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Acronyms/Definitions
Acronyms

AIM
CCC
CCI
CCNG
CE
CPD
CYPSC
DCYA
DEI
DES
DLP
ECEC
ECI
ECI
EYCF trainer
EYCP Programme
HSE
LINC
NCCA
NCVOs
NEYCF
Committee
NFQ
QQI
RPL
SNA

Access and Inclusion Model
City/County Childcare Committee
Childcare Committees of Ireland
Cumann Carad na Gaeilge
Community Employment
Continuous Professional Development
Children and Young People’s Services Committee
Department of Children and Youth Affairs
Diversity, Equality and Inclusion
Department of Education and Skills
Designated Liaison Person
Early Childhood Education and Care
Early Childhood Ireland
Equality diversity and inclusion
Early Years Children First Trainer
Early Years Child Protection Programme
Health Services Executive
Leadership for Inclusion in the Early Years
National Council for Curriculum and Assessment
National Childcare Voluntary Organisations
National Early Years Children First Committee
National Framework of Qualifications
Quality and Qualifications Ireland
Recognition of Prior Learning
Special Needs Assistant
Definitions

Better Start

Local Area
Pathways

Meitheal

Pobal

‘Is a national initiative established by the Department of Children and
Youth Affairs (DCYA) to bring an integrated national approach to
developing quality in Early Years Education and Care (ECEC) for children
aged from birth to six years in Ireland’ (Better Start, 2017)
‘A collaborative network of community, voluntary and statutory
providers to improve access to support services for children and their
families. It has a role in the commissioning process and collectively
supports the ‘Meitheal’ approach with an identified lead agency’ (Tusla,
2013)
A Tusla ‘standardised approach where a service identifies a child’s and
their family’s needs and strengths and then, if the identified needs
require it, brings together a team around the child to deliver
preventative support that is outcomes focused, planned, documented
and reviewed over time’ (Tusla, 2013)
Pobal is a not-for-profit company that manages programmes on behalf
of the Irish Government and the EU (Pobal, 2017)
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Introduction
1.1. Origins and Development of the Early Years Child Protection
Programme
1.1.1. Origins and timeline
In 2012 a number of elements converged resulting in the establishment of the National
Early Years Children First (NEYCF) Committee. These were:
•
•
•
•

•

the establishment of the Department of Children and Youth Affairs (DCYA)
(2011)
publication of Children First: National Guidance for the Protection and Welfare
of Children initially published in 1999, but revised in 2011
publication of Child Protection and Welfare Practice Handbook (2011)
the establishment of the Children First Interdepartmental Implementation
Group (2011) with the aim of establishing ‘Sectoral Plans’ to address the
implementation of Children First across all government departments and the
services they deliver and fund
forthcoming launch of the Heads of Children First Bill (2012)

These developments were the backdrop to the establishment of an NEYCF
Committee by the Department of Children and Youth Affairs (DCYA). The primary aim
of the committee was the development of a plan to address how Children First would
be implemented within the early years sector.
In addition to the above policy and legislative developments, there was also a
‘grassroots’ demand for change in relation to child protection training for the early
years sector.
Accessing child protection training was inconsistent nationally and was particularly
challenging along the east coast. Those advocating for the sector, in particular
Barnardos and Early Childhood Ireland(ECI), were making representations to the
newly formed DCYA about this pressing concern and were proposing a range of
solutions to address this.
These factors resulted in the need for a new approach to child protection training.
The sector could no longer look to the Health Services Executive (HSE now Tusla) for
access to child protection training.
Additionally, child protection training in Ireland was changing. Previously, the Children
First information and advice officers within the HSE used a licenced product called
‘Keeping Safe’ as the primary material in the delivery of nationwide child protection
training. This was being replaced by Children First training, in line with the Children First
guidance documents and the forthcoming legislation.
The development of an early years sectoral plan required the convening of all
relevant agencies within the sector with the addition of the HSE (now Tusla)’s Children
First information and advice officers.
The committee was asked to look at 4 areas in the development of a sectoral
implementation plan which later became the Early Years Child Protection (EYCP)
Programme:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

Training.
Communication.
Policy and Procedures.
Quality Assurance.

1.2. Structure of the Programme
1.2.1. Committee
In 2012, Kathryn O’Riordan (Coordinator of Cork City Childcare Committee) was
asked by the DCYA to convene a committee with the support of Boyd Dodds
(National Manager Children First, HSE (now Tusla)). All relevant agencies were invited
to attend the committee ensuring a wide sectoral representation with high level
attendance.
Initially there were 8 early years agencies (4 National Community and Voluntary
Organisations (NCVOs) and 4 City/County Childcare Committees (CCCs).
Joining these early years’ support organisations were representatives from Tusla; a
representative from the Early Years Inspectorate and 2 Children First information and
advice officers.
Finally, there was a member representing the Vocational Education Committee (VEC,
now Education Training Board (ETB)).
Membership has changed slightly since its inception in June 2012 with a reduction in
representation from the CCC sector (see figure 1 below). At the start of the
programme the high representation from the CCCs was motivated by the difficulties
in accessing child protection training, particularly on the east coast.
Chair: Cork City Childcare Committee (2012)
Members:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Na Naionrai Gaelacha (2012)
Barnardos (2012)
Early Childhood Ireland (ECI) (2012)
Dublin City Childcare Committee (2012)
Early Years Inspection Services, Tusla (2012)
Childminding Ireland (2012)
Cork Education and Training Board (2012)
Comhar Naionrai na Gaeltachta (CNNG) (2013)

In attendance:
•

Children First Information and Advice Officer Tusla (2 representatives)
(2012)

Figure 1 Current membership of the NEYCF Committee 2017 and year each member commenced with
the committee

The committee membership followed the DCYA brief as outlined in the terms of
reference (appendix 1). However, there was an initial aspiration to have a
representative from the HSE Child and Families Team (an area childcare manager).
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The primary motivation for this level of representation was to ensure that there was a
mechanism for feedback to frontline child protection services.
Specific attention was given to the HSE (now Tusla) within the terms of reference
document, not only the above-mentioned practice link to area managers, but also
the range of supports that could be expected from the Children First team within Tusla.

1.2.2. The programme
The primary remit of the committee was to develop an early years sectoral plan for
the implementation of Children First. While child protection training was a key element
of this, it was a broader plan to ensure Children First was embedded within the sector
as a practice.
As such, the committee were requested to look specifically at how a plan could
develop, monitor and review:
•
•
•
•

child protection policies, procedures and practice guidance within the early
years sector
a Children First communication strategy for the early years sector
a Children First training strategy
a quality assurance mechanism in relation to Children First

In relation to training, the committee as a whole were responsible for the design and
development of the training process from recruitment and selection of trainers and
training materials, to the delivery of a consistent national training programme. Tusla
provided materials that were adapted to meet the needs of the early years sector.
The programme was to be developed within existing resources; however, the
committee acknowledged within the first 9 months of meeting that resources to
coordinate and support the training programme were going to be necessary and an
application to the DCYA was made for funding to employ a coordinator and for
additional resources to support the programme.
‘Cornerstone organisations’ (see figure 3 below) were also committee members and
were an intrinsic part of the programme with specific key roles in terms of delivery.

1.2.3. Governance of the programme
The development of the programme resulted in a complex governance structure.
Such governance arrangements are more and more common as cross sectoral and
interagency work necessitate a ‘matrix’ governance structure (see figure 2 below).
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Local delivery
mechanism

Boards of
CCCs
Trainers

Interagency
training and
quality
assurance
infrastructure

Boards of ECI
+ Barnardos
Tutors
Tusla

Training Material

National
strategic
planning and
coordination

DCYA
Committee

Committee
Chair + Board
of Dublin CCC
Coordinator

Figure 2 Governance structure of the EYCP Programme
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•Provision and
update of training
materials
•Training of tutors +
trainers
•Recruitment of +
support to trainers
•Quality Assurance
External Inspection
Early Years
Inspectorate
(pre 2016)

Tusla:
Children First
Information and
Advice

ECI

• 2 tutors from each
organisation
• Recruitment
• Input into training
manual
• Train the trainer
• Quality assurance

Barnardos

Early Years
Inspectorate

Coordinator

• Financial and
employment
governance of
the programme
• Reporting lines
to DCYA

Committee
Chairperson
DCCC

CCCs +
CNNG

Provision of 48
locally based
Always Children
First Trainers
embedded
within the CCC
infrastructure

Figure 3 Visual representation of key cornerstones of the EYCP Programme
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1.3. Sectoral Representation of the Programme
The programme has 1 reporting line to the DCYA Early Years Department. Its primary
responsibility is to deliver a programme to the early years sector. However, in
implementing Children First, it also responds to policy and legislative developments
within the Children and Family Policy Division of the DCYA (see figure 4 below).
To effectively discharge its responsibilities the programme must be kept informed of
all relevant developments likely to impact on the implementation of Children First in
the early years sector. This involves a strong working knowledge of structures within
both sections of the DCYA and their respective sectors i.e. child protection and early
years. Currently the programme is reliant on the committee members to represent it
at various sectoral specific infrastructures and to relay information back to the
coordinator.

DCYA

Children and
Family Policy
Child Protection

Tusla
Sectoral plans:
Youth; Sport;
Health; Education;

Early Years Child
Protection
Programme

Early Years
CCCs
NCVOs

Chairperson

Better Start

Coordinator

Pobal
Early Years
Inspectorate

Early Years

Figure 4 Sectoral representation of the programme
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1.4. Achievements and Developments of the Programme to date
After 5 years since its first meeting and 3 years since it first commenced delivering child
protection training to the early years sector, the programme achieved considerable
outputs: training over 13,000 individuals and 4,019 services. A timeline summarises the
achievements of the EYCP Programme in figure 6.
Looking at these achievements in the context of continuous sectoral change in both
the early years and child protection sectors, the outputs are significant. Equally
significant to note is the establishment of a nationwide, consistent training
infrastructure (see figure 5 below) which to date has been developed with no
additional funding to the sector. This infrastructure is sustained by Barnardos, ECI, Tusla
and the City/County Childcare Committees(CCCs), supported by the coordinator.
The pressure to sustain this training infrastructure is becoming more difficult as
evidenced in the results of this evaluation. Figure 5 also describes the internal quality
assurance element of the programme in line with the original terms of reference
requirement to have a quality assurance plan.
Additional to the delivery of foundational level training are the following
achievements:
•
•
•
•

publication of Developing a Child Protection and Welfare Policy: A Resource
for Early Years Services
establishment of child protection and welfare policy workshops
development of a refresher level training programme
the development of an online ‘moodle’ for use by students or prior to attending
a foundation level course
Trainer recuitment

Train the trainer

Ongoing
monitoring

48 national
trainers
based in
the CCCs

National
training
programme

Support days

Coordinator support
Figure 5 Training infrastructure with built-in quality assurance measures
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1.5. Wider Policy Backdrop and Implications for the EYCP
Programme
Over the lifetime of the programme there have been considerable changes both
within the early years and the child protection sectors. While it is beyond the scope of
this evaluation to list all such changes, some key policy contexts and changes will be
highlighted.
Section 1.1. focused specifically on the child protection policy context behind the
establishment of the National Early Years Children First (NEYCF) Committee; however,
the policy context within the early years sector also has implications for the
programme.
1.

Supporting quality in the early years sector prior to the establishment of the
EYCP Programme – the policy context.
1.1. Síolta, the national quality framework for early childhood care and education
was launched in 2006 and this was supported by the development of Aistear,
the early childhood curriculum framework (2008). These 2 documents were
the primary documents supporting quality development in the sector along
with the regulatory guidelines provided by the Pre-School Regulations (2006)
and the National Standards for Pre-School Services (2010).
All of these documents overlap with child protection practice and have
relevance for the EYCP Programme.
Child Protection is specifically referenced in the Síolta manual which has been
updated to incorporate Children First.
Aistear includes many elements of the role and actions of early years
practitioners when working with children to support their learning. It also
addresses the importance of ‘Partnership with Parents’ in early years settings.
In this way, it overlaps indirectly with many elements addressed in Children
First training, specifically the area of ‘code of behaviour’ and ‘child-centred
practice’.
The explanatory guide to the Child Care (Pre-School Services) (No 2)
(Amendment) Regulations 2006 clearly outlines that services should have a
child protection policy in operation, based on Children First National
Guidelines for the Protection and Welfare of Children (Regulation 9).
Additionally, the National Standards for Pre-School Services (2010) expanded
on this and included the need for a Designated Liaison Person (DLP) and a
deputy to receive ‘Keeping Safe’ training. As such the Early Years
Inspectorate team of the then HSE (now Tusla) regularly reviewed services’
child protection policies and practices as a routine part of an inspection visit.
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2.

