and staff  

Engagement ï facilitates 
individual engagement with 
activity 

Comments 

 
Snack time 
 

    

 
Story time 
 

    

 
Free play 
indoors 
 

    

 
Structured 
activity indoors 

    

 
Structured 
activity outdoors 
 
 

    

 
Transition times, 
i.e. tidy up 
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SPARKLE PROJECT 
 
Observation Stage 1 recording sheet 
 
 

Nursery éééééééééééé.  Date    25/04/04   Time   1.30pm 
 
 

Environment  Access ï relationship to 
curriculum/activities 

Participation ï relationship 
with others children and staff  

Engagement ï facilitates 
individual engagement with 
activity 

Comments 

 
Snack time 
 

Children chose colour of cup, 
drink and poured themselves 

Staff talk to children at tables Encouraged to participate  

 
Story time 
 

All children sit, some given more 
support 

Story reader relates well to 
children ï animated, interesting 

Some children sit on staff laps.  
Assertive with children who try to 
opt out. 

 

 
Free play 
indoors 
 

Access to range of activities Staff interact and encourage 
participation 

  

 
Structured 
activity indoors 

Good range of materials for most 
activities 

Some is quite ótestingô rather 
than participating 

  

 
Structured 
activity outdoors 
 
 

Interesting ideas, for example: 
Dinosaur Island 

Adults join children in activities ï 
observing 

Could get more involved to show 
possibilities of materials 

 

 
Transition times, 
i.e. tidy up 

Good warnings given ï what to 
expect 

Children encouraged to join in   
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SPARKLE PROJECT 

Observation Stage 1 recording sheet 

Nursery éééééééééééé.  Date  17/04/07 Time  1.30pm 
 

Environment  Description 
type/size/location/range 

Access ï facilities to 
curriculum/activities 

Participation ï 
facilitates 
relationship between 
children and staff  

Engagement ï 
facilitates individual 
engagement with 
activity 

Comments 

Indoor play area 
 

Room @ modern school 
different.  Good size ï 
areas e.g. home, books 

Access to all areas Warn and friendly Children encouraged to 
participate 

 

Outdoor play 
area 
 

Playground of school.  
Large ï range of activities 

Access to outdoor 
areas.  Most of time. 

Good links with 
primary school pupils 

Good encouragement 
for children reluctant to 
go out. 

 

Creative play 
 

Gluing with range of 
options 

Available to all  Children shown 
possibilities of materials 

 

Furniture seating 
tables 
 

Bright, right size  Adults sit with children Adults get down to 
childrenôs level 

 

Toys 
 

Good range available  Adults direct rather 
than participating 

Adults encourage 
engagement 

 

Walls/display 
 

Lots of displays of 
childrenôs work ï birthdays 
etc 

Pictures of all 
children.  Visual 
timetable. 

   

Lighting  
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SPARKLE PROJECT  GOAL SETTING 
 
NURSERY.............................................  DATE July 2007 
 

TARGETS 
 

SPECIFIC MEASURABLE ACHIEVABLE REALISTIC TIME 

Staff training To increase 
staff 
knowledge and 
understanding 

Evaluation forms 
completed 

1 ½ hour 
session from 
each therapist 

Time 
arranged 
when all 
staff 
available 

Training to 
be 
completed 
by end of 
September 
2007 
 

To enable the 
group to 
identify 
childrenôs 
movement 
abilities and 
feel confident 
in knowing 
how to help 
them develop 

1. Provide 
specific 
activities to 
follow which 
focus on 
different 
aspects of 
movement 
skills. 
2.To allow staff 
to observe, 
record and 
eventually 
assess  
 

1. Records of 
the childrenôs 
specific 
movement 
abilities are 
started. 
2.Sessions 
delivered and 
recorded on 
activity sheets 

1. Arrange and 
deliver training 
sessions. 
2.Arrange and 
deliver 
activities with 
children and 
staff 

Agreed 
format with 
staff at goal 
setting 
meeting on 
25th July 
2007 

May 2008 
will review 
at meeting 
on 7th 
November 

To provide 
opportunities 
for the staff to 
watch and 
learn how to 
help the 
nursery 
children 
develop 
particular 
relevant 
motor skills 

1. Provide 
specific 
activities to 
follow which 
focus on 
different 
aspects of 
movement 
skills. 
2.To allow staff 
to observe, 
record and 
eventually 
assess 

1.Records of the 
childrenôs 
specific 
movement 
abilities are 
started 
2.Sessions 
delivered and 
recorded on 
activity sheets 

1. Arrange and 
deliver training 
sessions. 
2.Arrange and 
deliver 
activities with 
children and 
staff 

Agreed 
format with 
staff at goal 
setting 
meeting on 
25th July 
2007 

May 2008 
will review 
at meeting 
on 7th 
November 
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SPARKLE PROJECT  GOAL SETTING 
 
NURSERY.............................................  DATE.......................................... 
 

TARGETS 
 

SPECIFIC MEASURABLE ACHIEVABLE REALISTIC TIME 

To provide 
a table with 
a variety of 
materials 
for mark 
marking 

To make a 
table 
accessible 
at all times 

Sessions 
delivered and 
recorded on 
activity sheets 

1.Arrange 
and deliver 
training 
2.Arrange 
and deliver 
activities with 
children and 
staff 

Space 
available 

Review 
7th Nov 
2007 

Vertical 
mark 
making 
surfaces 

Provision 
for mark 
making on a 
vertical 
surface on 
a weekly 
basis 

Sessions 
delivered and 
recorded on 
activity sheets 

1.Arrange 
and deliver 
training 
2.Arrange 
and deliver 
activities with 
children and 
staff 

The 
availability 
of a 
selection of 
vertical 
surfaces 

Review 
7th Nov 
2007 

Mark 
making 
table 

To provide 
a range of 
mark 
making 
utensils 

Sessions 
delivered and 
recorded on 
activity sheets 

1.Arrange 
and deliver 
training 
2.Arrange 
and deliver 
activities with 
children and 
staff 

