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Table 1: analysis of pre-existing instruments
	Instrument
	Full name
	Target group
	Ages (years)
	Responder
	Settings

	
	
	e.g. with/without disabilities
	
	e.g. self-report, parent/guardian, teacher
	e.g. school, home, community

	CASP 
	Child and Adolescent Scale of Participation
	Acquired brain injury
	3-22 
	Parent/youth
	Home; School; Community

	COSA 
	Child Occupational Self Assessment
	With/without disabilities
	8-13 
	Child
	Home; School; Community

	CPQ
	Children Participation Questionnaire
	With/without disabilities
	4-6 
	Parent/carer
	Home; School; Community

	FPQ 
	Frequency of Participation Questionnaire
	Cerebral Palsy
	8-12 
	Parent/carer
	Home; School; Community

	ICF-FAS
	International Classifications of Functioning, Disability and Health - Functional Assessment Scale
	Hearing impaired
	6-14 
	Parent/carer/teacher
	Home; School; Community

	LIFE-H 
	Assessment of Life Habits for Children
	With disabilities
	5-13 
	Parent/carer
	Home; School; Community

	NSSE
	National Survey of Schools and Environment
	With disabilities
	5-18 
	Teacher
	School

	PACS 
	Paediatric Activity Sort Cards
	With/without disabilities
	5-14 
	Child
	Home; School; Community

	PADL 
	Participation in Activities of Daily Living
	Chronic/acute health conditions
	6-18 
	Child
	Home; School; Community

	PEM-CY 
	Participation and Environment Measure - Children and Youth
	With/without disabilities
	5-17 
	Parent/carer
	Home; School; Community

	PICO-Q 
	Participation in Childhood Occupations Questionnaire
	With/without disabilities
	6-10 
	Parent/carer
	Home; School; Community

	QYPP 
	Questionnaire of Young People's Participation
	With disabilities
	14-21 
	Parent/youth
	Home; School; Community

	SCOPE 
	Short Child Occupational Profile
	With disabilities
	0-21
	Therapist
	Home; School; Community

	SFA 
	School Function Assessment
	With/without disabilities
	5-12
	Teacher/health professional
	School

	SOM
	School Outcome Measure
	With disabilities
	3-18
	Therapist
	School

	SPIRC
	Student Perceptions of Inclusion in Rural Canada
	With/without disabilities
	5-17
	Child
	Home; School; Community

	KPP
	The Kid Play Profile
	With/without disabilities
	6-9
	Child
	Home; School; Community

	PPP
	The Preteen Play Profile
	With/without disabilities
	9-12
	Child
	Home; School; Community

	ECEQ
	European Child Environment Questionnaire
	Cerebral Palsy
	8-12
	Parent/carer
	Home; School; Community




	Assessment
	Dimension
	Topics covered
	Scoring

	
	e.g. participation and/or environment
	Which areas of participation in schools are assessed? Which aspects of school environment are assessed?
	e.g. frequency, preference, etc.

	CASP 
	Participation; Environment (only qualitative)
	Engaging with other students/adults; moving around school; using equipment
	Level of participation compared to peers

	COSA 
	Participation
	Doing activities with classmates; Completing (home)work; Communicating with teacher

	Ability; Importance to child

	CPQ
	Participation
	Playing (with/without others); taking art in extra-curricular activities

	Frequency; degree of assistance; degree of pleasure; degree of parental satisfaction

	FPQ 
	Participation
	Taking part in pursuits organised by school
	Frequency

	ICF-FAS
	Participation
	Not reported
	Not reported

	LIFE-H 
	Participation
	Getting to/Moving around school; Taking part in classroom activities; Taking part in extra-curricular activities; 
	Accomplishment; Assistance; Level of satisfaction

	NSSE
	Participation; Environment
	Recreation; extra-curricular activities; use of facilities (e.g. computing labs)
	Availability of facilities; whether child participated