Changes to the policy context since the establishment of the EYCP
Programme:
2.1. The launch of the revised Child Care Act 1991 (Early Years Services)
Regulations 2016 has had considerable implications for the EYCP Programme.
These regulations no longer give pre-school inspectors the remit to review and
inspect child protection policies as was previously the case noted above.
The rationale for this appears to be legislative and it is the committee’s
understanding that this issue is currently under review by the Office of the
Attorney General.
The impact of this is that there is no external mechanism to assess or check
whether services are compliant with Children First. The original terms of
reference document for the committee requested that such external
inspection mechanisms be in place as part of the sectoral plan for the
implementation of Children First.
This has been a significant setback for the sectoral plan to guarantee the full
implementation of Children First within the early years sector.
2.2. Other policy changes have resulted in an expansion of the range of services
operating within the sector and in the training demands on early years settings
The changes outlined below have implications for the EYCP Programme in
terms of: the need for greater levels of inter-agency working and
communication; understanding and working alongside the additional training
demands on practitioners and services when offering child protection training
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the launch of Learner Fund in 2014 (DCYA, 2017)
the launch of Better Start in 2015 which introduced quality mentoring
supports for the early years sector (Better Start, 2017)
Aistear-Síolta Practice Guide launched 2015 (National Council for
Curriculum and Assessment, 2015)
the establishment of Department of Education (DES) inspections in 2016
(DES, 2016)
launch of Diversity, Equality and Inclusion Charter and Guidelines for the
Early Childhood Care and Education in 2016 (DCYA, 2016)
Access Inclusion Model launched in 2016 (Better Start, 2017)
Leadership for Inclusion in the Early Years training commenced in 2016
(LINC Programme, 2017)
Diversity, Equality, Inclusion Training commenced in 2017, which like the
EYCP Programme, is delivered nationally by the CCCs (Donegal County
Childcare Committee, 2017)
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1.6. Evaluation
The first annual implementation plan of the committee articulated an aim to evaluate
the program after 3 years. A commitment to ‘monitor’ and ‘review’ the sectoral plan
was outlined in the original DCYA terms of reference document.
Quality assurance has been a cornerstone of the programme from the start and
ensuring the programme itself is quality assured is reflective of that ethos.
The primary objectives of the evaluation were:
1. To document the work of the EYCP Programme model and the model of
delivery.
2. To evaluate and document the impact of the national training programme on
early years (EY) services using a representative sample.
3. To consult with the programme trainers to gather and document their views on
the impact and effectiveness of the programme and its future direction.
4. To consult with the committee members, programme tutors and any other
relevant stakeholders to gather and document their views of the impact and
effectiveness of the programme and its future direction.
5. To make recommendations, in consultation with the committee and the
coordinator, on the future direction of the programme and the next phase of
delivery.
The evaluation was commissioned at the end of January 2017 with an agreed
completion date of end of May 2017. This date was revised given the following delays:
•
•
•

review of methodological design
complexity of designing all surveys
delays in securing necessary response rates
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2012
• DCYA Sectoral
Plan for Early Years
• First committee
meeting – July

2013
• National
implementation
plan
• Recruitment of
Coordinator – July
• 2 train the trainer
courses
• 31 trainers
recruited and
trained
• Piloted training
• 66 trainers
• 160 individuals
• 96 services

2014
• Launch of Early
Years Child
Protection Training
Programme
• Data
management
system developed
• Commenced work
on 'Developing a
Child Protection
and Welfare Policy'
resource
• Agreed quaility
assurance
framework
• Tendered for online
resource
• 51 trainers
• 4,369 individuals
• 1,757 services

2015
• Ongoing roll out of
national training
plan
• Child protection
policy document
• Establishment of
online resource
• Change to Always
Children First
training
• 47 trainers
• 9,118 individuals
• +3,000 services

2016
• Ongoing roll out of
national training
plan
• Planning
evaluation of first 3
years
• Embedding
Children First Act
• 51 trainers
• 13,016 participants
• 4,019 services

Figure 6 Timeline of programme
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2. Literature review
The Kirkpatrick model for the evaluation of training underpins much of the research
around the effectiveness of skill-based training and so is referenced when reviewing
child protection training (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 1994).
Established in the 1950s, Kirkpatrick’s model outlines 4 levels of response to training:
reaction; learning; behaviour and results. Using this model for evaluation focuses
attention on the expected outcomes of the training i.e. results or impact which are
evidenced in work/practice situations.
Focusing on results allows evaluators to deduce if the training has in fact had an
impact on a secondary target audience. This model complements the underpinning
aims of evaluating child protection training as the delivery of training to staff is to
improve their learning and their practice/behaviour to ultimately result in better
outcomes for children. It is used herein to present the findings from training participants
and early years services.
Considerable attention has been drawn to the effectiveness of training within an
implementation change model through the work of the Centre for Effective
Services(CES) and the area based poverty initiatives, in an Irish context. Maximising
the impact of staff training to effect change for children and their families lies at the
centre of many initiatives.
Melissa Van Dyke explored the importance of what can effect change and notes that
‘training alone, no matter how good it is, does not lead to successful implementation’
(Van Dyke, et al., 2012). During her presentation at a Young Ballymun Conference,
she referenced Joyce & Showers (2002) and their work on effective training for
educators (see figure 7 below) (Van Dyke, et al., 2012). This perspective highlights the
limitations of training to effect outcomes and must be considered in any evaluation
of a training programme.

Figure 7 Impact of training with supports on outcomes (Van Dyke, et al., 20121)

1

Joyce & Showers (2002) referenced in Van Dyke, et al., 2012
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A large scale comprehensive research project from Bristol University was completed
by Carpenter et al, 2010, commisioned by the UK Department for Children, Schools
and Families. It was carried out across England and included 139 courses and 1,500
participants.
There were many findings from the Carpenter study and those relevant to the
methodology and findings of this evaluation are referenced below. It must be noted
that many of these were specific to the context of interagency training:
•
delivery of training can be dependent on ‘good will’ and local ‘professional
and personal relationships’
•
can be ‘vulnerable’ to staff turnover and is often overly dependent on a
single coordinator
•
the content of training has a wider impact on professional development or
the ‘Common Core’ of good quality practice for those working with children
(Children's Workforce Development Council, 2010)
•
there was an identified need for greater levels of support for the trainers
•
data gathered at 3 time points demonstrated effective increases in:
o
attitudes to service users
o
self efficacy in relation to: knowledge of safeguarding policies and
procedures; working with service users; working with other professionals
•
interagency training ensured greater levels of self reported understanding of
others’ roles and confidence of working with others had increased
•
other findings included:
o
response rates at the 3-month time point were low
o
need for ongoing evaluation pre- and post-training to be embedded in
training process
o
clarity in relation to course content across agencies and the need for a
national approach to training
o
explicit funding arrangements to secure and ringfence interagency training
are required
o
need to standardise the training for trainers
o
need to embed interagency training into post qualifying professional
development frameworks for all professional groupings
o
need to keep trainers up to date on information developments and
evidence based practice in a more seemless manner
(Carpenter, Hackett, Patsois, & Szilassy, 2010)
1 outcome of the Carpenter, et al. (2010) study was the development of a framework
for evaluation of child protection training which utilised scenarios to assess the level of
knowledge gain by participants (Carpenter, et al., 2011) This has influenced the
methodology used herein.
Interagency child protection training is not mandated in the Irish context, but is
strongly recommended in chapter 10 of Children First: National Guidance for the
Protection and Welfare of Children, ‘All agencies involved with children should
participate in interagency training programmes’ (DCYA, 2011).
The primary Irish research carried out by Devaney & Mc Gregor (2014) also explored
interagency training in a review of Children First Basic Level Training and Keeping Safe
training programmes. Like the Carpenter, et al. (2010) study it too reported low
response rates when sampled 3 months post training.
17

Devaney & Mc Gregor found that those with more experience rated the training as
less relevant and this speaks to challenges in pitching training across disciplines and
levels of experience.
They outlined a need for a greater focus on practice and the need to transfer learning
into the work environment, which is something that can be more difficult in an
interagency training context.
While overall interagency training was highly rated there were some mixed findings.
Delivering such training limited the time available to embed relevant practice based
scenarios specific for each participant and this required participants to understand
the working environment of fellow participants.
An additional finding was the need to review the training content in relation to policy
and legislation along with a lack of attention on issues of cultural diversity and the role
of social media (Devaney & Mc Gregor, 2014).
Other Irish research on the topic of child protection training included 2 Masters
dissertations. Catherine McIntyre (2015) carried out a pre- and post-training review of
Children First training as delivered by the EYCP Programme in ‘Exploration of Children
First, Child Protection and Welfare Foundation Level Training from the point of view of
training participants and trainers in the Early years sector’. Overall, the research found
that participants had an increased:
• understanding of what constitutes child abuse
• awareness of roles and responsibilities in reporting a child protection concern
• understanding of the requirements of a child protection policy
• change in relation to values and attitudes
Additionally, all participants interviewed made some changes to their practice.
Another Master thesis explored the experiences of those participating in newly
developed training ‘Certificate in Child Protection and Welfare’, with a particular
emphasis on the transfer of learning into their organisational practice (Ring, 2015). Ring
noted the following as being important in effecting practice change:
- the individual’s role within their own organisation e.g. position in the
organisation, leadership qualities etc.
- organisational commitment to change
- organisational culture
- training must be ‘relevant, tailored and action based’
- opportunities to reflect on practice within their work context was important to
embed learning
Methodological challenges highlighted in the research
Response rate:

o research in Ireland (Devaney & Mc Gregor, 2014) on Children First training
outlined a response rate of 13 to 19%

o similar evaluations of child protection training indicated a low response rate
at 3 months post training (Staffordshire Safeguarding Children Board, 2012;
Carpenter, et al., 2010)
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Design:

o research would advocate for a pre- and post-evaluation to capture the
impact of child protection training (Carpenter, et al., 2010; Devaney & Mc
Gregor, 2014). Devaney & Mc Gregor (2014) outlined the retrospective
nature of their methodology as a limiting factor to their review
o assessing impact of training after 3 months would appear to have a change
in response from post training evaluation as evidenced in the Staffordshire
experience (Staffordshire Safeguarding Children Board, 2012). Here staff
assessed their confidence and knowledge at a lower level than immediately
post training

3. Methodology
3.1. Introduction
The literature, as outlined in section 2, recommends a pre/post-test approach to
evaluating child protection training. This approach was not afforded within the
timeframe of this evaluation. As a result, a comprehensive mixed methods design was
chosen. This included the following: qualitative (open ended questions/ interviews/
focus groups) and quantitative (closed and scored survey questions) methods.
•
•
•
•
•

participants: online survey (piloted)
services: online survey
trainers: online survey (piloted) and 2 focus groups
CCCs: online survey
committee (past and present), tutors, stakeholders: semi structured
interviews

3.2. Survey Design
All surveys were designed in conjunction with the coordinator of the programme to
ensure accuracy and consistency of terminology which would be unfamiliar to the
researcher.
•

•
•

•

the training participants’ survey focused on reaction to training, learning from
the training and putting the learning into practice using the Kirkpatrick model
(Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 1994) – see below for more detail
the services’ survey explored the reaction to the training, future training needs
and the impact on the service as a whole
the trainers’ survey focused on the individual experiences of trainers and their
own learning journey from recruitment to delivery. In addition, trainers who are
at the frontline interfacing with training participants were asked for their
assessment as to the training and support needs of training participants
the CCCs’ survey focused on logistical issues facing CCCs in delivering the
training and their assessment of local need in the future

Surveys are available on request but were too large to include within this document.
Participants’ survey
To assess the impact of training on knowledge gain, training participants were
presented with 2 scenarios and were requested to select 3 correct responses to each
19

scenario out of a list of between 6 and 8 possible responses. The learning from
Carpenter, et al. (2010) was used in developing this more objective approach to
assessing learning from child protection training.
The scenarios and the corresponding 3 correct responses were adapted from the
Tusla developed manual. Decoy answers which were incorrect were developed by
the researcher in liaison with both the coordinator of the programme and a Tusla
Children First information and advice officer.
Scenario 1 was presented to all training participants, however, the answer choices
presented to those in a DLP role (including childminders) were different to other
training participants to reflect the diffierent actions required by their role.
Scenario 2 was presented to DLPs and childminders only. This was to explore the
learning gained in relation to speaking with a parent.
Finally, all training participants were presented with a list of 9 staff behaviours and
were asked to select those they felt were inappropriate. There were 5 inappropriate/
negative behaviours mixed with appropriate/ positive behaviours. Childminders were
provided with a unique list given the unique nature of where they work and the
challenges therein.
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4. Findings
Given the comprehensive nature of the methodology there are a considerable
number of findings. These are summarised in 4.3.
A detailed exploration of the findings is presented under the following 2 headings:
1. Recipients of the training: training participants and early years services. The
Kirkpatrick model for evaluation was used in terms of ‘reaction, learning and
behaviour’. It was beyond the scope of this evaluation to explore results e.g.
outcomes for children.
2. Programme infrastructure: trainers, CCCs, committee members and
stakeholders.

4.1. Responses from Training Participants and Early Years Services
4.1.1. Sampling, response rate and demographics
4.1.1.1. Training participants
Sampling
All training participants complete evaluation forms at the end of the training day. On
this sheet, there is an option to give consent to be contacted in the event of an
evaluation of the programme. Lists of all training participants who gave their consent
were compiled from October 2016 to March 2017.
The survey was piloted by 11 individuals resulting in the final survey being sent to 618
training participants.
The survey did not reach all 618 training participants with recorded receipt by 424
individuals2 and so all those who received the survey were considered as the sample
size (n=424).
Response rate
A representative sample size would require a response rate of n=237.
181 individuals responded to the survey; however, 146 fully completed the survey
resulting in a response rate of 43% and a completion rate of 81% (n=146). As only
completed surveys were used for analysis this gives an effective response rate of 34%.
Although not representative, it was deemed to be a considerable response rate and
higher than other similar studies.
The Devaney & Mc Gregor (2014) study used paper-based responses rather than
online surveys and had a response rate of 19% for a Children First survey and 13% for
a Keeping Safe survey amongst training participants who completed the training the
6 months previous.