Sparkle to 
provide 
initial 
materials to 
try out 
activities  

Review 
7th Nov 
2007 

Staff to 
identify 
children 
with S&L 
difficulties 
and know 
what to do 

Staff trained 
and 
practiced in 
using 
checklists 

Staff to 
complete 
Sparkle 
checklists 

Arrange and 
deliver 
activities with 
children and 
staff 

Sparkle to 
provide a 
bag of 
equipment.  
Staff 
prepared to 
give time 

Review 
7th Nov 
2007 

Staff to 
monitor 
their 
language 
stimulation 
and 
interaction 
with all the 
children 
 

Add 
language in 
planned & 
unplanned 
activities.  
Reduce 
questioning 

To measure 
levels of 
interaction and 
language on a 
profile 

Arrange and 
deliver 
activities with 
children and 
staff 

Staff 
prepared to 
give time 

Review 
7th Nov 
2007 
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Appendix 6     Summary of main findings from the Case studies 

 

 

Case Study  1 2 3 

Main theme  A quiet transformation  Making good provision even better A qualified success 

Stage of SPARKLE intervention at time of 

evaluation  

Complete 4 terms  Complete 4 terms  Incomplete 2/3 terms  

Description  A nursery located in an area of social 

deprivation wanting to refresh staff 

with new ideas and activities  

A nursery with already high standards 

aiming to build on its provision and 

increase knowledge and skills of staff  

A nursery that had some concerns 

about „being told what to do‟ 

wanting „new ideas‟  

Level of motivation & responsiveness /open 

to change  

Manager  

Good - Ideas had become a bit 

stagnant 

Very High - There is always room for 

improvement 

Low - We are already doing 

something right 

Level of motivation & responsiveness /open 

to change  

Team  

Good - Ideas had become a bit 

stagnant 

Very High - There is always room for 

improvement 

Good – wanting ideas  

Overall sense of consensus between nursery 

and SPARKLE team  

Overall good  Very high  Limited  

Collaboration/partnership  We are all learning together  They [SPARKLE] are part of our team  We see what they do and then 

adapt for our own setting. 

Learning in the setting Deep experiential learning many 

examples of changes in thinking e.g. 

identifying quieter children and direct 

impact on practice in terms of 

modifying group/activity  

Deep experiential learning many 

examples of changes in thinking, 

observing children and direct impact 

on practice e.g. incorporating different 

types of activities into daily routine. 

Largely surface learning emphasis 

on new ideas for activities some 

examples of changes in thinking 

e.g. development of pencil skills  

Relationship with SPARKLE team Very approachable  They have become like friends  We get on well  

Links with planning & curriculum Links well with our themes Good  Didn‟t link with planning  

Parent involvement  A hard to reach group – they tried  Very good positive feedback  Good feedback  

Evidence of SMART Goals met  Yes  Yes  Yes  
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Appendix 6i 

 

Summary Data Case Study 3: A qualified success   

 

Data Source Summary  Comments 

Ofsted In January 2007 Ofsted reported that the quality and standards of care and education 

were satisfactory. It operates from a spacious room in a community centre that is 

used for other activities in addition to the nursery. There is a secure outdoor area but 

it is noted that opportunities for physical play are limited. It is noted that 

opportunities for messy play are limited and that creative activities are formulaic. 

The routine are highly structured possibly as a result of the space being a shared 

space with other community groups and the need to „tidy away‟  

Sparkle team pick up on 

many of the issues raised in 

the Ofsted report e.g. 

messy play and outdoor 

activities. 

Initial 

questionnaire  

The supervisor and SENCO for the nursery are qualified to NVQ level 3. Other staff 

qualified to NVQ level 2. Total of 5 staff.  Session times are between 9-12 term 

times only. At the time of the SPARKLE team visits there were 25 children 

attending with no children under two. The majority of children were aged 4 years old 

with a smaller number of 3 year olds. No children had been identified with special 

needs.  A range of outside agencies visited the nursery on an„as needed‟ basis. Group 

training undertaken in the past year covered health and safety, food safety, child 

protection, observations. Verbal communication with parents on daily basis. Staff 

meeting and planning meetings are monthly.  

 

Interview with 

manager 

expectations  

Really about advice and new ideas. „the nursery has expanded and grown over the 

past two years „ we must be doing something right already ‟ „ I didn‟t want someone 

coming in and telling me what to do‟ „ see what they do and then adapt it for our 

own setting‟ 

 

Observation 

stage data  

During the observation stage the team visited the nursery individually and identified 

the following in relation to how readily children could access facilities and the 

activities provided, the levels of participation between staff and children and the 

opportunities for the children to engage in the activities provided.  Comments 

include „ good size carpeted area‟ „cant leave anything on the walls‟ „ at snack time 

Middle class setting 
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lots of interaction between staff and children‟ story time quite a few children not 

engaged‟ „very adult led‟ „produce a product activities‟ „adult led‟ The team made 

several comments about the amount of direction from staff and highlighted the 

environmental limitations of the setting.  

Targeted 

training data  

Targeted training was delivered to the nursery staff – no evaluations and the nursery 

staff don‟t mention the training specifically in the interviews.  

No evaluations from the 

training included.  

Goal setting 

stage data  

Goals identified build on some of the areas highlighted in the Ofsted report  

(1) focus on energetic physical play enable staff to feel confident delivering a 

variety of activities 

(2) to develop children and staffs knowledge and skill in using makaton 

(3) introduce fine motor activities 

(4) provide different ideas for creative and messy play  

(5) Goals were set in January 2008 and were to be reviewed in June 2008. 

 

Intervention 

stage data 

SPARKLE activity plans were formulated for each session recording a range of 

interventions. The activity plan leaves a record of the activity that was demonstrated 

by the therapist, explains what the purpose is and encourages ideas about how to 

develop this further. Approx 15 plans were provided detailing a wide range of 

ability. Many of the plans make clear links of the goals of the activity to Early 

Learning goals. 