	PACS 
	Participation
	Not reported
	Frequency; importance to child

	PADL 
	Participation
	Not reported
	Frequency; Enjoyment experienced

	PEM-CY 
	Participation; Environment
	Engaging in curricular/extra-curricular activities; Socialising with peers; Having roles; Physical features of environment; Physical/cognitive/social demands of school; Attitudes of staff and peers; Provision of support
	Frequency; Involvement; Desire for change; Whether environmental factor is facilitative or restrictive

	PICO-Q 
	Participation
	Not reported
	Frequency; Performance; Enjoyment

	QYPP 
	Participation
	Attending classes/exams; having a role; informal activities
	Frequency

	SCOPE 
	Environment
	Volition; Habituation; Communication & Interaction skills; Process skills; Motor skills; Physical space; Social groups; Occupational demands
	Restricts/facilitates participation

	SFA 
	Participation
	Engaging in the classroom; Physical and social aspects of play; Eating; Using the bathroom
	Extent to which participation occurs/is limited

	SOM
	Participation
	Self-care; Mobility; Assuming student roles; Communicating learning; Appropriate behaviour
	Amount of assistance required; Ability to do activity

	SPIRC
	Participation; Environment
	Child’s feelings about being at school; Whether child feels socially excluded
	Agreement with statements

	KPP
	Participation
	Physical activities; playing games; doing hobbies; socialising
	Does child do activity; do they enjoy it; who do they do it with

	PPP
	Participation
	Physical activities; playing games; doing hobbies; socialising
	Does child do activity; frequency; do they enjoy it; how good are they; who do they do it with

	ECEQ
	Environment
	Presence of aids for moving around and communicating; Supportiveness of those in environment
	Necessity of items; availability of items





	Assessment
	Reference

	CASP 
	Bedell, G. (2009). Further validation of the Child and Adolescent Scale of Participation (CASP). Developmental Neurorehabilitation, 12(5), 342-351.

	COSA 
	Keller, J, Kafkes, A, Basu, S, Federico, J, Kielhofner, G. (2004). The Child Occupational Self-Assessment (COSA) (Version 2.0). Chicago: Model of Human Occupation Clearinghouse, Department of Occupational Therapy, College of Applied Health Sciences, University of Illinois at Chicago.

	CPQ
	Rosenberg, L., Jarus, T., & Bart, O. (2010). Development and initial validation of the Children Participation Questionnaire (CPQ). Disability and Rehabilitation, 32(20), 1633-1644.

	FPQ 
	Mc Manus, V., Corcoran, P., & Perry, I. J. (2008). Participation in everyday activities and quality of life in pre-teenage children living with cerebral palsy in South West Ireland. BMC pediatrics, 8(1), 1.

	ICF-FAS
	Mishra, A., & Rangasayee, R. (2010). Development of ICF based measuring tool for inclusive education set ups. Asia Pac Disabil Rehabil J, 21, 57-69.

	LIFE-H 
	Fauconnier, J., Dickinson, H. O., Beckung, E., Marcelli, M., McManus, V., Michelsen, S. I., ... & Colver, A. (2009). Participation in life situations of 8-12 year old children with cerebral palsy: cross sectional European study. Bmj, 338, b1458.

	NSSE
	J. Simeonsson, Dawn Carlson, Gail S. Huntington, Janey Sturtz McMillen, J. Lytle Brent, R. (2001). Students with disabilities: A national survey of participation in school activities. Disability and Rehabilitation, 23(2), 49-63.

	PACS 
	Berg, C., & LaVesser, P. (2006). The preschool activity card sort. OTJR: Occupation, Participation and Health, 26(4), 143-151.

	PADL 
	Holding, P., & Kitsao-Wekulo, P. (2009). Is assessing participation in daily activities a suitable approach for measuring the impact of disease on child development in African children?. Journal of Child & Adolescent Mental Health, 21(2), 127-138.