In some cases, the survey went to spam and was unopened or it bounced back due to an incorrect
email address.
2
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Concerns regarding low response rates were anticipated at the start of the evaluation
and this was addressed by incentivising3 survey completion and by adopting a
multimodal approach to gathering information and data.
In interpreting findings, the demographic background of the training participants is
important to consider in terms of how representative the sample is of the sector.
There was a:
• Representative sample training participants from private/community (62%
private versus national figure of 60% (Pobal, 2017)).
• It was not possible to benchmark those from urban/rural to national figures as
Pobal no longer use self-reported descriptions as was used herein.
44% of training respondents were DLP/deputy DLP (including childminders) and 56%
were not.
Background
demographics
Job Titles
Survey
responses
Job Titles
national
benchmark
Pobal (2017)
Qualifications
Survey
responses
Qualifications
national
benchmark
Pobal (2017)

% of training participants
35%
Management
role
19%
Management
Role

58% EY
Practitioners

3% CE

2% Other

1%
Childminder

4% CE

4.7% Other

Not
available

28%
NFQ Level 7-9

76% EY
practitioner
including
room leader
50%
NFQ Level 6

4%
no
qualification

18%
NFQ Level 7-9

38%
NFQ level 6

18%
NFQ
Level
5
32%
NFQ
level 5

Table 1 Summary of background demographics of training participants benchmarked against national
figures (Pobal, 2017)

Exploring the range of job titles and qualifications indicated by respondents a higher
proportion of those in management roles and with higher qualifications responded.
4.1.1.2. Early years services
Sampling
There are currently 4,377 EY services recorded in the most recent Pobal early years
sector survey (Pobal, 2017).
A link to the online survey was distributed to all services through their local CCC by
email.
A representative sample size was deemed to be a response rate of n=353.

3

Completed surveys were entered into a draw for a voucher.

22

Response rate
A response rate of 11% was secured with a representative sample size (n=466).
There was a significantly higher response from community based services (38%) when
compared to the national figure of 27% (Pobal, 2017). This is a statistically significant
difference4
There was also a significantly higher response from self-described urban areas (53%)
when compared to a national figure of 42% (Pobal, 2015). This is a statistically
significant difference5

4.1.2. Limitations
1. Sample size/response rate from training participants’ survey: The sample size
was not representative at n=146. However, it is a good response within the early
years sector with important and valuable insights into how the training is being
received by training participants and the potential for effecting change.
The response rate of 34% may lend the evaluation to bias with those with more
experience of child protection and those motivated by the subject may have
been more likely to respond and complete the survey.
2. Response rate from services’ survey: While the sample size was representative
the response rate was 11% and bias cannot be ruled out when interpreting the
data from the services – see below.
3. Demographic profile and associated bias: In the service survey, there was an
increase in response from urban community settings than is represented
nationally. This may indicate that these services have a different work practice
experience of child protection when compared with other settings.
Additionally, in the training participant’s survey were higher responses from
those in a management/leadership role within early years settings and from
those with higher qualifications than is represented nationally.
4. Research would advocate for a pre- and post-evaluation to capture the
impact of child protection training with data collection at 3 time points. This
was not possible given the timeframe and logistical restrictions. Therefore, the
retrospective nature of this methodology could be seen as a limiting factor to
the review.
5. The design of the initial participant survey was challenging. It was considered
important to track the differences in responses between those in a DLP and a
non DLP role and also those working as a childminder. Considerable effort was
focused on tailor-making specific questions to these 3 subgroups.6

A comparison of proportion of means was calculated using
https://www.medcalc.org/calc/comparison_of_proportions.php. The confidence interval is 5% and P <
0.0001
4

5
6

As above.
Only 2 childminders completed the survey.
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Despite being piloted by 11 training participants – the majority of whom
completed the training in the timeframe prescribed – no issues were raised
relative to the length or complexity of the survey.
However, given the drop between the initial response rate of 181 and final
completion rate of 146, it is clear that many found the survey too long and
disengaged. This was considered in the design of the remaining surveys where
the balance between gathering data and high completion rates was given
greater attention.

4.1.3. Demographics and background profile of sample
Disadvantage
Responses from training participants and services from disadvantaged areas are
outlined in figure 8. There are no national figures readily available to benchmark
against this finding.

Participants: do you
work in an area of
disadvantage?
1%

Services: is your setting
in a disadvantaged
area?

22%

35.62
%
64.38
%

77%
Yes

No

Other

Yes

No

Figure 8 Training participants and services rate the area they work in as disadvantaged or not

Experience of child protection training
1/3 of training participants had no previous child protection training and 28% received
their last training between 4 and 6+ years ago, see figure 9 below.
The majority indicated that their past training was delivered by the CCCs (19%).
However, combining the responses indicating the HSE (13%) and Tusla (6%) together
it was also 19%.
Those who ticked ‘other’ were asked to specify in an open comments box. The
predominant response was college and included both degree level Early Childhood
Care and Education, primary school teaching, NFQ level 5 and 6 through the then
VECs (now ETBs).
Additional responses recorded under ‘Other’ referenced ‘the church’ or ‘the girl
guides’.
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When did you last receive child protection training?
35.00%

2 years ago

30.00%

3 years ago

25.00%

4 years ago

20.00%

5 years ago

15.00%

6 + years ago

10.00%
5.00%

Never

0.00%

I can't
remember

Previous Child Protection Training

Figure 9 Training participants report when they last received child protection training7

Who delivered the last training you attended?
35.00%

Tusla

30.00%

HSE

25.00%

Early Childhood Ireland

20.00%

Barnardos

15.00%

County/City Childare
Committee
Other

10.00%
5.00%

I can't remember

0.00%
Previous Child Protection Training

I never had training before

Figure 10 Where training participants received their last child protection training from8

In response to whether they received child protection training in college, 51% said yes
and 49% said no9.
Services were asked how many of their staff had not received training. 5% of services
reported that none of their staff had received training. This is a lower estimate than
the national office which estimates that 8% of services have not yet received any
training.
Services noted that 48% of all their staff have received training in child protection.
However, despite stipulating ‘Children First’ training, services may have perceived this
as any child protection training and not necessarily that delivered through the EYCP
Programme e.g. 1 service noted they get a private company in to deliver training to
the whole staff team.
Services noted that an average of 2.5 staff members per service required training
(1,144 from the 466 services). A crude extrapolation nationally might indicate the
need for training of 10,745 to ensure all staff in all settings have training.

n=162.
n=162.
9 n=146.
7
8
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Services noted why all staff hadn’t accessed training (figure 11) and many reported
access issues and difficulty releasing staff. Additionally, securing access for those on
a CE or Tus scheme was also raised. 13% ticked ‘other’ and analysis of these comments
indicated the following:
•
•
•
•

difficulty accessing a course, with high number requesting whole team
training or ‘in house training’ (this was a frequent comment)
had already completed
reported the staff member was CE/Tus staff or ancillary staff member
competing training demands

A selection of open comments from services are listed below:
….waiting list for the course so it’s extremely hard to get staff on it. They are
either on during the day or by 6pm which doesn’t allow our staff travel time to
the venue as we must adhere to ratio and staff would have to travel a distance
to the course
As owner/manager I have not received as I do not work on site each day
No training available within our catchment area [and the] CCC have tried to
allocate it to those who have never been trained...we have had older training
more than 3 years ago

Why have staff not received training?
45.00%

All of our staff have received
the training
New member of staff

40.00%
35.00%
30.00%

Could only send two staff
members at a time
We can't release staff to
attend the training
The training times don't suit our
service
We pay an organisation to
deliver it to all staff
Other

25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

Figure 11 Why have staff not received training?

4.1.4. Reaction to the training
4.1.4.1. Training participants
Training participants were asked to rate the level of information they received, how
useful this information was to their daily work and to rate the specific learning
opportunities within the training in terms of usefulness.
1. Level of information on the training day
95% of training participants rated the level of information received on the training day
as just enough. There was a very slight difference in how DLP’s responded in that they
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marginally indicated the need for more information; however, this was not statistically
significant.

How much information did you
receive on the training day?
3% 2%

Not enough
Just right
Too much

95%

Figure 12 Level of information received on the training day

2. Training participants rate how relevant the information is to their daily work
94% of training participants rated the training day as relevant to their practice – 36%
as relevant and 58% as really relevant. The trend was the same between non DLP, DLP
and childminding participants. However, DLP participants rated the training slightly
less than non DLPs (47% DLPs and 67% of non DLPs rated it as ‘really relevant’)10.
This suggests that DLPs, while finding the training relevant, found it somewhat less
relevant than non DLPs.
3. Training participants’ responses to different learning opportunities throughout the
day
Overall, the majority of training participants rated the content as being useful or really
useful. Table 2 ranks these learning opportunities. Again, there was a difference in how
DLPs responded to the question, and while the trend was consistently to rate the areas
as useful or very useful they were more likely to rate 3 areas as not useful when
compared with non DLPs – these are * in table 2 below.

This was statistically significant using Z test online calculator with Z-Score = -2.4089. The p-value is
0.01596 using http://www.socscistatistics.com
10
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Learning opportunities throughout the day's training

Presentation and exercises on the definitions of abuse*

Weighted
average
1= not useful
3= very useful
2.64 *

Working through child protection scenarios
Exercises on values and attitudes on children and child abuse*

2.61
2.60 *

Speaking to other providers/trainers about on the ground
experiences*
Having time away from work to think about child protection

2.56 *

Information on the legislation and policy behind child protection

2.53

2.55

Table 2 Participants rank learning opportunities during training day

4.1.4.2. Early years services’ feedback
Services were asked to rate how useful the training was to their overall service (figure
13 below). 76% stated it was useful (24%) or extremely useful (52%) – see figure 13.
There was no correlation found between the responses from different types of services
e.g. community versus private or disadvantaged versus not disadvantaged.
Additionally, there was no correlation in response between those services who had a
high number of child protection concerns and how they viewed the training.

How useful has the training been to
your service?
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

Not at all useful
Not useful
Somewhat useful
Useful

10%
0%

Extremely useful

Figure 13 How useful has the training been to your service?

4.1.5. Learning: training participants learning
Within the survey, training participants were asked to respond to scenarios adapted
from the Tusla manual. All training participants were asked to respond to 1 scenario
based on domestic violence, and those in the DLP role (including childminders) were
asked to respond to a welfare based scenario. They were asked to select 3 correct
actions out of a list of between 6 and 8 depending on the scenario.

28

Scenario 1: Domestic Violence
Overall, training participants responded to the scenario correctly, but the response
from those in a DLP role was less confident.
For non DLPs the following responses were recorded:
1. Correct procedure for responding to a child’s disclosure – 94%.
2. Correct procedure for recording the concern – 95%.
3. Correct procedure for reporting to the setting’s DLP – 98%.
Between 1 and 3% answered incorrectly.
The options for non DLPs were clear in that ultimately, they had to report the scenario
to their DLP and a majority of 98% did this.
DLPs had a more mixed response.
A majority responded appropriately:
1. Correct procedure for responding to a child’s disclosure – 100%.
2. Correct procedure for seeking advice from duty social worker – 92%.
3. Correct procedure for completing standard reporting form and making a
report to duty social worker – 79%.
However, 24% ticked an incorrect response to the scenario. They felt it was okay to
delay making a report until ‘tomorrow’ to speak with a colleague or a line manager.
The margin of error for the resulting sample size was deemed to be 7%. Allowing for
this, a finding of 24% does indicate a hesitancy amongst some DLPs in responding in
a timely fashion.
This does align with reports from both EYCP trainers and CCCs that often services will
contact them for reassurance before having to make a report to Tusla. While overall
a majority answered correctly, there would appear to be a lack of confidence for 1
in 4 DLPs in making the report to the duty social work team.
Scenario 2: Welfare Scenario
A second scenario was provided for those in the DLP role to assess if the training
equipped training participants in their role of DLP. This scenario differed from the
previous one in that there was clearly a need to speak with a parent.
A majority of training participants indicated the correct responses.
1. Correct procedure for recording of information – 100%.
2. Correct procedure for speaking to a parent and addressing the concern with
her/him – 94%.
3. Correct procedure for informing a parent that a report will be made to duty
social worker – 92%.
An insignificant response (2 to 5%), within the margin of error, ticked incorrect
responses. This indicates extremely positive results demonstrating the effectiveness of
the training in terms of knowledge gain and practice 1 to 6 months after training.
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Child centred practice and code of behaviour
Training participants were asked to tick all unacceptable behaviours listed from a list
of 9. There were 5 unacceptable behaviours listed but many ticked fewer than 5.
Training participants were not told how many answers to tick. Table 3 outlines the
results.
Incorrect answers were ticked by 1 to 4% but this was within the margin of error and
could be representative of training participants not reading the question correctly.
There was no statistically significant difference in how DLPs and non DLPs responded.
The low response for the more nuanced statement of ‘putting a child’s hands into the
paint to make a picture for Mum’ is important to note. Even allowing for a margin of
error of 7% it suggests that 51 to 65% did not respond to this statement. While obviously
it is at the lesser end of unacceptable behaviours it demonstrates the challenges of
addressing such attitudinal change of practice which is beyond the scope of child
protection training.
To a lesser extent the range of those who thought it was acceptable to ‘pull a child
away from a sand tray’ was 14 to 28% and ‘to give a child a lift home’ was 6 to 19%.
In this sample, a proportion of training participants felt these behaviours are
acceptable, and this must be placed in the context of the response rate of 34%.
This response rate does allow for bias. There was a higher than average response from
those in a management/leadership role and those with higher qualifications. It is
therefore possible to assume that there are more practitioners nationally who could
think these behaviours are acceptable.
There are many overlaps between safeguarding children and child centred practice,
but the area of child centred practice is the remit of all those working to support the
early years sector.
This result indicates the need for further research into the area of child centred
practice in early years settings and suggests that a co-ordinated approach amongst
all those supporting the sector would be useful.
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Behaviours

% of training
participants who
ticked as
unacceptable

Pulling a child away from a sand
tray to stop him throwing sand
Shouting at a child from across the
room for hitting a friend
Putting a child's hands into the paint
to make a picture for Mum
Giving a child a lift home in your
own in your car as a parent didn't
come to collect
Using your own mobile to take
photos of the children on an outing

79%

% of training
participants who
didn't tick as
unacceptable
allowing for margin of
error (7%)
14–28%

92%

1–15%

42%

51–65%

87%

6–20%

89%

4–18%

Table 3 Responses to code of behaviour areas

Given that only 2 childminders responded to the survey it is not appropriate to report
on their response to a code of behaviour scenario that was specifically designed for
them as the results would not be significant.