 

As in previous case studies instructions given as to how to carry out the activity and 

the reasoning behind the activity. The therapists introduced the setting to different 

types of play material and suggested where these could be purchased – comments 

from the nursery were that some of these materials were too expensive or 

inappropriate to the setting.  

 

Visual data  None included   

Parents group 

data  

The parent course was described as „quite good‟ and the nursery staff suggested that 

it had altered parents expectations particularly around handwriting „ it has given 

them different ideas about a child writing their nameô  

No feedback sheets 

included from parents.  

Were goals 

achieved?  

(1) focus on energetic physical play enable staff to feel confident delivering a 

variety of activities 

 



  51 

 

 „not always been great for physical activity‟ „there are things you do anyway  they 

come in with some good ideas but we have to adapt it a bitô. „they have given us 

some good ideas for physical activities indoors‟  

(2) to develop children and staffs knowledge and skill in using makaton 

 

„we have a couple of children with difficulties with listening and socialising ,these 

children have benefited the mostô  

(3) introduce fine motor activities 

 

ósome of the things were a little expensive or we donôt have the manpowerô  

 

(4) provide different ideas for creative and messy play  

 

„messy play has been good because that was a side that we needed to developô  

 

Several comments were made about the Makaton training  

óthey did card games, and the way they did this encouraged a child to get involved ï 

it made me realise that if you have a group you need to pick them with care in order 

to give each child a chanceô  

Key 

comments 

„ I thought it was just being given ideas by a group of people ó ó I would take any 

help and advice and ideas and I am open to any of thatô  
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Appendix 6ii 

 

Case Study 2: ‘Making good provision even better’ ‘there is always room for growth and more experience’  

 

Data Source Summary  Comments 

Ofsted In 2007 Ofsted reported that the quality and standards of care and education were good. The 

privately run nursery operates from a classroom within a local primary school. There is an 

outdoor play area. The nursery supports a number of children with additional needs.  

 

Initial 

questionnaire  

The supervisor and SENCO for the nursery are qualified to NVQ level 3. Both have prior 

experience with special needs. Other staff qualified to NVQ level 2. Total of 5 staff.  Session 

times are between 9-11.30 and 12.30 – 3.30. At the time of the SPARKLE team visits there 

were no children under two. The majority of children were aged 4 years old with a smaller 

number of 2 & 3 year olds. Seven children had identified pre-school action plus and one was 

awaiting a statement of special educational needs. A range of outside agencies visited the 

nursery on an „as needed‟ basis with the exception of the EY SENCO and health visitor. 

Group training undertaken in the past year covered health and safety, first aid, mark making, 

early years foundation stage. Communication with parents through link books completed on 

a daily basis. Regular weekly staff meetings and planning meetings termly.  

 

Interview with 

manager 

expectations  

What comes out of the interview is an eagerness to learn and gain as much from the 

opportunity as possible.  Good lines of communication within the nursery meant that all 

were aware of the initiative and expectations were around the special needs elements of the 

initiative, this may have been because the nursery did have a relatively high number of 

children with additional needs already identified and the prior experience of the nursery 

manager.  

The manager identifies that their catchment area is „middle class‟ „ we do have supportive 

parents , but they do all compare little Johnny is doing this and another notô  

 

Observation 

stage data  

During the observation stage the team visited the nursery individually and identified the 

following in relation to how readily children could access facilities and the activities 

provided, the levels of participation between staff and children and the opportunities for the 
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children to engage in the activities provided.  The team made many positive comments 

relating to the nursery environment, the resources available and the approach of the staff,  

such as „room light and airy, chairs the right size, „staff get down to child‟s level‟, Children 

are actively engaged in activities, „enthusiasm and engagement of the staff in the activities‟.  

Areas of improvement seemed hard to identify and focused on staff tending to over direct 

activities and possibly altering the arrangement of the nursery to facilitate greater choice of 

play materials and mark making activities.  

Targeted training 

data  

Targeted training was delivered by all three therapists.  Speech & language and 

physiotherapy End of training evaluations demonstrated that the staff found these sessions 

useful and interesting. A typical comment óit has made me more aware of what to look for in 

the children and how to help them in different activities to encourage their developing skillsô 

Several mentioned how useful to have an overview of typical physical development of a 

child.  

Different formats for the end 

of training questionnaires. 

Although training took place 

no OT evaluations included.  

Goal setting 

stage data  

The goals identified reflect the fact that nursery staff were already adept at engaging children 

appropriately and had created an accessible and well resourced environment.  

Shared SMART goals focused on building on a good baseline of skill.  

(1) To identify children‟s movement abilities and knowing how to develop these further 

(2)  To provide modelling for staff to learn how to develop children‟s motor skills. 

(3) To provide mark making activities and resources  

(4) For staff to identify children with communication difficulties 

(5) For staff to monitor their interaction with children  

Goals were discussed and agreed with the nursery staff in July 2007  

These were reviewed in November and new goals established which built on progress. 

Was this the most appropriate 

nursery for the team to work 

with?  

Did the nursery require the 

intensive input over a long 

period or could a nursery like 

this have benefited from a 

shorter term targeted 

intervention?  

Intervention 

stage data 

SPARKLE activity plans were formulated for each session recording a range of 

interventions. The activity plan leaves a record of the activity that was demonstrated by the 

therapist, explains what the purpose is and encourages ideas about how to develop this 

further. Approx 30 plans were provided detailing a wide range of ability. Many of the plans 

make clear links of the goals of the activity to Early Learning goals. 

 

Many of the plans take a 

separate format. Some hand 

written some typed. Some are 

detailed and include pictures 

– there seems scope here to 

build on these resources, 
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The activity plans provide insight into how the team encourage the development of the 

observation skills of the nursery staff – following an activity to encourage balance and 

stability comments included qualitative observations of the levels of individual participation. 

„K, A & G never tried to move the statue, they just stood watching, C was unsure to begin 

with and needed to follow an adult but then went and triedô  

 

Staff were encouraged to carry out structured observation as evidenced by the use of a 

specific chart documenting how individual children managed a specific task e.g. standing on 

one leg. Through encouraging this more structured observation staff demonstrates that they 

are beginning to discriminate between and identify children who need more assistance.  