	PEM-CY 
	Coster, W., Bedell, G., Law, M., Khetani, M. A., Teplicky, R., Liljenquist, K., ... & KAO, Y. C. (2011). Psychometric evaluation of the participation and environment measure for children and youth. Developmental Medicine & Child Neurology, 53(11), 1030-1037.

	PICO-Q 
	Bar-Shalita, T., Yochman, A., Shapiro-Rihtman, T., Vatine, J. J., & Parush, S. (2009). The participation in childhood occupations questionnaire (PICO-Q): A pilot study. Physical & occupational therapy in pediatrics, 29(3), 295-310.

	QYPP 
	Tuffrey, C., Bateman, B. J., & Colver, A. C. (2013). The Questionnaire of Young People's Participation (QYPP): a new measure of participation frequency for disabled young people. Child: care, health and development, 39(4), 500-511.

	SCOPE 
	Bowyer, P., Ross, M., Schwartz, O., Kielhofner, G., & Kramer, J. (2005). The Short Child Occupational Profile (SCOPE)(version 2.1). Chicago: MOHO Clearinghouse.

	SFA 
	Coster, W., Deeney, T. A., Haley, S., & Haltiwanger, J. (1998). School function assessment. San Antonio, TX: Pyschological Corporation/Therapy Skill Builders.

	SOM
	McEwen, I. R., Arnold, S. H., Hansen, L. H., & Johnson, D. (2003). Interrater reliability and content validity of a minimal data set to measure outcomes of students receiving school-based occupational therapy and physical therapy. Physical & occupational therapy in pediatrics, 23(2), 77-95.

	SPIRC
	Loreman, T., Lupart, J., McGhie-Richmond, D., & Barber, J. (2008). The Development of a Canadian Instrument for Measuring Student Views of Their Inclusive School Environment in a Rural Context: The Student Perceptions of Inclusion in Rural Canada (SPIRC) Scale. International Journal of Special Education, 23(3), 78-89.

	KPP
	Henry, A. D. (2000). Pediatric interest profiles: surveys of play for children and adolescents, kid play profile, preteen play profile, adolescent leisure interest profile. Psychological Corporation, a Harcourt Assessment Company.

	PPP
	Henry, A. D. (2000). Pediatric interest profiles: surveys of play for children and adolescents, kid play profile, preteen play profile, adolescent leisure interest profile. Psychological Corporation, a Harcourt Assessment Company.

	ECEQ
	Dickinson, H. O., & Colver, A. (2011). Quantifying the physical, social and attitudinal environment of children with cerebral palsy. Disability and Rehabilitation, 33(1), 36-50.
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Overview

· We aimed to secure a sample of children that was representative of the population in compared to available national data. Children with disabilities are often conceptualized as having “special educational needs” (SEN) in education (Anastasiou and Keller, 2014), which is termed as “additional support needs” in Scotland. SEN identification systems differ within and across countries (Croll and Moses 2003; European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, 2018) so it is recommended that studies using teacher report of SEN are compared to the available local and national statistics. Relatedly, it is important that measures are developed with a representative group. We therefore aimed to secure a sample that was representative compared to available local and national data.

· The available dataset for comparison, a yearly government-completed school census, was secured.  This dataset included government sponsored primary schools in Scotland, and data on proportions of children with additional needs aggregated at the school level. 
· Scottish Government (2016). School census survey 2016. Available from: https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/ScotXed/SchoolEducation/SchoolPupilCensus (accessed 10/07/2019) 
· Summaries of the child characteristics at the individual level were developed and compared with Government data. Differences in proportions and means were inspected, using effect size cut-offs (Tavakol and Dennick, 2011) where possible. 

· The tables below present a comparison of the sampled schools and all schools nationally and locally. 