4.1.6. Behaviour – change in practice
Findings in relation to how practice changed were gathered from both the training
participants’ and the services’ surveys.
1.

Confidence
Training participants were asked to rate their confidence levels before and after
the training programme. The survey was constructed such that they were asked
these questions at different time points and they were not able to look back over
the answers they gave before.
Table 4 outlines the difference in how training participants rated their confidence
before and after the training and there was a significant increase in confidence
post training11.

Paired t-test was used in an online statistics calculator (http://www.socscistatistics.com) and results
were statistically significant at p<0.05 (varying p=0.00001/0.000001; t value varied between t=5.3 and
9.46).
11
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Areas of child
protection practice

Recognising child
abuse and child
protection concerns
Knowing how to
respond to a child's
disclosure of abuse
Knowing how to
respond to a
colleague's poor
practice when working
with children
Knowing the steps to
take to make a report
about a child protection
concern
Knowing who to speak
to, to get advice when
you have child
protection concerns
Knowing how to speak
to parents in the event
of a child protection
concern

Before the training

After the training

Not
confident

Somewhat
confident

Confident

Not
confident

Somewhat
confident

Confident

7%

53%

40%

0%

20%

80%

14%

47%

39%

0%

18%

82%

12%

47%

41%

0%

18%

82%

20%

41%

39%

0%

22%

78%

12%

39%

49%

1%

10%

89%

27%

53%

20%

6%

47%

47%

Table 4 Ratings of confidence before and after training

2. Self-reported practice change: training participants and services
The results contradict one another in relation to participants’ and services’ responses
to self-reported practice change.
Training participants: self-reported practice change
39% of training participants reported practice change post training and this rose to
88% and 82% when asked if they did review their service’s child protection policy and
code of behaviour post training.
A higher proportion of non DLPs indicated they made no practice change (67%) when
compared with DLPs (53%); however, this was not a statistically significant difference
in response.
Of the 39% indicating a change in practice, the majority noted changes in their
awareness, confidence and knowledge.
Additionally, 30% of individuals indicated changes in policies or codes of behaviour
without prompting by the question.
Others reflected a more attitudinal or organisational change:
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I am more aware in my practice and realise it's okay to ask a child/parent how
they got a bump or bruise
More aware of my own performance as a childcare assistant and how I care
for my children in the correct and appropriate manner
We have come up with a confidential way to record day to day concerns if
this were ever to be necessary
We have weekly meetings to ensure there are no issues in code of behaviour
with staff members
We now have the policy and name of the child protection officer in work on a
notice board for the parents to see and realise who it is
3.

Policy review post training

In relation to settings having a pre-existing child protection policy and a code of
behaviour, 99% and 97% of training participants respectively answered yes. This is the
same as was reported in the annual Pobal survey in relation to child protection policy
(Pobal, 2017).

Child protection policy and code of
behaviour
120%
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Child protection
policy in setting

Code of
behaviour in
setting
Yes

Since training
was policy
reviewed?

Since training
was code of
behaviour
reviewed?

No

Figure 14 Training participants report on whether their service has a policy/code of behaviour and
whether these were reviewed post training

As noted above, 88% of training participants reported they reviewed the child
protection policy post training and 82% said they reviewed the code of behaviour.
Comparing how non DLPs and DLPs responded to this question there was a statistically
significant difference12 with non DLPs indicating that they were more likely to review
the child protection policy and code of behaviour than DLPs. This might be explained
by the fact that DLPs were already more familiar with the document prior to training
and may have been involved in drafting the document.

12

Using z-test calculator, the Z-Score is 2.3752. The p-value is 0.01732. http://www.socscistatistics.com
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Services
68% of services did report practice change and, like training participants, the biggest
change was in relation to policy (see figure 15).
What changes did you make? Open question.
60%
50%

Changes to policy

40%

Greater awareness of good
practice

30%

Specified changes to
practice
Increased confidence

20%
Other
10%
0%

Figure 15 Services report what changes they made post training

Comments made by services reflect a range of different reported changes to
practice. In some cases, the changes were more fundamental (see statements
below).
All of our staff would have this training done already through their childcare
courses and the protection of children was always of highest importance in our
centre
More vigilant about access points e.g. locks on outside gates with codes for
parents/staff to gain access only. Only use assigned camera for each room;
staff no longer use phones to take photos for scrapbooks and observations
We ensure staff members are not alone with children on premises if there is a
late collection
We introduced a code of conduct for staff, parents and children which is child
centred and respectful, and covers difficult areas like parents arriving with
alcohol. This has been circulated to everyone so that everyone is clear of the
expectations and the consequences should issues arise. We found this part
particularly useful
We are more aware of the need to adhere to child/adult ratios at all times
We will now discuss our child protection policy with each parent separately
before we let them look at the policies on their own
We are updating and changing our present policy
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4.

Did training influence practice when responding to a child protection concern?

Training participants
Training participants were asked if they had experience of a child protection
concern since they participated in training.
Have you had to manage a child protection concern
since training?
100%
80%
60%
Yes

40%

No

20%
0%
Have you had to deal with a child protection concern since
training

Figure 16 Number of child protection concerns training participants have had to manage since
training.

Of the 11% who did have to deal with a child protection concern, 100% felt that the
child protection training gave them sufficient information to handle the concern.
Given that training participants had only received training in the last 6 months or less13
the figure of 11% is quite high.
Table 5 summarises how these training participants14 felt they had managed the child
protection concern. Note, the numbers who had experienced a child protection
concern were low, and so this analysis must be treated cautiously (see footnote 16).

Note, some participants may have completed their training as recently as 1 to 2 months before
completing the survey. Additionally, the 6-month period before completing the survey included the
Christmas and 2 midterm breaks where many services were closed.
14 Note, 2 training participants skipped this question bringing n=16 down to n=14.
13
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How did you deal with the following areas in relation
to a child protection concern?

Weighted
average

1= was very unsure what to do; 2= handled it ok;
3= was confident and handled it well
Contacting duty social worker*
2.25
Recognising a child protection concern

2.43

Listening and responding to a child's disclosure
Speaking to parents in relation to making a report to
duty social worker*
Recording and documenting what happened
Managing the sharing of information on a need to
know basis
Making a report to the service’s designated liaison
person**
Being clear about who should speak to parents**

2.45
2.50

Completing and submitting a standard reporting
form to a duty social worker*
Managing a case of an allegation against a staff
member by a child*

3.00

2.54
2.79
2.80
2.80

3.00

Table 5 Training participants report on how they handled various elements of a child protection
concern post training15

Overall the training participants felt they had handled the concern ‘ok’ with a majority
indicating that the concern was confidently and well handled.
1 comment to this question reflected a considered response to the question:
No matter how much training I have and I have done child protection a
number of times, I will always worry that I am not covering everything and will
always feel I could do more
Services
37% of services reported they had a child protection concern within the last year
(n=172). As the sample size was representative, a crude extrapolation would suggest
that nationally this could be as high as 1,600 services.
The average number of child protection concerns per service was 2 and this ranged
between 1 and 20 per year. This extrapolated nationally would represent a high level
of child protection concerns within the early years sector. However, given the low
response rate of 11%, those who participated in the survey could have experience of
higher than average child protection concerns and so caution must be used when
interpreting the results.

15

n= 14; *n = 4; ** n= 10.
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No correlation was found between the diverse types of services and the level of child
protection reports made. Although the sample was biased towards urban community
services, the low response rate of 11% does not rule out additional bias. The high levels
of child protection concerns reported by participating services may suggest that all
services, private and community, who engaged in the survey experienced higher
than average levels of child protection concerns. This requires further research.
In relation to how they handled child protection concerns, 75% felt they managed it
well or really well, see table 6 below.

How well did your service handle the
child protection concern?
Not at all well
Not well
OK
Well
Handled it really well

%

7%
4%
15%
19%
56%

Table 6 How well did your service handle a child protection concern?

90% of services felt that Children First training had equipped their setting to manage
a concern. This is a very high response given the representative sample size and
indicates that the foundation level training is effective in supporting services in their
handling of child protection concerns.

Did training give your service enough
information to manage a child protection
concern?
10%

90%

Yes

No

Figure 17 Did training give your service enough information to manage a child protection concern?

However, some of the comments from services did indicate that they would still
require reassurance from their local CCC or a higher-level manager:
I would always run it by my line manager for reassurance
I also looked to our local CCC for some additional advice/ support
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However, I feel staff still lack confidence when faced with a child protection
concern
Yes, in that one is aware of where one can seek the relevant advice on how to
proceed in a particular situation. One would just hope that the necessary
supports and back up are in place in Tusla and the HSE should anything occur
Other services indicated the need for more advanced training:
More advice about speaking with parents, this can be the most difficult part.
Also, staff members can still panic if a child makes a disclosure, they are afraid
of saying the wrong thing. More information about this would be useful
Working as a sole practitioner you are in a far more vulnerable position, where
a disgruntled angry parent can attack/threaten you or your family
While I feel the Children First child protection training is very good, there is also
an element of employment law that I feel practitioners are not aware of should
a case arise and an employee is suspended pending an investigation
I feel this should be in addition to the training for owners/managers as you are
dealing with childcare legislation and employment law legislation
The course is very basic and many of the cases we deal with are very complex
It was an issue in relation to a child in foster care. The child protection training
did not cover this issue
Finally, some services outlined their experience of working with Tusla in making a
report:
it only focusses on the signs of abuse and how to report it does not focus on the
complex issues that arise for community providers who are dealing with parents
coming to services with mental health, addiction etc. where the level of
neglect or harm are very obvious. However, I feel that as early years services
that we are being dismissed about our reports. not taken seriously
The wrong address and PH number was given for the Duty social worker.
Training is all about what the DLP should do, the steps that we should take, how
we should deal with parents. I followed all of these steps. Unfortunately, the
training did not equip me to deal with the lack of communication from the duty
social worker, the time frame in getting a response, the child being put on a
waiting list and then not being informed of the outcome
The training did not provide me with any knowledge in leading employees and
parents through this difficult process of dealing with the nearly non-existing
communication from the duty social worker

4.1.7. Future training needs or changes to current training offered
Changes to current training available
Respondents were asked to indicate what changes they would like to see to the
current training provision. Overall, responses between DLPs and non DLPs were similar
except for 1 statement.
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There was a statistically significant difference in how DLPs and non DLPs responded to
‘make no changes’16 with 10% of DLPs indicating no changes were necessary as
opposed to 35% of non DLPs. This suggests that there are different training needs for
those in the role of DLP.
What changes should be made to the training programme
presently on offer?
Make no changes
Use of videos to supplement training
Practice using the standard reporting form
Training as a ‘whole staff’ team
Having a support visit to the service 3 months after the training
Specific DLP training17
Specific childminder training18
More time to explore communicating with parents19
More time to focus on support and supervision20

% of training
participants
n=146 (excluding*)
24%
53%
42%
44%
14%
27%*
100%*
44%*
24%*

Table 7 Training participants suggest changes to the current training programme

Services were asked what changes they would make to the current training on offer
and their responses are summarised in table 8. In the open comment box services
highlighted the following areas as priorities:
1. More information about the ‘reality’ of working with Tusla and how to navigate
the system in the best interests of the child e.g. ‘need to be informed about
thresholds of intervention that social workers use as this is a barrier to reporting
to seek help’.
2. Times of training and difficulty accessing training were raised.
3. Training ‘as a whole staff’ team also came up as the third most popular issue
raised in open comments.

P=0.0005.
Note, this statement was only an option for DLPs and childminders, n=64.
18 Note, this statement was only an option for childminders, n=2.
19 Note, this statement was only an option for DLPs and childminders, n=64.
20 Note, this statement was only an option for DLPs, n=62.
16
17
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Changes to training currently on offer. We require greater levels of
information/support in relation to...