 

A key message is to encourage all the children to participate in the activities provided. It is 

interesting to note that the SPARKLE team themselves make comments on the activities 

success after they have carried it out in the setting highlighting where they need to adapt it if 

they are to carry it out again. For example a comment from the physio read órunning around 

was a little noisy and hectic so idea to practise in smaller and quieter! groupsô  This 

highlights the importance of the ability of the team to actually experience how to implement 

the activities in a particular situation and stands as a contrast to simply providing 

recommendations or suggestions without awareness of the context of these.  

 

Written comments between nursery staff and team indicate responsiveness to requests for 

additional resources more information the OT offers to „design a form for you to use as a 

screening tool to see if children are performing specific motor skills at expected levels.‟  

 

There is also an emphasis on making activities fun ómake it fun! Enjoy it!‟   

 

As a result of working closely with the children the therapist can identify those who need 

further intervention one activity sheet records that „ one child needs to be referred to the 

S&LT „ whilst identifying ways to assist his integration with other children „ child needs 

encouragement some children need a lot more encouragement/alternatives to make full 

formalise and make more 

attractive the contents and 

include this information on a 

web based resource for 

nurseries to refer to. Many of 

the plans are written 

hurriedly and in note format 

which may make the longer 

term usefulness of these more 

problematic. This is the case 

also with the checklists that 

are produced which could be 

published in a more attractive 

format and circulated more 

widely.  

? further funding to publish 

and promote the resources 

already existing  
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sentencesô  

Visual data  There are photographs of children and staff engaging in the activities demonstrating 

engagement and participation. Posters made by the nursery team illustrate the level of 

engagement of the staff in the initiative and their enthusiasm for the initiative. 

Photographs of the mark making activity area showing how easily accessible this is to the 

children with an enticing range of mark making resources.  

Would have been good to 

have had some before and 

after pictures of the mark 

making area.  

Parents group 

data  

Parents groups were held and feedback from the staff in the nursery suggested that these 

were well attended and valued.  

ó they have picked up on things like the messy play thing they wouldnôt normally do at homeô 

óparenting course has gone down really well we really pushed that and had positive 

feedback from the parents ï I think the key thing is that they think that writing their name 

now is not so important ï that is what they all wanted them to be doing ï cutting and writing 

their namesô   

there is no data from the 

groups included in the file  

Were goals 

achieved?  
 To identify children‟s movement abilities and knowing how to develop these 

further. To provide modelling for staff to learn how to develop children‟s motor 

skills. 

óShe set up the activity and we could watch our individual children.. and we could see that 

they were just following and we were able to monitor where they were at ..it was easy to 

identify those that were struggling and also the more able onesô  

 

 To provide mark making activities and resources  

óOur art area was barely used and so..  suggested that we open it up and make it more 

inviting and golly you cant keep them out nowô  

 

Overall it appeared that the goals that had been set had been achieved during the intervention 

– goals such as the mark making table were easier to identify because it was a physical 

change to the environment and the impact was impressive in terms of revealing to the 

nursery how with a few simple alterations children could access resources and play 

materials. 
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The goals set by the physic were more around building on observational skills and the 

comments above certainly indicate that staff had begun to hone their observation skills and 

were able to discriminate more in terms of distinguishing children with delay and 

difficulties. The team then built on this to promote ideas around how to include all the 

children. In this instance the S&LT worked in a different way working with smaller groups 

of children away from the main group of children – the disadvantage here was that not all 

staff got to observe and watch the interventions although those that did found them useful.  

Key comment „There is always room for growth and other experiences‟ „its nice to hear that you are doing 

the right things and you can always improve on that cant you?‟  
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Appendix 7 
 

Thematic analysis from SPARKLE  

 

‘Little things’ that make a big difference – the impact of the SPARKLE team on pre school nursery settings in Kent.  

 

Expectations   Help and Advice (all settings )  

 New ideas (all settings )  

 Refresh & bring new ideas& 
Special needs help 

 Inclusive practice (mentioned 
once) 

 Having fun  

óLooking for ideasô ódifferent ideasô (1SST) 
ñhelp and adviceô (1MST).  
Knew they would come in and help us and give us ideas ( 3SST)  
Help with children with problems.  
Some special needs children but also wanting to refresh themselves and 
get new ideas (3MSS). 
Expectations that individual therapists would work óin a similar wayô e.g. 
taking children away from main group / or going in on a regular weekly basis 
/ differences noted. Some nurseries liked one approach others another. ( 
1MST) ( 3MSS)  
It wasnôt about singling out individual children it was about working 
alongside us and having funô (2MHR)  

Expectations 
met? 

 Largely yes  

 Good  

 Individual therapists had different 
approaches to how they worked 
with the nurseries and this 
affected expectations of the 
nursery ï they expected all 
therapists to work similarly. 

Yes, largely in all settings however in one setting because therapists 
worked in different ways (some giving a lot of individual input for individual 
children and others less so) expectations were not always ómetô and there 
were differing expectations based on the different approaches employed by 
the therapists. ( 3MSS)  

Value of input   Helping children with problems  

 Offering a new/different  
perspective on children who are a 
concern  

 Learning something new 

 Improved observation skills  

 Observation focused on specific 
areas of a childôs development  

óHow you can bring children on who have got problemsô ó How to do games 
with the children who have got problems ï strongly reiterated around 
benefits to children with problems (1SST)  
For children with problems (1MST). 
Taught us some new things e.g. how to hold scissor ócorrectlyô ( 1MST)  
óLots of little things, little ways of thinking about thingsô (1MST) 
A lot of focus on the children already identified as having problems ( SLT 
but all children included in with Physio and OT activities ) ( 2SHR)  
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 Explanation provided about why 
activities build certain skills and 
why some skills may be delayed. 

 Links activity to what the nursery 
has planned (not all instances)  

 Assisted the nursery to focus on 
the needs of the more able 
children as well as those that 
were struggling.  