· The proportion of children with additional needs was closely matched to the local average, but somewhat lower than the national figure. In terms of explaining this finding, the national figures for children with needs masks considerable regional variation. Our analysis indicated that areas of Scotland (local authorities) ranged from 7% to 33% of the 5-12 year old school population identified as having additional needs. This variability is also reflected internationally, with the proportion of pupils within primary school with a definition of SEN ranging from 1% to 19% across 30 European countries (EASNIE, 2018). However, rates are only directly comparable across countries with a similar operational definitions (EASNIE, 2018), highlighting the need for further international cooperation in developing procedures, indicators and outputs that provide comparative and aggregated data to inform country-level work. This is important as accurate identification of impairments and needs in schools makes reversal or mitigation of adverse effects more likely. 

· There were some differences between the study sample and national/local data in terms of children’s need categories. First, the study sample contained more children with Dyslexia than was typical both nationally and locally. This is explained by a recent dyslexia practice improvement initiative in the locality, leading to increases in identification. Second, there was a lesser proportion of children eligible for free school meals in the study group than was common nationally or locally (meaning that the study sample was somewhat less disadvantaged). This reflects the demographic character of the locality. Third, national statistics indicated larger proportions of students with moderate learning difficulties (MLD) and other specific learning disability. In contrast, the categories of MLD and other specific learning difficulty in the sample were used less frequently. This is explained by locality practice of using more specific labels. Lastly, the percentage of children in the sample with Autism was higher than expected. We hypothesise that recent interventions (Rutherford et al., 2018) implemented in the locality to improve identification has led to greater recognition. Overall, differences likely reflect natural variations in assessment guidance and practices. 

· The overall conclusion is that the sample shows an acceptable level of representativeness.




Table 2: Children with additional needs: sampled schools (n=4), local average and national averagea 

	School characteristic
 
	Sample 
Mean (SD)
 
	Local 
Mean (SD)
 
	National 
Mean (SD)
 
	Magnitude of difference (expressed as Cohen's d)

	
	
	
	
	National - Sample 
	Local - Sample 
	National - Local 

	Proportion of children with additional needs
	.1330 (.0264)
	.1347 (.0968)
	.2004 (.1274)
	.73
	.02
	.58



Note: this table presents the proportion of children with additional needs for the entire population (i.e. children with and without needs).  aAll data are from Scottish government, 2016 Schools Census.


Table 3: Child sample characteristics (n=101), locala and nationala proportions of children with additional needs

	
	
	
	
	% Difference
	

	Children with additional needs 
	Sample 
%
	Local 
%
	National % 
	National
-Sample
	Local
-Sample
	National -Local

	Gender – proportion of males
	68.36
	64.11
	64.5
	3.86
	4.25
	.39

	Proportion eligible for free school meals (FSM)
	21.78
	22.67
	25.46
	-3.68
	-.89
	2.79

	Children – proportion with each category of needb
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Autistic spectrum disorder
	15.84
	10.31
	8.81
	7.03
	5.53
	-1.50

	 
	Communication Support Needs
	9.90
	4.82
	5.07
	4.83
	5.08
	.25

	 
	Deaf blind
	0
	.14
	.04
	-.04
	-.14
	-.10

	 
	Dyslexia
	21.78
	6.16
	6.78
	15.00
	15.62
	.62

	 
	Hearing impairment
	2.97
	2.07
	1.9
	1.07
	.90
	-.17

	 
	Language or speech disorder
	19.80
	17.43
	15.15
	4.65
	2.37
	-2.28

	 
	Learning disability
	9.99
	10.71
	8.03
	1.96
	-.72
	-2.68

	 
	Mental health problem
	5.94
	.84
	1.06
	4.88
	5.10
	.22

	 
	Other moderate learning difficulty
	5.94
	7.48
	21.42
	-15.48
	-1.54
	13.94

	 
	Other specific learning difficulty
	7.92
	14.88
	14.45
	-6.53
	-6.96
	-.43

	 
	Physical health problem
	4.95
	7.71
	7.18
	-2.23
	-2.76
	-.53

	 
	Physical or motor impairment
	8.91
	7.59
	5.27
	3.64
	1.32
	-2.32

	 
	Social emotional and behavioural
	18.81
	20.97
	25.95
	-7.14
	-2.16
	4.98

	 
	Visual impairment
	1.98
	2.21
	2.57
	-.59
	-.23
	.36



a data from Scottish government, 2016 Schools Census. 