%
Reponses

Child who has an allocated social worker

39%

Advanced or designated liaison person training

36%

Accessing support as required after the training

33%

Tusla processes

30%

Meitheal

29%

Nothing, the current training is sufficient for my service

27%

Support and supervision for staff

21%

Creating a child centred culture in our setting

14%

Other

3%
Table 8 Changes to current training on offer as reported by services

The need for more training
90% of training participants and 79% of services indicated they would like to attend
more training in relation to child protection.
Would you like access to more training for your
service in the area of child protection?

21%
Yes
No

79%

Figure 18 Would you like access to more training for your service in the area of child protection?
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Future training needs
Table 9 below summarises the responses of training participants in relation to their
future training needs.
Areas for future training/support

How to work with a child who has an allocated social worker
Support and supervision
DLP: I would like to attend training for managers/leaders, to help me in the
support and supervision of staff particularly key workers
Non DLP: what to expect from staff support and supervision in relation to
child protection
I would like to know more about Meitheal and how does this link in to best
practice in child protection
DLP: I would like to know more about what to do if I can't get a hold of a
duty social worker for advice
I would like to know more about how social workers allocate cases and
what I should I do if I still have concerns when a case is not allocated
How to support a culture and ethos in our service that it is more child
centred
DLP: more about the role and skills of the DLP in a service

%
n=125;
*n=73;
**n=52
64%
42%
50%**
36%*
42%
50%**
36%
33%
31%**

Table 9 Future training/supports highlighted by training participants

For analysis purposes, areas have been clustered under 3 headings:
1. Need for advanced level of child protection specific training for
managers/DLPs
a. How to work with a child who has an allocated social worker = 64%.
b. What to do if I can’t get hold of a social worker for advice = 50%.
c. More about social work processes and ongoing concerns = 36%.
d. More about the role and skills of the DLP = 31%.
2. Need for generic practice based training
a. Support and supervision = 42%.
b. Child centred practice = 33%.
3. Need for training associated with community based family support
a. Meitheal training = 42%.
The importance of child protection training
Given the considerable demands on the early years sector to engage in training
opportunities, the services were asked to rate how important child protection training
was. 100% reported it was at least equally as important, with 63% of those indicating it
was more important than other training on offer presently.
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How important is child protection training
when compared to other training
available?
70%
60%
50%
Not as important

40%

Equally as important

30%

More important

20%
10%
0%
Figure 19 How important is child protection training in comparison to other training currently on offer?

Final feedback from training participants and services
Training participants strongly recommended the training as seen in figure 19 below.

Would you recommend this training to a colleague?

1%

99%

Yes

No

Figure 20 Would you recommend this training to a colleague?

Services were invited to leave open feedback at the end of the survey and 161 (35%)
of services did.
Of the comments left the majority were positive (34%) or had nothing more to add
(32%).
•
•
•

16% raised issues over access (many constructive suggestions e.g. increasing
training available in July when many settings are closed or in wind down)
6% requesting ‘whole staff training’
4% requesting advanced training for managers/DLPs
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•

additional comments included training for all staff, issues in relation to their
experience to date with Tusla etc.

4.2. Infrastructure of the Programme
4.2.1. Early years Children First trainers and CCCs
Early Years Children First (EYCF) trainers
There are currently 48 EYCF trainers21 delivering training nationally through both the
CCC infrastructure and Comhairle na Gaeilge. Since the establishment of the
programme there were 2 trainer recruitment processes and at the time of the
evaluation there was a third in process. At its peak, the number of trainers nationally
was 66.
There were a number of primary aims in evaluating the feedback from EYCF trainers:
1. Their own experience of recruitment, training and professional support in their
role.
2. Their insights into the effectiveness of the training programme both in terms of
learning for the training participants but also how this results in practice based
changes for both individual EY practitioners and services.
3. Their feedback as to the future development of the programme.
CCCs
There are currently 30 CCCs nationally and they play a fundamental role within the
training infrastructure as outlined in figure 3.
While the EYCP trainers had addressed many queries in relation to the programme, it
was also important to gain the perspective of the coordinator, particularly in relation
to the oversight of the programme locally and the capacity of the CCCs to respond
to the increasing demand for child protection training and supports within the national
early years context.
4.2.1.1. Sampling, response rate and background information
Sampling
EYCF trainers: An online survey of 30 questions (available on request) was sent by email
to 48 EYCF trainers. At the time of the survey however, 3 trainers were on maternity
leave and 1 on long term sick leave, resulting in maximum sample size of 44, with 43
responding to the survey.
The focus groups were organised through the coordinator of the programme and
scheduled on support and information days. All trainers are invited to these support
and information days and the focus group was timetabled sufficiently in advance.
CCCs: An online survey of 16 questions (available on request) was sent by email to all
CCC coordinators. However, it must be noted that 2 coordinators were on long term
sick leave and 3 positions were vacant. Finally, the CCC survey was conducted in

At time of finalising the evaluation additional trainers have been recruited bringing the total number
of trainers back up to 60.
21

43

June/July when many may have scheduled annual leave. This may have impacted
on the response rate below.

Response rate
EYCF trainers: Online survey: there was a 98% (n=43) response rate and 93%
completion rate (n=2 did not complete the survey). The sample size was
representative and the high response rate reduces the impact of bias.
Focus group: 29 trainers attended the 2 focus groups.
CCCs: Online survey: 53% response rate (n=17) which is not representative. Bias
cannot be ruled out given the low response rate.
Who are EYCF trainers?
The majority of trainers are based in CCCs (88%). Within CCCs there appears to be
variation in job titles and so clustering these roles together the distribution of trainers
from different organisations is represented in table 10.

Current job titles of trainers
2% 2%
7%

Coordinator/CEO/De
puty

14%

Development Officer

5%
Information/Program
me Support Officer

7%
2%

Finance/Training
Support Officer

10%

Quality Support
Officer

51%

Childminding Coordinator/advisory
officer
External trainer

Figure 21 Current job title of trainers

CCC leadership roles: Coordinator/CEO/Deputy CEO
CCC role – including childminding advisory role
External trainers
Childminding coordinator
Other: 1 respondent described their role as Early Childhood Care
and Education Worker

14%
74%
7%
2%
2%

Table 10 Organisations who employ trainers
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4.2.1.2. Logistics of delivering training
1. Frequency of training and numbers trained in each session
The results are summarised in table 11. 2 trainers delivered the training 20 times a year,
which is to be expected by those who are external trainers. Equally, 2 trainers
delivered below the minimum of 4 training sessions. Taking these outliers out the
average number stays the same while the maximum number drops to 16 and
minimum rises to 4.
Various reasons could attribute to why a trainer delivers only twice or 3 times a year
including maternity/sick leave. However, this would be an area for ongoing
monitoring and it raises the query as to whether the minimum number of training
sessions should be raised to 6 per year.
The numbers outlined as attending the training was also explored for outliers. Only 1
trainer reported 13 and 1 trainer reported 30. Taking these outliers out the average
number of training participants stays the same but the minimum rises to 14 and the
maximum drops to 20.

Frequency of training +
participants trained in 1 session

Average
number

Minimum

Maximum

Number of times each trainer
delivers in 1 year

6

2
(4)

20
(16)

Number of participants in each
training session

18

13
(14)

30
(20)

Perception of the 'just right'
number of participants for each
training session

18

14

30

Table 11 How frequently do trainers deliver training in 1 year and how many participants attend?

2. Co-facilitation versus single facilitation by EYCF trainers
Trainers were asked what the current practice is for delivering training. A majority
indicated that training was facilitated by 1 trainer (72%); however, a majority
indicated that if there were no resource limitations they would prefer co-facilitation
(63%).
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Number of trainers facilitating training current situation: ideal situation
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Currently

Ideally
One

Two

Figure 22 Number of trainers facilitating 1 session: the current and ideal situation

The issue of co-facilitation also emerged within the focus groups. It was
acknowledged by the majority of the group that in a situation where resources were
not restricted that the overall preference was for co-facilitation. The rationale for this
varied across the groups but some suggestions were:
It was possible to accommodate larger groups thereby giving greater diversity
of experience from the training participants
Greater ability for learning opportunities which arose through queries or
comments from the training participants – 1 facilitator could explore this while
another could ensure the core training material was still addressed
In the rare incident where something of a sensitive nature arises for a
participant, it didn’t impact on the training for all the training participants
Greater learning, peer support and development opportunities
It was hard work facilitating on your own
It is best practice in a range of training to have two people facilitating and why
should this not be the case for child protection
1 example of this was outlined by a member of the focus group when she described
the complementary skill sets both she and her colleague brought to the co-facilitation
and how it provided a rich learning mechanism:
She was an Aistear trainer and could translate and make links between the two
training pieces. We each took on complementary roles and I learned so much
about child centred practice which is enshrined in Aistear also
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3. Who should training be offered to?
In the initial phases of delivery of Always Children First training, a priority was given to
those in the role of DLP and was limited to 2 training participants from each service.
Who should be given priority on Children First training within
early years services?
9

Early Years Educators

8
Owners / Board members

7
6

CE staff

5
Administrators/receptionists

4
3

Volunteers

2
Early Years students/trainees

1
0
Level of priority

Cooks/Cleaners/Caretakers

Figure 23 Trainers report on who should be prioritised for training

Given the limitation on resources trainers were asked to prioritise who should receive
training (figure 22).
Based on feedback from all sources only a minority of services still require training. A
consistent finding from both the focus groups and interviews with committee
members/tutors that all staff in each service should receive the training.
However, neither trainers nor CCCs indicated that the training should be opened to
parent and toddler group leaders or other aligned professionals who are currently not
covered by other ‘sectoral plans’ e.g. early intervention and prevention programmes.
In most cases many services can access Children First child protection training through
their funders e.g. Tusla. However, there are a few ‘outliers’ who don’t receive funding
from Tusla and who struggle to access training from other sources. This issue was raised
in the interviews with committee members/stakeholders/tutors who had a broader
perspective of the wider early years landscape and raised subgroups such as parent
and toddler groups etc.
4. Sufficient time to deliver the training
Asked whether they felt they had sufficient time to deliver the training, 61% of trainers
said ‘yes’. A minority of 2% said ‘no’. However, 35% added comments which reflected
that the timing was tight.
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70%
60%

Do you have sufficient time to address
61%
trianing content?
Yes

50%

No

40%

35%
Additional
thoughts

30%

Skipped
20%
10%
2%

2%

0%

Figure 24 Trainers rate if they have sufficient time to address the training content.

Some comments were:
Not in depth but it is sufficient for the purpose it serves
I think the intensity of this course does not lend itself to 6+ continuous hours of
training
JUST ABOUT
I think the full day is sufficient but it is necessary to be well organised and be
careful about keeping discussions to the point. Because time is limited it keeps
the course moving along at a pace that keeps training participants interested
Timing is tight. I feel at times session 4 can be rushed as trainees are beginning
to switch off and I feel this is one of the most important sessions
I feel that session 4 – safeguarding children – Is always too rushed and is given
minimal time; if I have a larger group of training participants, I cannot complete
a programme review at the end of the training
Needs another hour as it always feels rushed
More time for feedback on scenarios
More time is needed in relation to policy development
I feel that the area of disability warrants more time
Session 4 is always rushed
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These comments reflect that session 4 can at times be rushed given its position on the
training day timetable.
4.2.1.3. Recruitment, training, supports and professional development for EYCF trainers
Recruitment and selection
A majority of trainers had no reservations about becoming an Always Children First
trainer.
33% had some reservations and they expanded on this within the online survey. 87%
referred to concerns regarding their own experience, capacity or knowledge. This
was in the context of the majority indicating that this training was considerably
important and ‘onerous’.

Did you have reservations about becoming an
Always Children First trainer?
2%

33%

65%

Yes

No

Not answered

Figure 25 Did you have reservations about becoming an Always Children First trainer?