Done more observations on scissor work and how child is holding their 
pencil More targeted and  quality of observation improved  (2SHR) 
Just little things ï she explained to us ( 3SST)  
She came in with tons of ideas ï so many ideas ( 3SST) 
I look at my own children now and I can see certain things like how they 
hold their pencil, how they sit  ( 3SST )  
Lots of little things ( holding scissors correctly ) that are very important 
(3SST)  
Lots of resources in the folder ï ideas we can just pick up on ( 3MSS). 
Always check with what is in the planning ( 3MSS)  
She set up the activity and we could then sit back and watch our own 
individual children and we could see that they were actually just doing 
exactly what everyone else was doing ï just following. ( 3MSS)  
(3MSS) You might forget the ones that are doing it all but still need that 
extra push that are a bit more advanced and that was something that we 
hadnôt done before ï especially with the speech and language. ï we are s 
busy taking those that are lisping and Elizabeth would do some lovely 
groups with the more able children that were more challenging. That was a 
really positive thing. 
You want to be part of the programme ï even if not for the whole year just 
for a block of time every now and then. ï just to have someone elseôs 
perspective would be great.(3MSS)  
 

Specific 
examples of 
changes in 
practice  

 Relaxed sitting  

 Grouping children according to 
ability 

 Engaging quieter children in 
activities  

 Introduced Makaton training, 

 Planned & structured physical 
activities (indoor and out).  

 Identifying children with delayed 
development 

 Ideas to promote development of 
more able children  

Grouping children according to ability (1SST) wouldnôt have thought about 
this before  
Engaging óquieterô children in group activities (1SST) 
Makaton (1SST) (unfamiliar with this, really beneficial want to go on 
training). 
Holding scissors the correct way (1MST). 
Not really changed but adapted some of the ideas made it work for them  
(1MST)  
Introduced new ideas e.g.  Messy play big pencils and large sheets of 
paper.  
No longer get children to write letters over dots ( 2SHR)  
Introduced new resources (crayons) never seen them before. ( 2SHR)  
Allowing children to sit in different ways relaxed sitting however they are 
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 Changed approach to 
development of pencil control and 
writing name. 

 Messy play introduced  

 Broader range of targeted 
activities for children. 

 Made mark making area more 
inviting and accessible for 
children  

 

comfortable ( 2SHR)  
More planned physical activities ï we had seen before as running around 
outside (2SHR)  
Able to identify children with language delay using checklist ï used this with 
a parent also ( 2SHR)  
Done more observations on scissor work and how child is holding their 
pencil More targeted and quality of observation improved  (2SHR) 
Balance and hand eye-coordination games to promote these ( 3SST)  
The lax ligament thing never heard of this before ( 3SST )  
Our art area has completely changed due to SPARKLE ( that was due to 
Sandra wasnôt it?  - it was barely being used ï it was very closed up and 
Sandra said you need to open it up and make it more inviting and with that 
golly you cant keep them out now.( 3MSS)  
 

How 
SPARKLE 
works  
Contrast with 
other training  

 Opportunity to try out activities & 
experiment with different 
resources  

 Opportunity to observe how to 
interact with children to help their 
development 

 Introduces bespoke suggestions 
about how to promote fine and 
gross motor development 

 Combines óon the jobô training 
with the opportunity for nursery 
staff to observe skilled therapists 
working with familiar (Key) 
children. 

 One to one input encourages 
questioning and helps integration 
of existing with new knowledge  

 Approachable team encourages 
learning & questioning  

 Delivered over a longer period 
allows therapists to develop 

óThey are coming to us and we are watching themô  
Allows time for nursery staff to observe the children and stand back. 
Used to ógoing outô for help with S&LT these ócome inô ( 1MST)  
Liked the training session ótime to discuss thingsô (1MST) 
Different to away training ï but away training has benefits. (1MST)  
Having a play yourself ï opportunity to try things out.(2SHR)  
Linked into themes good we can think of ideas ( 2SHR)  
Had training before but not the óone on oneô ( 3SST)  
Liked the training when the children were away very good and beneficial ( 
3SST)  
(3MSS) like the opportunity to sit back and watch the children normally not 
possible - She set up the activity and we could then sit back and watch our 
own individual children and we could see that they were actually just doing 
exactly what everyone else was doing ï just following. ( very imp )  
Contrast with other types of training ï other training you just go and sit in a 
room and look at a screen or something ï or its only a day ï and this has 
been on going for about a year ï the children have had time to build a 
relationship with the therapists and we have had time also .( 3MSS)  
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strong relationships with children 
and the nursery team ópart of the 
teamô 

 Links activities with nursery 
planning.  

 Some joint sessions enabled 
nursery staff to observe both 
therapists working together.  

Areas of 
improvement  

 Cost of resources needs to be 
considered.  

 Activities need to be practical  

 (Resources available) and            
affordable (costs) for the setting.  

 Closer liaison between individual 
therapists to agree amount and 
type of input.  

 

Some activities suggested by the team were impractical for the setting ï 
required too much adult supervision or too expensive (1SST) 
Reiterated the importance of integrating activities with the nurseries 
planning cycle (1SST)  
Need to build on involvement with parents  
Consider how to gain involvement and participation of  óhard to reachô 
groups of parents ï one size fits all approach coffee morning - may not work 
with all parents. Good example of using S&LT checklist from one staff 
member to start a discussion with parent ï maybe work through nursery 
staff more to reach parents?   
Critical that some resources suggested cost money and money is an issue. 
( 3MSS) (1SST)  
(3MSS) nursery noted differences in the óamountô of input from the individual 
therapists.  
 

Nursery 
Relationship 
with S team  

 Relationship with the team an 
important element of the 
successful delivery of the 
intervention. 

 In some nurseries decision to 
invite sparkle had been taken by 
manager and in others it was a 
whole team decision.  