b Children may be in multiple categories. Individual categories may not sum to 100%. ‘Learning disability’ matches definition ‘Intellectual disability’. Moderate and Specific Learning Difficulties are umbrella terms for often co-occurring difficulties (Dyslexia, Dyspraxia, Dyscalculia, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder). A child may be diagnosed with a Learning Difficulty where there is a lack of achievement for age/ability, or a discrepancy between achievement and ability. Dyslexia is recorded separately due to national practice, and impact on education. ‘Communication support need’ represents children who experience difficulties communicating and/or understanding others and is used in place of more specific diagnosis. 
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Additional file 4: Rasch detailed results


Table 4 Items included in Rasch analysis (by scale, in order of item difficulty, easiest items at bottom of each scale)

	Item
	Description (abbreviated) 
	Hi
	Measure 
(logits)
	SE
	Infit 
MnSq
	ZStd

	Environment 
	
	
	
	
	

	E21
	Child voice considered
	.6
	2.52
	.36
	.9
	-.4

	E19
	Demands matched to interests
	.57
	1.52
	.31
	1
	.1

	E22
	Spaces adapted to needs
	.53
	1.52
	.31
	1.03
	.2

	E35
	Assistive devices compensate
	.59
	1.34
	.3
	.86
	-.9

	E15
	Involved in routines
	.39
	1.16
	.3
	1.56
	3.1

	E18
	Routines are adaptable
	.48
	.66
	.28
	1
	.1

	E17
	Demands matched to ability
	.48
	.58
	.28
	1.06
	.5

	E25
	Spaces available
	.48
	.58
	.28
	1.08
	.6

	E7
	Adults foster independence
	.54
	.43
	.28
	.96
	-.2

	E4
	Interaction strategies applied
	.53
	.42
	.28
	.92
	-.5

	E34
	Equipment managed well
	.56
	.23
	.28
	.86
	-1

	E20
	Routines planned
	.54
	.2
	.27
	.94
	-.4

	E32
	Has necessary objects
	.57
	.2
	.27
	.83
	-1.3

	E5
	Adults consistent 
	.48
	-.1
	.27
	1.13
	1

	E26
	Classroom layout OK
	.55
	-.17
	.27
	.9
	-.8

	E28
	Child aware of resources
	.65
	-.62
	.27
	.77
	-1.9

	E29
	Equipment available
	.62
	-.69
	.27
	.89
	-.9

	E3
	Adults provide opportunities
	.51
	-1
	.28
	1.13
	1

	E1
	Adult open to recommendations
	.58
	-1.56
	.29
	1.09
	.6

	E24
	Visual supports in place
	.66
	-1.6
	.3
	.93
	-.5

	E6
	Adults communicate 
	.57
	-1.65
	.3
	.93
	-.4

	E23
	Building is accessible
	.62
	-1.74
	.3
	1.08
	.6

	E2
	Adults responsive to needs
	.6
	-2.23
	.33
	1.11
	.7

	Identity 
	
	
	
	
	

	I1
	Believes in self
	.58
	1.78
	.23
	1.35
	2.4

	I7
	Sense of belonging
	.65
	.25
	.22
	.62
	-3.1

	I9
	Understands responsibilities
	.59
	.25
	.22
	.86
	-1

	I6
	Understands rules
	.56
	-.03
	.22
	1
	0

	I3
	Has interests
	.5
	-.31
	.22
	1.45
	2.7

	I8
	Sense of inclusion
	.62
	-.36
	.22
	.69
	-2.3

	I4
	Understands routines
	.49
	-.55
	.22
	1.1
	.7

	I5
	Knows routines
	.55
	-1.04
	.22
	.92
	-.5

	Competence 
	
	
	