Some comments from trainers are reflected below:
Onerous responsibility. Emotive topic
Wasn’t sure if I would do the subject matter justice as it is such an important
training, I was also apprehensive if something was raised in relation to a
personal experience, would I have the skills and ability to provide effective
support
I was conscious that the quality of delivery of this training was very important
and was a bit concerned that I would do effectively
Would my level of knowledge be sufficient to answer queries at training? That I
had no practical SW experience (as Children First Officers do) so my ability to
answer questions is limited to the programme content
This level of self-reflection was apparent in a focus group discussion as the group
honestly reflected on the development of skills and their own confidence in delivering
the training. They openly discussed their own learning journey from rigidly referring to
the training materials to developing the skills to be able to address queries as they
arose.
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13% of those who had reservations indicated their concerns were more related to their
work load and taking on additional role responsibilities within their organisation.
Recruitment
There was general agreement that a rigorous recruitment process was necessary and
it placed a value on the role and the work to be carried out thereafter. Unanimous
feedback that this was a rigorous and at times daunting process and ‘not for the
fainthearted’.
However, there were reports of inconsistencies in the process, in particular in relation
to whether it was a compulsory or elective process. This was attributed to different
approaches within different CCCs.
It was also suggested that once recruited a reassessment of work load should occur.
There was a sense that it would be important to ensure there were adequate numbers
of trainers per county and that this was properly resourced with the necessary budgets
allocated.
The need for a separate recruitment and training requirement for possible DLP trainers
was also identified by the trainers.
Train the trainer and quality assurance processes
The EYCP Programme has a well thought out train the trainer process which is
generally led by the coordinator in conjunction with Barnardos, ECI and Tusla.
Additionally, all trainers must undergo a process of assessment followed by ongoing
monitoring to support their consistent delivery of Children First. This daunting process
reflects a rigour to the programme which has been well regarded within the sector.
Overall, 91% rated the train the trainer process positively with 53% rating it as extremely
positive. 7% rated it as somewhat positive, see figure 25. 12 trainers added
supplementary comments which were mostly positive e.g.:
The process was well supported by very knowledgeable trainers and having
been a Keeping Safe trainer prior to it was a big help no doubt
The model works very well and the training provided is excellent
Very organised and it felt like a very supportive environment
One or two things we were told to do in training was highlighted when
monitored as not a clever idea
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Trainers rating of train the trainer and quality
assurance process
25

20

15

10

5

0
Not
answered

Not at all Not positive Somewhat
Positive
positive

Train the trainer process

Positive

Extremely
positive

Ongoing monitoring and quality assurance

Figure 26 Trainers rate the training and quality assurance process they experienced

In relation to the ongoing monitoring and quality assurance the feedback again was
mostly positive, but slightly less so in comparison to the training experience. 72%
indicated overall positive ratings with 37% rating the experience as extremely positive;
35% as positive. 21% indicated a rating of ‘somewhat positive’ with 5% reflecting a not
positive rating.
Additional comments were provided by 14 trainers. 9 of these reflected positive
feedback e.g.:
The monitoring and quality assurance process is extremely important, it keeps
us as trainers in touch with our delivery knowledge and boundaries and
eliminates the chance of bad habits creeping in
Worthwhile in ensuring consistency and quality
I feel that this is an important aspect as consistency throughout has to be
ensured
I feel is it vital to maintain standards
Initially the task of delivering the training is extremely daunting and being able
to co-facilitate the first few sessions is helpful. One full day was monitored by an
outside supervisor and constructive feedback given
All of the trainers valued the monitoring element and they often expressed the wish
for additional monitoring sessions than was available. Constructive comments were
made in the online survey by 5 respondents and these predominantly reflected a lack
of consistency in the process, which was supported through the focus group discussion
e.g.:
I was monitored on my first time delivering the course and once since
I have not been monitored/quality assured at all
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Support in the role of EYCF trainer
Trainers were asked if they received sufficient support in their role. Trainers rated the
support they received from the national programme as sufficient – 86% rated the
support days as sufficient and 91% rated support from the coordinator as sufficient.
The majority of comments were positive with only 1 comment reflecting constructively
the need for timely responses to queries.
When asked if they received sufficient supports from peers, answers were expanded
on within the comments, with up to 5 people indicating that they were the only person
in their committee or their county who delivered the training and so they answered
no to this question. The issue of support and supervision resulted in a near 50/50
response. Given that 14% of trainers are in a management role and 7% are external
trainers, it is unclear where support and supervision in relation to their role as EYCP
trainers can be secured. 2 comments reflected the need for greater understanding
of the role within support and supervision.

Do you receive sufficient support in your role as EYCF Trainer?
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Trainer support
days

National
coordinator
Yes

EYCF trainers in
my work setting
No

EYCF trainers
nationally

Support and
supervision

Not answered

Figure 27 Do you receive sufficient support in your role as Always Children First trainer?

Trainers were also asked if there should be changes made to the current support
mechanisms. 63% said no changes were necessary. 35% (n=15) suggested some
changes were necessary. These changes fell under the following headings:
1. Need for greater connectivity with peers and greater access to information:
Maybe a forum accessible to all CCC trainers that one can post a
question/concern around sessions etc, anonymously or not and get feedback
from others in the group
I think it would be useful to have a network or forum nationally or regionally to
provide support to one another
2. Need for changes to support days: 5 individuals suggested changes to the support
days. These suggestions are summarised as follows:
a. Minimum of 3 support days.
b. Scheduling of support days for the year ahead.
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c. Some comments about separation of ‘support days’ and ‘information
updates’.
3.

Supports at local and national level: These comments varied with a consensus
that greater attention needed to be given to how trainers get support and
supervision in relation to their role as EYCP trainer.
Own Support & Supervision - I do not have access to formal Support and
Supervision
I do not receive scheduled support and supervision so it can be hard to bring
up issues post training

4.

Other comments reflected the need for cofacilitation as a support mechanism;
however, they acknowledged this was currently beyond the resources of their
CCC.

Trainers self-reflections on their learning and professional development
Open ended questions were asked of the trainers in relation to what they felt most or
least confident about.

Aspect of training you feel most confident
about?
40%
35%

All aspects

30%
Group work and
facilitation skills

25%
20%

Code of behaviour +
child centred practice

15%
10%

Knowledge of training
content

5%

Logistics

0%
Aspect of training you feel most confident
about?

Figure 28 Trainers rate the areas they are most confident about

•
•

23% felt they were confident about all aspects of the training
37% felt that the content of the training was the area where they were most
confident. Other areas noted where training participants felt most confident
were noted above in figure 27.
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Aspect of training you are least confident about?
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Aspect of the training you feel least confident about?
Legislation

Nothing

Child protection policy

Engaging hard to reach services

Specific content

HR

Social work process/ Meitheal

Logistics

Social media
Figure 29 Trainers rate the areas they are least confident about

42 trainers responded to the question exploring the area of training they felt least
confident about – see figure 28 above. While 16% indicated there was no area where
they lacked confidence, 82% indicated areas where they did lack confidence as
summarised below.
•

Legislation: Lack of confidence in relation to legislation was most frequently
noted at 28%. This was in relation to both the legislative content of the training
and in relation to the recent and forthcoming legislative changes. Given the
ongoing legislative changes over the past year and forthcoming changes, this
is a very understandable finding

•

Social work process and Meitheal: 16% noted a lack of confidence in the social
work process and Meitheal. See comments below in relation to how to manage
a training group when complex queries or negative discussions arose in relation
to Tusla. A small number noted a lack of confidence in the Meitheal process
but is to be expected as it unfolds at different stages nationally
Process of reporting to TUSLA. feel sometimes need to steer practitioners
away from negativity due to aspects of TUSLA service that are not
positive
Steering the group from too much negative discussion re: lack of
services within Tusla

•

HR: 14% noted a lack of confidence in how to address the issue of a complaint
against a staff member or other similar queries that overlap with knowledge in
the area of HR. 1 trainer noted:
The slide in relation to allegations against a staff member can sometimes
prove difficult if you have small services there can be a lot of discussion
in relation to this
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•

Logistics and housekeeping: 12% noted it was hard to engage a group or insist
on ‘rules’ e.g. keeping phone switched off etc. Some noted this was more
common when a ‘hard to reach service’ sent training participants at the last
minute and that at times there was a lack of interest from these training
participants
HR related issues where e.g. learners arrive late/fail to
participate/sleep/use mobile phones
Occasionally, based on the database of those that need training, the
providers that are reluctant to attend training and leave it till the last
minute may attend together and can be hard to engage

Trainers were asked the open-ended question, ‘List 3 areas where you would like to
enhance your knowledge of skills?’
77% listed 1 training need area, 49% listed 2 areas and 28% listed 3 areas where they
would like their knowledge or skills enhanced. This reflects that trainers have different
levels of need in terms of ongoing supports.
Answers were analysed and clustered into themes and table 11 lists those areas of
need.
A minority of trainers listed a range of topics which were clustered under ‘Other’; they
included: child protection policy; social media/online abuse. Specific training content
included refresher training, definitions of abuse etc.
This was supported by the discussion at the focus group, where trainers reflected on
their learning and development and acknowledged that some were at different
stages of this development given the different levels of experience. For example,
some noted logistical challenges of managing discussions within allotted time scales
and noted a lack of confidence with the ‘Jimmy/Linda’ scenario. However, others
who deliver more frequently noted less areas for development or learning.
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Clustered areas

Social work processes/Meitheal

Areas you'd like more
enhanced
knowledge –
weighted average
77%

Legislation
DLP
Advanced facilitation skills
Allegations against a staff member/HR
Advanced child protection
Child centred practice/Code of behaviour

65%
47%
37%
26%
23%
16%

More experiential knowledge

14%

Specific training content
Other

12%
6%

Table 12 Trainers outline areas for future learning or professional development

4.2.1.4. Effectiveness of training elements form trainers’ perspectives
Feedback from both the focus groups and the survey enabled trainers to reflect on
how effective the training or various elements of the training are.
Foundation level training: The focus groups consistently reiterated the term
‘foundation’ when discussing the current levels of training. The groups strongly felt that
it was always important that this was a starting point to provide a basic level of
information through 4 key learning objectives.
They felt that the training could ensure:
•

greater awareness

•

more confidence

•

services were more comfortable with picking up the phone to duty social
worker

•

go away with the key messages

They did note however, that there were limitations on the amount of information that
could be retained as a result of 1 day of training and that additional supports would
be required for some services. Both groups noted that a minority of services did not
appear to be able to put into practice some of the learning from the training course
which emerged following a phone call for advice.
Trainers noted that in total the time required to deliver 1 training session could be
between 16 and 24 hours. This included promoting the training, recruiting and liaising
with training participants, logistics of booking, preparing materials, delivery and a
minimum level of follow up including liaison with the national office in terms of data.
There were some concerns raised which would impact on whether the training could
achieve its intended outcomes.
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1. There was a sense that the concept of ‘code of behaviour’ was not always fully
understood. It was reported that some training participants didn’t appreciate
that it was intrinsic to the child protection policy and viewed it in isolation.
Others felt that it wasn’t fully embraced or understood, with 1 group noting that
services would get in touch post training after an incident occurred within the
staff team, that would have been addressed within training.
It was expressed that there were many staff who, despite attending the
training, still had ‘engrained’ patterns of behaviour that conflicted with the
messages in the code of behaviour. Comments such as ‘in the wrong job’, or
‘too long in the job to change’ were frequent.
There is considerable evidence in the literature in the area of quality child care
practice and organisational change, highlighting the vital role of leadership to
effect change. This focus group discussion does suggest greater benefits in
ensuring key leaders in settings in both management and governance attend
both the foundational level training and a more advanced training level.
2. In both focus groups, a discussion took place on the concept of ‘support and
supervision’. While it was acknowledged that this was beyond the scope of the
current foundation level training and the EYCP programme, it is important to
feed this back at a national level.
The topic of professional support and supervision arose consistently within the
committee member/stakeholder interviews. ‘Good support and supervision is
good child protection’ (committee member).
3. A consistent message coming through from the training was the sense that the
reported experiences of services interacting with Tusla social workers conflicted
with the messages that were being delivered in the training. The groups felt this
diminished the impact of the messages they were trying to deliver through the
training.
1 trainer noted:
it is important that Duty Social Workers follow through on what we have
told them [training participants] in the training that they will do…where
do we go when Social Workers won’t respond
This sentiment was echoed within 1 focus group, where the need to have a
mechanism to relay these issues back to Tusla was identified.
4. The focus groups unanimously felt that the current foundation level training
should remain sector specific at this level. While they acknowledged that
interagency training was best practice, that this would not suit entry level or
‘basic’ level training in the early years sector but could be effective in DLP
training.
This was consistent with the interviews with committee members/tutors and
correlates with the findings from Devaney & Mc Gregor (2014).
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5. 1 finding from the focus groups and reiterated in survey comments from both
EYCP trainers, services and training participants was some areas not fully
addressed in the current foundation level training content. These were as
follows:
a. Disability.
b. Cultural issues.
c. Social media and online abuse.
d. Working with children who are already in the care system or in
temporary foster care.
The online survey asked EYCF trainers to rate the content of the training day – table
13 summarises the feedback.
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Training Elements

Weighted
average
1 = not effective
3=somewhat
effective
5 = extremely
effective
3.81

% of EYCF
trainers who
rated area
as either
effective or
extremely
effective
64%

4.43
4.29

91%
88%

4.31

88%

4.1

83%

Session 3: Exercise 3 – scenarios on responding to
concerns
Session 4: Child centred practice; developing a
code of behaviour; child protection policy

4.43

93%

3.98

76%

Session 4: Exercise 4 – Code of behaviour
scenario

4.17

81%

Session 1: Child abuse inquiries and main lessons;
legislation and policy re child protection in
Ireland
Session 1: Exercise 1 – values and attitudes
Session 2: Definitions of child abuse; indicators of
abuse; child welfare concerns; risk factors in child
protection
Session 2: Exercise 2 – signs and symptoms of
abuse
Session 3: Reasonable grounds for concern; role
of designated liaison person; responding to
concerns; responding to disclosure; speaking to
parents; reporting procedures; Tusla processes

Table 13 Trainers rate the sessions of the training in terms of effectiveness in the online survey