Very positive (1SST) Very approachable (1MST) óI didnôt want someone 
coming in and telling me what to doô.  
Very approachable really lovely (3SST).  
They are like friends (3SST). 
We discussed the idea of having sparkle as a whole team ï we are at that 
time we didnôt have a lot of expertise in language or motor development and 
it was a good opportunity to train staff. ( 3MSS)  

Relationship 
and 
involvement of 
the team with 

 Varied greatly depending on 
demographics of the area. 

  

Donôt know (1SST) Positive feedback from the parents course but nothing 
specific ï something about handwriting had got through to parents ( 1MST)  
Hard to reach parents (2SHR). óFearô about health services perception of 
parents, not easy for them to attend  (2SHR)  
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parents  (3SST) very good group, the parents got a lot from this and have come 
away with lots of ideas like messy play. 

Benefits to the 
children  

 Benefits children with problems 
(delay)  

 All children enjoyed the activities 

 Fun for the children  

 Improved attention & engagement 
of children noted in some 
situations. 

 Good for the children to meet new 
adults & build relationships. 

 

Particularly those with problems, but all children enjoyed the activities.   
(1SST)  
Children more relaxed sitting and they are listening more (2SHR).  
The children love it they know its going to be fun ( 3SST)  
Seen as just playing and fun but working on specific areas  

Sustainability   Builds on existing resources.  

 Makes suggestions about future 
developments.  

 SPARKLE folder to refer back to. 

 Established close relationship 
with team to facilitate long arm 
support at the close of the 
initiative. 

 óTop upô sessions requested as 
follow on.  

Because they used some of the resources we already had we can build on 
this (3SST)  
Built good relationships with staff ïó at the end of the phoneô (3SST)  
(3SST) mentions sparkle folder and (2SHR) mention folder with ideas they 
can go back to at the next planning stage  
Other nurseries visiting those that have been sparkled as advertising.  
Sharing good practices (3MSS)  

Perception of 
team by staff  

 Skilled specialists  

 Therapists working differently to 
previous experience of therapy 
services.  

 Well prepared  

Very skilled (1SST) Specialist areas (1MST) Some prior knowledge of 
therapists but not seen them working in this way before (3SST, 2SHR) 
Already knew what therapists did ( prior experience  of SEN ) and could see 
the benefits to the nursery (3MSS)  
She is always well prepared ï links to what we are already doing (3MSS)  

How did the 
nursery find 
out about 
SPARKLE  

 Positive recommendation from 
other nurseries that had been 
ósparkledô.  

  óMysteryô surrounding what 
SPARKLE was until the team 
arrived.  

 Those that had been sparkled 

ñHeard about it from another nursery who had been SPARKLEDò (1MST) 
Recommendation from another nursery (3SST) 
Everyone has said that they are really brilliant, one nursery who had them 
before said they were brilliant  (3SST)  
Lots of people were talking about sparkle at SENCO meetings and we 
thought it was óright up our streetô. (3MSS)  
No clear idea about what is was until they arrived just ólots of ideas and 
adviceô  
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found it difficult to describe or 
explain SPARKLE to others.   

 Grapevine  

 SEN Links.  

 

Knowledge   Adapting ideas  

 Introduces new knowledge  

 Builds on previous knowledge & 
experience 

 Integrates existing knowledge 
with new knowledge 

 Encourages experimentation and 
adaptation  

 Linking activities to aspects of 
development: fine & gross motor 
& communication. 

 Newly qualified and more 
experienced staff both said they 
had learnt from the intervention. 

 Keeping up to date with ógood 
practiceô  

Built up knowledge subsequently ï linked to other courses and information  
(1MST) e.g. mark making built on ideas suggested by sparkle team.  
Different ways of thinking about things (1MST)  
Visiting other areas increases knowledge ï picking up ideas.  
Use ideas and build on these sparks new ideas.(2SHR)  
Observation skills improved (2SHR)  
Gives us more knowledge about the physical side (3SST)  
We would take notes and think about how to incorporate those ideas into 
our own sessions. (3SST)  
It is educational things I never knew before e.g. lax ligaments and what to 
look out for (3SST)  
Newly qualified and more experienced staff both learnt something from the 
intervention (3SSST)  
Lovely if other settings could come in and see what we are doing. Always 
room for growth and other experiences. Its moved on in 12-15 years and we 
want new ideas and because they are going round they will be seeing good 
practice and bring that into new settings and thatôs what we feel.(3MSS)  

Other 
comments 

 Not all one way we have made suggestions to them about how to change 
and improve things (1MST).  
Some nursery staff didnôt seem aware of the changes that had occurred ï 
but went on to describe in some detail specific changes to practice.  
óJust little thingsô came up a lot as a phrase  
A lot to do with the relationships that have been built up ï many local factors 
Gill known to the SS nursery and lives locally children attend the school. 
Maggie knows manager.  
Is Sparkle a workable model without the personal relationships and contact 
and local knowledge that has been established as a result.  
S&LT seemed to take children and work in small groups away from the rest 
of the nursery ï made it difficult for all staff to experience this? Sparkle 
ethos?? 
Some lack of consistency about how and in what way the team would work 
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and amount of input from different therapists varied.  
 

Areas for 
development  

 Sustainability  

 Build on resources in the nursery 

 Clearer areas identified for future 
development of the nursery 

 Web resource FAQ  

 Identify more clearly the benefits 
of the initiative to the nurseries?  

 Tended to underplay the impact 
the team intervention had on 
knowledge and skills of nursery 
staff  

 Greater involvement of families 
and parents particularly the óhard 
to reachô groups. 

 Reinforce the principle of sparkle 
as inclusive initiative. 

 Closer interprofessional working 
between individual therapists in 
order to coordinate SPARKLE 
experience for the nursery.  