	
	

	C2
	Persists 
	.61
	1.91
	.23
	1.29
	1.8

	C3
	Copes with difficulties
	.53
	1.61
	.22
	1.41
	2.6

	C16
	Keeps focused
	.7
	1.35
	.21
	.78
	-1.6

	C17
	Remembers information
	.53
	.78
	.21
	1.38
	2.6

	C12
	Interacts with people
	.53
	.17
	.2
	1.21
	1.5

	C7
	Meets role expectations
	.68
	-.04
	.2
	.64
	-2.9

	C9
	Follows school norms
	.66
	-.16
	.2
	.72
	-2.2

	C5
	Does as expected
	.68
	-.21
	.2
	.73
	-2.1

	C8
	Meets responsibilities
	.64
	-.24
	.2
	.7
	-2.4

	C15
	Follows instructions
	.61
	-.36
	.2
	.89
	-.8

	C11
	Understands others
	.56
	-.52
	.2
	.88
	-.8

	C10
	Makes self understood
	.43
	-.64
	.2
	1.3
	2

	C6
	Manages daily routines
	.67
	-1.01
	.2
	.58
	-3.5

	C13
	Uses gross motor 
	.52
	-1.28
	.2
	1.15
	1

	C14
	Uses fine motor
	.42
	-1.37
	.21
	1.38
	2.5

	Symptoms 
	
	
	
	
	

	S2
	Anxiety
	.65
	1.8
	.25
	1.23
	1.6

	S1
	Fatigue/energy
	.59
	-.26
	.24
	1.15
	1

	S3
	Mood
	.64
	-.26
	.24
	.89
	-.7

	S4
	Tiredness/Sleep
	.66
	-.41
	.24
	.81
	-1.3

	S5
	Pain
	.62
	-.87
	.24
	.9
	-.6



Hi: item scalability coefficient - Item scalability coefficients >.5 indicate strong evidence for unidimensionality. S E: standard error.  MnSq: Mean Square Fit Statistics; ZStd: Z-score standardized fit statistics.  Infit MNSQ ideal is 1; Infit MNSQ >1.4 with ZStd >2 indicates misfit. 
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Table 5: Pairwise correlations
	 
	Identity
	Competence
	Symptoms
	Environment

	Child age
	
	
	
	

	Pearson’s correlation
	-.06
	-.03
	-.21
	.1

	Bayes factor [BF10]
	.16
	.14
	.86
	.20

	Teacher self-efficacy
	
	
	
	

	Pearson’s correlation
	-.03
	-.13
	-.04
	.3

	Bayes factor [BF10]
	.21
	.28
	.22
	.58

	Teacher satisfaction with SPQ
	
	
	
	

	Pearson’s correlation
	.11
	-.03
	.11
	.1

	Bayes factor [BF10]
	.26
	.22
	.26
	.25

	Teacher experience
	
	
	
	

	Pearson’s correlation
	.13
	.06
	.11
	-.16

	Bayes factor [BF10]
	.28
	.22
	.26
	.32





Note: Pearson’s correlation coefficients (in italics) with their respective Bayes Factors underneath them. None of the correlations were statistically supported, all Bayes factors [BF10] were <3. This shows an absence of relationships between the variables presented here.