How do you know if the training has been effective?
Both focus groups referenced the use of the final scenario as a good indicator as to
whether the learning objectives had been achieved.
It was also reported that conversations with providers post training gave an indication
as to whether the training achieved its aims.
As outlined in section 1.5, both groups noted the change in Tusla inspections where in
the past they did report back on the child protection policies, but due to legislation
this is now no longer the case. All those in the focus groups felt this was a disadvantage
to the programme, especially in engaging those hard to reach services.
Refresher training: There was general agreement within the focus groups that the 3year time period was adequate. There was considerable debate regarding the
content of the refresher training. 2 key messages arose:
1. That the refresher training was too ‘top heavy’ or had too much legislation and
Tusla backdrop. There was a sense expressed that this information didn’t stay
in people’s minds; while being useful to know and to introduce the topic of
child protection, it wasn’t something the training participants would ever really
use again.
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Legislation was addressed in the foundation training, it was felt that training
participants could be briefly signposted to the information. Reducing this would
allow for greater levels of reflection on practice over the time since they last
received the foundation level training.
2. There was also a strong sense that while training participants really enjoyed and
valued the scenarios, there was considerable repetition with the same process
being re-iterated. There was a suggestion that the learning opportunities could
be maximised here by the use of video vignettes.
It was noted that the refresher training course was administratively more time
consuming given the cross referencing with older data systems in terms of who
previously attended. Also, a consideration was raised as to whether there could be
some central mechanism of recording who had received their training in an easily
accessible database so that providers could be cross referenced across CCCs.
Policy workshops: Both focus groups reported a low up take in relation to the policy
workshops. There was a sense that as these are pitched at a manager/ board level
that it was harder to engage sufficient numbers for this training.
There was a discussion as to whether these should be reviewed and become more
concise. It was suggested that they could be embedded in or linked to the foundation
or refresher training. Others felt the content was more helpful to address in response
to 1:1 queries or 1:1 support visits to a service rather than being group based. Final
suggestions were to embed this piece within a DLP or advanced training course
targeting those in management and governance.
DLP training: There is currently no access to DLP training. The focus groups outlined a
real sense of urgency in relation to the need for DLP training. Trainers reflection on the
need for DLP training is supported by findings from both participant, services and the
CCC surveys. It is also supported by all those interviewed during the evaluation.
While originally the committee had hoped to provide DLP training this was placed on
hold. The programme had access to limited resources and it was important to respond
to the gradual commencement of Children First as a priority. As such resources were
prioritised to ensure that at least 2 staff members in all services received foundation
level training and that all services should have an up to date child protection policy
and code of behaviour in line with Children First.
1 trainer noted:
•

We’ve been promising training participants access to DLP training for over 2
years now and still we can’t advise them as to when it’s happening

Another noted that services are by-passing the structure of the EYCP Programme to
access and pay for DLP training elsewhere.
Those interviewed as part of the evaluation all acknowledged that interagency
training was best practice; however, they consistently felt this was more appropriate
at the DLP level of training rather than at the level of foundation training.
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Wider training and supports landscape – consolidation, bridging gaps and competing
demands: All agreed within the focus groups that there is considerable training on
offer presently within the sector. It was noted that it is a challenge for early years
practitioners to navigate this landscape and correlate all the concepts being
addressed. In general, it was felt that there was a strong consensus between all
training; however, some missing links were highlighted.
It was reported that child protection issues arose through the facilitation and delivery
of other training. For example, during Equality, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI) training:
specifically around culture some training participants raised issues which were child
protection concerns. 1 group raised the fact that there was no addressing of culture
or diversity in the foundation level training. While there are cases where an EDI trainer
may also be an EYCF trainer, this is equally not the case and so making those linkages
between the 2 different trainings is dependent on the experience and insight of the
trainer on the day.
There was a sense that the concepts explored in Aistear through ‘Thinking about my
practice’ and ‘Partnership with Parents’ overlapped strongly with key messages in
child protection Training. There was a sense that by delivering these messages in
isolation and using different terminology there was a missed opportunity for
consolidating and embedding learning into practice.
In relation to the current Access Inclusion Model (AIM) supports available there was a
sense that perhaps the foundation level training didn’t adequately address or
reference the needs of children with disabilities or additional needs. Whether the 1day foundation training can adequately address this given the time restrictions is an
issue, but worth noting given the current profile of children attending EY settings with
additional needs.
There was consensus that it would be important to cross reference all relevant training
and that this would reinforce the key messages rather than providers
compartmentalising concepts or seeing them in isolation.
It was also noted by 1 group that Always Children First should form a core module of
QQI level training from level 5 up to honours degree level 8.
In terms of how services prioritise their access to training it was noted that they are
having to navigate a very busy training landscape and that having clear mechanisms
should both incentivise and encourage engagement. The following were noted in this
regard:
•

including it within the Pre-School Regulations and thereby ensuring that child
protection training is a focus for Tusla inspections

•

ensuring that it is part of a funding contract in the same way as Leadership for
Inclusion (LINC) training is

•

securing a dedicated training budget through existing funding to supplement
the current non-contact time
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•

as part of continuing professional development (CPD) e.g. provide
mechanisms for staff to record and reflect on their learning to gain CPD credits
possibly towards recognition of prior learning (RPL)

4.2.1.5. Supporting training participants and services who have had child protection
concerns/queries
Disclosures and child protection experiences of training participants received by
trainers on a training day
Within the period of 1 year, 29% of trainers reported having 18 disclosures of child
protection concerns during a training day. These 12 trainers had between 1 to 5
disclosures per year
Those who had a disclosure felt they handled it well or extremely well (the disclosure
and the follow up) with 1 individual reporting they hadn’t managed the follow up
process as well as they’d have liked.

Have you had an occurrence of a
disclosure on an Always Children First
training day?
80.00%
60.00%
Yes

40.00%

No

20.00%
0.00%
Responses
Figure 30 Levels of disclosures made during a training day

Trainers were also asked to recount what level of experience training participants had
of child protection concerns which emerged during a training course. During the
course of delivering 1 year of training 84% of trainers reported having at least 1
participant with an experience of having to manage a child protection concern. This
broke down as:
% of EYCF
trainers
50%
17%
10%
7%

Number of training participants who had
experience of a child protection concern
1–4
5–9
10–14
15+

Table 14 EYCF trainers report the number of participants who've had experience of child protection
concerns

Trainers reported that participants requested support and advice under the headings
summarised in figure 30.
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4

Speaking to a parent

3.5

Staff members poor
practice

3

Allegation against staff
member

2.5

Concerns not meeting
threshold for reporting
Child welfare concerns

2

Children with allocated
social worker

1.5

Contacting a social
worker

1
Frequency of responses by weighted
average

On the ground
experience with Tusla

Figure 31 Frequency with which areas raised by training participants who have had experience of a
child protection concern – responses by weighted average

Level of support required by services/training participants in relation to child
protection as reported by trainers and CCCs
Trainers and CCCs were asked as to the level of support requested from services
in relation to child protection.

Frequency of phone calls from services looking for support
in relation to child protection as reported by trainers
30.00%

No

25.00%

Once a year

20.00%

More than once a year

15.00%

Once a month

10.00%

More than once a
month
Once a fortnight

5.00%
0.00%
Responses

Once a week

Figure 32Trainers report the frequency of phone calls from services for support in relation to child
protection

This profile matches the report from the CCCs, which indicates the need for a regular
level of support from trainers within CCCs – see figure 32.
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Do your staff receive many phone calls from services in
relation to child protection or aligned queries?
45.00%
40.00%
35.00%
30.00%

Never

25.00%

Rarely

20.00%

Sometimes

15.00%

Regularly

10.00%

Frequently

5.00%
0.00%
Responses
Figure 33 CCCs report on how frequently services call for support in relation to child protection

The type of support required by services is reflected in figure 33 below. Advice
regarding specific child protection concerns remains the most frequent area for
which services need support. Support with policies, speaking to parents and engaging
with Tusla, are the next most frequent queries.
Trainers report the most frequent queries from services looking for
support.
4

Child protection policy

3.5

Child centred practice

3

Allegations against a staff
member
Specific child protection
concern
Queries about engaging with
Tusla
Speaking with Parents

2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
Weighted average

Other

Figure 34 Trainers report what the most frequent queries from services are when seeking support

88% of EYCF trainers felt that child protection should be brought up during support
visits to services.

Future training requirements and changes to current programme
CCCs and trainers summarised their assessment of how to maximise the impact of
training on practice to effectively implement Children First and figure 34 outlines the
response of the CCCs.
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Which of the following supports do you feel services require to
ensure good child protection practice within their setting? Tick
all relevant answers.
100.00%

50.00%

0.00%
Responses
Phone call support
Post training support visits
Advanced leveL/DLP training
Training for those in a governance role
Referencing child protection in all training
Training in support and supervision
Post training information pack
Figure 35 CCCs assessment of support needs for EY services

DLP or advanced level training was the most frequently reported support need,
followed by training for those in a governance role and then phone support currently
provided by the CCCs.
Trainers also prioritised support needs required by services in table 15.
Level of priority of support needs as assessed by trainers
(3 = high priority and 1 = low priority – weighted average)
Advanced training for managers/leaders/DLPs
Embedding child protection practice in all early years
training
Training in the role of support and supervision in good
child protection practice
Inter-professional training for those in leadership/ DLP
role
Information pack to take away after training: ideas for
staff support/ topics for team meeting discussion/
checklists for good practice/ information for parents
A single website with supporting materials
Post training support visits to services
Third level training module
Video vignettes from an Irish context demonstrating
key elements of the training
Online training

2.83
2.83
2.75
2.62
2.56
2.46
2.33
2.2
2.17
1.74

Table 15 Priority of areas for development within the programme as rated by trainers
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Support visits:
From the focus group, a strong view emerged from the trainers that follow up
support/mentoring visits would be helpful; however, this was discussed in the context
of time pressures and work priorities. There was a real sense that there wasn’t sufficient
time available to carry out such an approach consistently and this may explain the
ranking such visits got in table 15 above, with 78% ranking it as medium to high priority.
1 trainer indicated that if a post training query arose or if she felt a staff member hadn’t
understood an element of the training she would carry out a service support visit and
readdress key elements of the training to ensure it was understood correctly. This
suggests carrying out such a support visit on a needs basis.
However, the concept of ‘follow up after training’ emerged consistently as being an
intrinsic part of the ‘change process’ or bedding down the learning from the training.
This is also supported by the literature (Van Dyke, et al., 2012).
Some trainers saw the value in a 3 month follow up support visit and felt it could lead
to a consolidation of the training process. However, many logistical challenges were
raised at the focus group in relation to how this might work.
Information dissemination:
1 focus group suggested a review of the current information pack which is given to
training participants. As in table 13, this was given a medium to high priority with 95%
of trainers rating it as medium (34%) to high (61%) priority.
The possibility of having access to a centralised website was also discussed amongst
the focus groups. Many felt that if they were to direct training participants to any
website it should be the Tusla website, others felt that many providers preferred to pick
up the phone or have paper based supports rather than online supports.
When ranked by trainers in table 15 it was ranked higher than medium priority with
88% rating it as medium (29%) to high (59%) priority.
82% of CCC’s also indicated that there should be a centralised online resource for the
early years sector in relation to Children First.
4.2.1.6. Evaluation
The online survey asked trainers to rate the use of evaluation forms at the end of a
training session – table 16 below. 61% rated them as useful; 28% okay and 7% not
useful.
Evaluation Sheets
Not at all useful
Not useful
OK
Useful
Extremely useful
Not answered

% of EYCF
trainers
2%
5%
28%
35%
26%
4%

Table 16 Usefulness of post training evaluation sheets
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There was a strong sense within the focus groups that the current mechanism of using
feedback sheets didn’t really reflect whether the training was successful in delivering
on its key objectives. As a quality assurance measure it didn’t really impact on how
training should be changed.
The concept of having a 3-month follow up evaluation was raised with both groups
with the incentive that training participants would only receive their certificate at that
stage. Both groups did not agree with the practice of withholding the certificate
noting that it was only a certificate of attendance and it was unfair to delay it. This
contrasted with the views of some committee members and tutors interviewed.
Additionally, both groups felt it would be very difficult to get the information back from
training participants 3 months later and would add considerably to the administrative
demands of the programme. There was a sense that some training participants were
not sufficiently computer literate to respond to such email requests.
However, many felt that as a process, a 3-month evaluation would not only provide
information about the impact of training but that it would also support a process of
reflection for the participant in their work setting thereby ‘embedding the learning’.
4.2.1.7. Meeting local needs
The focus group explored the level of need within each geographic area. There was
a sense that various locations were unsure how to progress or set targets going forward
now that most services in the area had received some level of training.
In relation to foundation level training, some trainers reported that the local need was
met as they had accessed the majority if not all services by training 2 staff from each.
However, others felt strongly that it was now time to expand the training and to have
a considerable impact on a service it would be important to train all staff, including
auxiliary staff and board members.
30% of CCCs report that they have trained 2 members in all services in their area;
however, 70% report this has not been fully achieved. This is not a figure which could
be easily extrapolated as there was considerable variation in the challenges facing
various CCCs and their resulting ability to respond to the training needs locally.