Maybe more on the sustainability of ideas ï a more formal list of 
suggestions for future development? And an advice web page? Or resource 
to support initiative??  
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Appendix 8 

 

Data / interview information 7
th

 May 2008 

 

Nursery (1ST)  (2HR)  (3SS) Info  

Date of 

interview 

28
th

 March  20
th

 March  31
st
 March   

Interviewers TH & EH  TH & EH  TH & EH   

Managers 

transcript  

Yes (1MST) 

Manager and 

deputy manager  

Yes No   

Assistants 

transcript 

No (1SST) 

2 assistants  

No  No   

Notes  Yes Yes Yes  
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Appendix 9 

 

SPARKLE evaluation meeting 12.12.07 

 

Agenda 

 

(1) developing case studies  

(2) Structure of case study material – start to locate in one file for each 

nursery  

(3) Review key concepts of participation ( social ) access ( accessibility) 

and engagement ( interesting /motivating )  

(4) Are we meeting our aims/targets in relation to the questions we are 

going to ask at the end? Links especially to ECM consider/develop  

a. Be Healthy – physical movement/participation in 

activities/development of motor skills/self esteem and 

confidence  

b. Be safe – independence in activities of daily living gives children 

freedom autonomy affording greater choice control and 

privacy – communicate their wishes and express their feelings  

c. Enjoy and achieve – removing barriers to achievement and 

promoting full participation in activities  

d. Make a positive contribution – encourages children to 

contribute to their own and others learning and enjoyment  

e. Achieve economic well being – children who reach their full 

potential and who have a positive self image are more likely to 

succeed in the world of work. 

  

(5) Are you beginning to see differences between the nurseries? 

(6) Why do you think these differences are present/occurring? 

(7)  Is it your input or the nurseries or the children in the nurseries  

(8) Are you beginning to see changes in the staffs knowledge and skills? 

How are you going to evidence this? 

 

 

Contents of the case study material for each of the nurseries – Can we create 

a file with different sections as below for each nursery – Put everything into 

this that you think might be valuable in creating a before and after picture 

of the nursery and build a convincing case study.  

 

CONTENTS 

 

(1)SPARKLE intervention and evaluation stages timetable – note any changes 

and dates of specific reviews of baseline  

 

(2) Baseline data for the nursery – numbers of children/staff qualifications 

etc draw on OFSTED data and info  

 

(3)Routine data collected at the nursery by SPARKLE team – scaled scores  
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(4)Goal setting data related to specific goals set between team and nursery 

staff – achieved/not achieved criteria 

 

(5) Diary /comments sheet for SPARKLE team and Nursery staff? To make 

notes /observations 

 

(6) Miscellaneous images /ideas/ examples of children’s work drawings 

(check permissions) etc  

 

 

Comment Sheet Nursery …………. 

 

Date  Comment /observation  Signed 
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Appendix 10 

 

CONSENT FORM  

 

SPARKLE evaluation                                                            Please initial box 

 

1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet dated Ä  

 ............................ (Version ............) for the above evaluation and have had  

 the opportunity to consider this, ask questions and have had these  

 answered satisfactorily.   

  

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to  Ä   

 withdraw my consent at any time, without giving any reason. 

      

3. I understand that any data I have provided for this study will be published Ä  

 only in anonymised forms and that I will not be identified within it.  

 

4. I agree to take part in the above evaluation  Ä  

 

  

 

 

    

Name   Date  Signature 

 

 

 

    

Name of person taking consent 

 

 Date  Signature 

 

 

 

    

 



  73 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 11 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  74 

Appendix 11 

SPARKLE Evaluation Information Sheet. 

 

This information sheet is for managers and staff working in this pre school 

setting. It tells you about a service evaluation of SPARKLE.  

 

What is a service evaluation?  

 

Service evaluations are a routine part of good practice carried out by 

education and health services.  They are designed to help services find out 

what is working well and what works less well so that services can improve.  

 

Why is it important for me to know about this?  

 

The SPARKLE team are in the process of carrying out an evaluation of their 

services and while members of our team are working with you we would 

like you to be aware of this.  

 

How might it affect me? 

 

During the evaluation the SPARKLE team will carry out their job as normal, 

working closely with you on the areas of your work with children that you 

feel will benefit from our input.   In order to find out about how things are 

working the team will observe your practice and record this information, 

this will be in the form of written goal setting charts that have been 

designed for the evaluation project. You will be involved in developing the 

goal setting charts and any information in them is available for you to look 

at anytime. No individual children or members of staff will be identified in 

these charts. All information will be kept secure in accordance with health 

and education policies.  

 

We may wish to take photographs of the pre-school setting in order to 

record changes in the environment as a result of our intervention. If this is 

the case we will ask you if we can have your permission to do this.  No 

children or staff will be included in the photographs unless we have written 

permission from individual staff and the parents and guardians of the 

children.  

 

At the end of our intervention we will invite you to tell us your views about 

SPARKLE. 

 

How will we use the information gathered as part of the evaluation? 

 

The information will be gathered together to form a ‘unique picture’ of 

what happened in your pre-school setting and how things have changed as 

a result of the SPARKLE team spending time there. Because the team work in 

other settings we will gather several of these ‘unique pictures’ in order to 
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see if we can see similarities between them in what works well.  This will 

help us in designing our interventions in the future. 

 

We would like to share our findings from the evaluation with other 

professionals who work in early years settings. We will do this by writing a 

report, which we will share with you, and then from this report publishing 

our findings. No individual will be identified in the report; however it is 

important for you to be aware that because we are describing unique 

settings it may be possible for you or others who know the setting to 

recognise it. In developing this evaluation we have asked the permission of 

the Local Education Authority Ethics Committee. 

 

After you have read this information sheet if you have any questions then 

please ask the member of the SPARKLE team who has given you this 

information or contact the SPARKLE co-ordinator Elaine Stanford Beale, 

Additional Educational Needs and Resources, Kent County Council, Kroner 

House, Ashford, Tel: 01233 898679 or email 

Elaine.stanfordbeale@kent.gov.uk  
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Appendix 12 

 

 

 

Eve Hutton 

Department of Allied Health Professions 

Canterbury Christ Church University 

North Holmes Road 

Canterbury 

CT1 1QU 

 Adult Services 

Brenchley House  

123/135 Week Street 

Maidstone 

Kent    ME14 1RF 

Tel:  01622 696620 

Fax: 01622 694915 
 

 Ask for Sue Williams 

 Your ref: 2007/13 

 Our ref: HQ/PPP/ SW 

 Date: 25
th
 June 2007 

 

Dear Eve 

 

Subject: Research Governance Application ï Service Evaluation of Sparkle 

2007/13 

 
Thank you for your application. We are pleased to inform you that your application has been 

unconditionally approved. However there are several points that need addressing; 

 Clarity over how many pre-school settings (three?) and the time period (2 or 4 terms) as I 

have two different documents. 