Table 6: One way ANOVAs
	
	
	Identity
	Competence
	Symptoms
	Environment

	Child gender
	F
	3.85
	5.59a
	1.53
	1.64

	
	Sig.
	.05
	.02
	.22
	.2

	
	df
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Teacher fulltime/part-time
	F
	.32
	2.05
	.25
	1.63

	
	Sig.
	.57
	.16
	.62
	.21

	
	df
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Teacher probationary statusb
	F
	.33
	.03
	.36
	.12

	
	Sig.
	.57
	.87
	.55
	.74

	
	df
	1
	1
	1
	1



aGirls score statistically significantly higher than boys with Mdiff =  .325. 

 b Probationer teachers are in the first year of professional practice post qualification
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Table 7: Analysis of qualitative feedback from teachers and school leadership
	Teacher feedback SPQ summary:
	

	· SPQ is clear and asked appropriate questions on the needs of learners
· SPQ provides insight into specific children
· SPQ is a different medium in which to explore child needs

	School leadership feedback SPQ summary:
	

	· SPQ highlighted gaps in teacher knowledge
· Teachers found the SPQ helpful
· Teachers were motivated to complete the SPQ
· Some teachers found SPQ difficult to complete - this was viewed as positive due to reflection and learning associated with being challenged
· It is important that teachers are asked to reflect on how to support learners



Liaison and research with schools 
	Comments 
	General
· Participation is an area of significant interest for teachers 
· Guidance was clear
· Identification of children was completed with relative ease, sometimes requiring reference to school held database/information
· Completing SPQs was straightforward – teachers were happy and able to engage with the measure
· Teachers completing SPQs benefitted from completing together and in collaboration with more senior staff on occasion
· No printing or photocopying required is positive 
· Schools appreciated thorough and detailed organization and packing of materials
· Schools appreciated a visit from a member of the research to check over information packs together at collection

Perceived benefits
· Highlighted gaps in teacher knowledge
· Highlighted teachers’ lack of familiarity with some language and concepts associated with additional needs

	Other issues
	Issue
	Recommendations 

	
Identification and randomisation of children
	· All schools completed identification and randomisation as required 
· However, feedback was that the process could be misinterpreted leading to non-compliance with randomisation protocol 
	· Providing detailed information to increase the likelihood that the process of selecting children to participate is followed as required
· Provide detailed information about the process of selecting pupils (shared prior to agreement for school to participate)
· Adapt the guidance to include an instruction that, should the school identify fewer than required N of children they should contact the research team contact to discuss next steps

	Providing participants with support
	· Providing mechanisms to support schools and teachers if issues are experienced 
	· Design clear mechanisms for schools to raise queries that arise with the research team
· The school will be provided with phone and email contact details for a named contact from within the research team
· Guidance provided will encourage the school to seek support with any issues or queries arising 
· A named contact will ‘check in’ with each school at key points in the process (e.g. identification of children, randomisation, collection of data, etc.)

	Materials
	· Guidance was repetitive
· A lot of reading required
· Insufficient packs of questionnaires for number of teachers involved
	· Provide a checklist of what information will be required (e.g. DoB, Free School Meals entitlement)
· Limit use of acronyms in paperwork

	Liaison and communication 
	· Working with the schools community
· Head Teacher availability

	· It is essential that a research team member with good knowledge of the local community is included in the in the recruitment of schools. 
· Access to schools is improved if an “insider” is recruiting.
· ALSO - request that Local Authority Senior Management communicate with all Primary Head Teachers in advance of the project to set expectations
· Provide an information sheet about the project for key professionals in the education authority to inform any potential discussions with Head Teachers
· Liaise with deputy if head not available
· Avoiding communications on Fridays (busy time for schools)

	Finding time
	· Finding time and ensuring that teachers were not asked to do anything outside of the Working Time Agreementa
· Teachers already committed time to other activities
	· Recruit schools prior to the signing off of the Working Time Agreements so that involvement in the study can be included within this
· DPS - Senior Leadership Team provided two hours class cover for each class teacher to enable them to complete the SPQs 
· Mixing telephone and electronic communication required to communicate with schools



a Working Time Agreement (WTA) is a collective agreement reached at school level between the teachers and the Head teacher/Management. Once negotiations are completed, it is signed off as agreed and becomes binding. 
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