 The information sheet does not refer to observation of staff. 

 The various tools provided need to be referenced in the proposal to explain when and how 

they will be used (at what stage within the evaluation). Currently it is not clear when they 

will be used. 

 The paper headed „Initial Questionnaire‟ appears to be an information sheet. When will 

this be used? As above please link this in proposal. 

 No mention is made of how the evaluation tools will be used, therefore is observation free 

text? Set goals? Or scored on a scale?  Will observation be purely qualitative, quantitative 

or a mixture or both? 

 Methods of data analysis are not discussed in any detail. 

 Greater details of the times at which the data will be collected. Will observations be 

throughout the day? How many days? When will interviews be held? How will these be 

recorded? 

 The page headed „Question format: cluster leads and managers‟ has closed questions for 
questions 2,3,4,6,7 and possibly 11. If you wish to gain further information from these 

you could ask “Tell me about…” and then use your prompts. 

 Please add a contact name and address to the information sheet, this is especially 

important should someone wish to make a complaint. 

 You have addressed data protection issues, but please note that should you consider 

taking any photographs you will need to send a letter to parents and staff for consent prior 

to this and secure agreement from them. 

 

Please can you provide me with your response to the above.  It may be easier for you to 

number all the additional tools, information sheets and consents form as appendices and 

reference these in the proposal.  The above suggestions are to add clarity to your proposal and 

do not stop you from commencing your work. 
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We look forward to seeing any outcomes or reports that you produce from this work. We 

retain the right to monitor the progress of the work at any time, having given you prior notice 

to that effect. If you have any queries or need further advice, please feel free to contact me on 

01622 696620  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Sue Williams (Mrs) 

Research Manager 
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Appendix 13 

 

 

Sue Williams 

Adult Services 

Brenchley House 

123/135 Week Street 

Maidstone 

Kent 

ME14 1 RF 

 

Date 1.10.07 

 

Dear Sue 

 

Subject Research Governance – Service Evaluation of Sparkle 2007/13 

 

I am writing in response to your queries about the above application and your letter 

dated 25
th

 June 2007. 

 

 Clarity over how many pre-school settings (three?) and the time period (2 or 4 terms) as I 

have two different documents.  

 The Shepway team are currently working in three pre school nursery settings ï these will 

be included in the evaluation. The data collection phase of the evaluation will take place 

over four ónewô terms between 3
rd

 September 2007- April 4
th
 2008.   

 The information sheet does not refer to observation of staff. 

 We will add to the evaluation information sheet a short sentence relating to the 

observation of staff as part of the evaluation.  

 The various tools provided need to be referenced in the proposal to explain when and how 

they will be used (at what stage within the evaluation). Currently it is not clear when they 

will be used. 

 A chart indicating at which various stages of the evaluation the tools will be used will be 

appended to this letter; the proposal will be amended to reflect this. 

 The paper headed „Initial Questionnaire‟ appears to be an information sheet. When will 
this be used? As above please link this in proposal. 

 This is not a questionnaire but a general information sheet on SPARKLE given to the pre-

school settings at the time the initial questionnaire is completed. Apologise that this was 

not made clear in the documents sent to you.   

 No mention is made of how the evaluation tools will be used, therefore is observation free 

text? Set goals? Or scored on a scale?  Will observation be purely qualitative, quantitative 

or a mixture or both? 

 Additional information will be included in a table regarding the type of observations 

recorded clearly indicating when qualitative and quantitative data are collected.  

 Methods of data analysis are not discussed in any detail. 

 Broad indication of the methods of data analysis will also be included in the 

aforementioned chart. The proposal will also be amended to reflect these greater details. 

There are two differing stages to the evaluation and two differing types of data collection. 

The first is linked to the routine data, which would be collected by the evaluation team as 

part of their everyday practice. This is goal setting data which the SPARKLE team will 

assess on óachievedô or ónot achievedô criteria.  

 The second type of data is linked to the post intervention interviews that will be carried 

out by the external evaluator of the project at the end of the intervention. This data will be 
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analysed thematically. The data collection, analysis and interpretation will be overseen. 

Negative and discrepant information that may run counter to the themes identified will be 

identified.  

 Greater details of the times at which the data will be collected. Will observations be 

throughout the day? How many days? When will interviews be held? How will these be 

recorded? 

 Observations will be carried out in the first two terms preceding the intervention. Ie April 

2007 ï July 2007. The interviews will be carried out at the end of the intervention April 

2008.  

 The page headed „Question format: cluster leads and managers‟ has closed questions for 
questions 2,3,4,6,7 and possibly 11. If you wish to gain further information from these 

you could ask “Tell me about…” and then use your prompts. 

 This will be added to the question format  

 Please add a contact name and address to the information sheet, this is especially 

important should someone wish to make a complaint. 

 The SPARKLE co-ordinators name and details will be added in case of concerns or 

complaints. 

 You have addressed data protection issues, but please note that should you consider 

taking any photographs you will need to send a letter to parents and staff for consent prior 

to this and secure agreement from them.  

 We have included the information in the participant information sheet that no 

photographs will be taken without the written permission from staff or parents and 

carers. A specific consent form will be used.  

 

I attach  

 

(1) the revised proposal form 

(2) the chart indicating timescale for differing data collection tools 

(3) amended participant information sheet 

 

I hope this clarifies the issues raised but do get back to me with any further queries 

and comments. 

 

Yours sincerely  

 

Eve Hutton 

 

cc. Sue Holmes Canterbury Christ Church University  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