80.00%

Have 2 people from every service in your CCC area
received foundation level training?
Yes

70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%

No - please enter
estimate to the
number of
services who
have not yet
received training

30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
Responses

Figure 36 CCCs report the number of services who have had 2 staff members trained within their areas
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1 focus group suggested that to have the greatest impact whole services should be
trained up within a limited timeframe. That is not to say there should be whole team
training in isolation. The group felt this would:
-

perpetuate insular practices unchallenged by experiences in other services
restrict the opportunity for both manager and staff to talk openly

CCCs were asked about meeting local needs for foundation level training:
•

59% found it difficult to provide sufficient level of training to meet needs –
concern stretching whole CCC provision too thinly

•

47% have estimated number of individuals who would require training if
opened to all staff (ranged from 120 to 1,600 per area)

There was a sense within the focus groups that there was a slower uptake of the
refresher course and as noted above significant challenges in securing attendance
at the policy workshops. This was confirmed by feedback through the online survey
for CCCs as they report:
•
•

47% of uptake for refresher training is high; 29% state it is average
71% of uptake for CPP workshop is low; 18% state it is average

Hard to reach services and how to engage them?
It was noted by the focus groups that only a minority of services still hadn’t engaged
fully in the training process. Reasons for this were listed as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

inability to release staff during work hours therefore an expectation that staff
do the training outside of work
too many training demands on services presently adding to the challenges of
releasing staff
service chose to have training delivered by another body – perhaps doing a
whole staff team together
the training isn’t mandatory at present
not listed as obligatory training within contract for funding
challenges in large counties in terms of travelling to/from the training
competition with easy access to online training
there was a sense that some private providers expected their staff to cover the
cover charges for the training. Charging for the training was reported by a
number of CCCs to cover costs. This practice varied across the CCCs and there
was strong divergence of views within the room as to the best approach. 1
group felt the training would be valued more by charging for it whereas others
felt the approach of no charge and providing a free lunch was more enticing
inconsistencies in the messages delivered by the trainer and experience of
services on the ground resulting in unmet expectations of those attending the
training

This later point arose consistently throughout the training and was seen by some as
undermining the core message of the training. Many of the trainers felt this deterred
services from attending additional training or engaging new staff in the training.
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Supporting services in their engagement with Tusla locally: 1 focus group noted
examples of where the key training messages or subsequent advice given to contact
Tusla social workers was at odds with the services experience of contacting Tusla.
Trainers noted that sometimes they were placed in a difficult position of supporting
services in their accessing Tusla and yet they had no mechanism to follow up on these
inconsistencies at a local level.
It was however noted that working more closely with Tusla in relation to parenting,
partnership and family support, in particular Local Area Pathways and Meitheal, could
afford greater opportunities for bedding down best practice knowledge and training
in relation to Children First.
The issue of engaging with Tusla locally came up in the CCC survey and open
comments.
1. CCCs were asked, ‘Does Tusla have any representational role within your CCC
i.e. does anyone from Tusla sit on the CCC board/subgroup etc?’ 24% reported
positively. This indicates that locally Tusla have different relationships with colocated CCCs.
2. The need for local links with Tusla came up in the open feedback section of the
online survey for CCCs. It’s clear that in supporting their staff in a training role
the issue of different expectations of Tusla’s response to services locally is an
issue. The online survey finds that local CCC coordinators don’t have a
mechanism to raise these concerns.
We would also like to see greater links with the social work departments
as this is the one question services have when they attend the training
'what if I make a call and it's not followed up on'
Thus, reiterating the points made above by the trainers during the focus groups
and comments from services through their ‘on the ground experience’ of
interfacing with Tusla.
Addressing local need within existing resources: All felt that the current delivery of
Always Children First was strongly supported by both the board and coordinator of
the CCC and that it was ringfenced within the CCC’s strategic plan and annual Local
Implementation Plan (LIPS). This was also reiterated by the trainers who felt that priority
should always be given to Always Children First training.
There was a suggestion within both groups that it was important that the board and
the coordinator were kept fully briefed and informed in relation to the role of the CCCs
in delivering this important training and that given changes in board representation
that this would secure a consistent priority on child protection training.
However, there was a strong sense that the resources required to respond to need
were not matched. It was noted that this contrasted with the Equality, Diversity and
Inclusion (EDI) training. A concern was raised that in the future this might reduce or
impact on the priority given to child protection training.
CCCs were asked what they would require to extend foundation level training to all
staff within EY settings. They reported the following:
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•

59% – they would not be able to meet local need if training was extended to
all staff in services

•

18% – nothing

•

77% – more training posts or resources

•

12% – access to panel of trainers

•

6% – increase numbers attending

4.2.1.8. Additional feedback from the CCCs
Internal information dissemination
CCCs were asked if they received sufficient information from the national
programme. 88% stated they received sufficient information about the programme.
Fees
The online survey reported that fees are charged by 41% of CCCs and the average
fee was €15 – ranging from €5 to €40.
Commencement of Children First
Concerns were raised by the CCCs in anticipation of mandatory reporting. In
particular, the need for more information to support services was raised.
Tusla are suggesting that the children first legislation will be fully
commenced by Dec 2017, this is causing concern among our providers
in terms of requirements for mandatory reporting, policy development
and specific role of DLP's. We need to get full information on this area
and provide the DLP training ASAP
Need for a ringfenced budget for child protection training
This was also raised consistently. From the start child protection training was delivered
through existing funding relationships. However, the role played by CCCs is significant
and the level of support provided to services over and above the training day was
not anticipated.
CCCs require dedicated funding to ensure the sustained and consistent
delivery of child protection training
Furthermore, there is a concern that this role will have to expand to deliver training to
all staff and maintain this level of training, whilst delivering refresher training and also
DLP training. This growing level of need extends beyond the original commitment.
Ensuring that Children First is a requirement of the Child Care Regulations and thereby
inspected by the Early Years Inspectorate:
This was consistently raised by CCCs in addition to trainers and all stakeholders.

70

4.2.2. Committee and external stakeholders
4.2.2.1. Structure of the committee and review of committee’s role in implementation
plan to date
Majority of committee members reflected the following shared views:
•
•

•

very proud to be part of the programme
represented the best of interagency collaboration which overcame cultural
differences between the different organisations resulting in a robust and
targeted sectoral specific child protection training for the early years sector
concerns raised regarding vulnerability of the programme and the committee
as isolated with complex governance structure

The following were key concepts or terms frequently used during interviews with the
committee members and tutors:
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

stormy beginnings
organic process
would have been easy to cut corners but committee held fast in terms of
quality assurance
pragmatic – realistic – focused
early years sector, particularly ECI/Barnardos, were really important in keeping
a focus and relevance for the sector within the programme. This was evident
from the start and their role in this element was regarded as significant
Tusla played a significant role in the quality assurance process and also in terms
of adapting their materials to the early years sector. All agreed this was a vital
role in terms of the validity of the programme. The value of their ongoing role
with the programme was consistently re-iterated against a concern that they
may no longer be able to support the programme
the fact that there was a ‘direct link back to DCYA’ was viewed as being
important
there were some noted frustrations at time delays at the start of the
programme which were resolved once the coordinator was in post
fragmentation of the sector was a term that arose repeatedly

Table 17 outlines some of the strengths and challenges that emerged through the
course of the interviews.
Strengths
• All key organisations represented
• Strong chair ensuring clarity of focus

• Strong relationships to the wider EY
landscape

Challenges
• There have been changes within the
sector and representation may now
need to be reviewed
• Very small executive team of 1
employee with administrative
supports. This is a challenge in terms
of the isolation of the programme
and the absence of any back up
supports
• The early years sector is a diverse
and expanding sector making it
difficult to navigate and keep
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• Consistent attendance at meetings
• Representation was generally from
senior individuals within organisation

•
•

• Very experienced committee
members with clear strategic vision

•

• Shared child centred ethos and
passion for best outcomes for
children
• Absence of clear funding lines
resulting in value for money for DCYA
and organisational commitment
based on shared ethos

•

• Strong interpersonal relationships
around the table

•

•
•

abreast of changes and
developments
None raised
Different governance structures
within Tusla in comparison to other
organisations
The capacity of the programme to
support a new strategic plan and
respond to change within both the
early years and child protection
sector is compromised
None raised
No financial resources in place at
start of programme – placed some
delays on the programme
Development of programme in
resource vacuum resulting in over
reliance on good will and long-term
sustainability concerns
Loss of some original committee
members identified a potential gap
in organisational memory and need
to capture key elements of the
programme on paper

Table 17 Key strengths and challenges for the NEYCF Committee arising from interviews

4.2.2.2. Findings from the interviews that are specific to the internal workings of the
committee and the programme as a whole
The interviews revealed that the committee provides a solid foundation with strong
organisational and interpersonal relationships. This would appear to have at its core a
shared ethos and commitment to best outcomes for children. At its commencement
it had wide organisational representation from the early years sector. The following
represent frequent themes resulting from the interviews:

Governance
There would appear to be a need to review and develop some governing documents
e.g.:
•
•
•

roles/responsibilities of members
memorandum of understandings in relation to resource commitments
tripartite memorandum of understanding between committee and DCCC
regarding employment contracts and resources

The original ‘Terms of Reference document’ was provided by the DCYA and while still
predominantly relevant, it would benefit from review to ensure it currently fits the
expectations of the DCYA and the current remit of the NEYCF Committee.
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Membership of the committee requires review to ensure relevant representation in
terms of changing early years and child protection landscape.
Programme design
The training infrastructure outlined in figure 5 (on page 12) as viewed as 1 of the key
successes of the programme in terms of interagency working.
1 challenge which arose, and which must be factored into future resourcing of the
programme is staff turnover, specifically in terms of trainers and tutors.
This results in the need for ongoing recruitment of trainers/tutors and delivery of train
the trainer and train the tutor training. Additionally, it also impacts on the programme’s
ability to respond to the quality assurance requirements of the programme.
The time involved in recruiting and training trainers/tutors detracts from the
programme addressing more strategic developments. Extending the number of tutors
available to the programme could alleviate this and provide more support to the
programme coordinator.
Internal information dissemination
The benefits of being a committee with significant sectoral representation was seen
as being important for the sharing of information. However, the issue of information
dissemination was raised as a possible gap. 1 committee member questioned if she
was fulfilling her responsibilities in both bringing information to the table but also
questioned how she was disseminating information back to her own organisation.
There would therefore appear to be the need to clarify the information and
dissemination commitments of both the programme and the members of the
committee.
There is a strong information dissemination mechanism from the coordinator of the
programme to the trainers and CCCs which was reported in the findings as being
sufficient.
Evaluation
There is currently no mechanism for ongoing evaluation. While there are post training
evaluation sheets, these are paper based and are not sufficient to gather evaluation
trends or outstanding training needs of training participants. While they do offer a
helpful ‘dipstick’ to check participants’ reactions to training, they do not capture
learning or practice change outcomes.
The overall data gathering of the programme is currently a manual process and as a
result is too time consuming.
4.2.2.3. Findings from the interviews that are specific to the external environments
within which the programme and committee interface
External reputation
The interviews demonstrated that the programme has an excellent interagency
reputation. It is seen as professional and effective in delivering clear outcomes.
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The efficiency of infrastructure, with its strong outputs and quality of programme were
all highly valued by those interviewed.
The role of the coordinator was commented on as having highly respected
interpersonal skills resulting in good interagency relationships.
It was seen to be a high quality and consistently delivered programme which was
judged to be delivered at low cost to DCYA.
Interagency/intersectoral working
The programme has been commended as a good example of interagency working
which is reflected in the feedback gathered through this evaluation. To date the
programme has focused on delivery. In doing so it has at times not been adequately
embedded into either the early years or child protection sector. This has led to
challenges in getting up to date information to ensure a seamlessness of delivery. The
need to have a role within external structures was raised.
Resources
1. The various committee members who have a key organisational commitment
to the programme noted that it is becoming more difficult to respond to the
growing level of need within ‘existing resources’. There is a risk that this pressure
may compromise current levels of quality. This corresponds to the feedback
from trainers regarding inconsistencies in monitoring of training as part of the
agreed quality assurance process.
2. Should the role of the programme expand to have a wider influence or
representational role within the early years sector etc. as noted above, it was
reflected that there are insufficient resources to balance the internal demands
of the programme and an external interagency role.
3. Resources are also required to look at programme developments. 1 example
of this is the need to finalise a childminding training programme. Other
developments have arisen through this evaluation in terms of:
• exploring how to develop an adequate DLP and/or leadership and
governance level training
• supporting the implementation of Children First to childminders
• extending provision to pre-qualification training
• data gathering and ongoing evaluation
• development of an online information resource
4. Finally, resources will be required to adequately equip the programme to
respond to both the information demands and the increased training demands
because of mandatory reporting.
External Information dissemination
There was an identified need raised by all stakeholders, committee members and
tutors to increase the external dissemination of information to the wider sector. The
need to establish a stronger footprint for the programme by having its own web based
resource was raised. This would be a key information source for early years sector in
relation to child protection. This should not be developed in isolation but be linked to
current infrastructures.
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4.2.2.4. Pressure points raised through interviews with stakeholders, committee
members and tutors
The following were deemed to be pressure points for the committee to navigate
presently:

Interagency
DLP/advanced training

Commencement of the
Children First Act

Role of the Early Years
Inspectorate in child
protection

Child protection support
for childminders

Ongoing support from
Tusla CFIA officers

Sustainability of
programme infrastructure

Highest standards of
quality assurance with
limited resources

Ensuring 'face to face'
training remains a priority
for the sector

Change and integration
in the following sectors:
child protection
early years sectors
education

Figure 37 'Pressure points' identified through interviews with committee members and stakeholders

4.3. Summary of Key Findings
1. Experience of child protection training to date and identified needs
a. 1/3 of training participants sampled had no previous child protection
training. Additionally, 28% had no child protection training in the previous 4
to 6 years.
b. 51% reported that they received child protection training in college.
c. 5% of services sampled reported that none of their staff had received any
training.
d. Based on services’ responses to the survey, it is extrapolated that there are
over 10,745 staff in the sector who have not received training.
e. The programme has surpassed its target of having 2 staff members trained
in 95% of services, with 40% of services reporting that all their staff have
received child protection training.
f. 59% of CCCs indicated it was difficult to provide a sufficient level of training
to meet needs presently and 87% indicated they would need more
resources if they were to offer training to all staff in all services.
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2. Experience of child protection concerns within the early years sector
a. 11% of training participants reported having to respond to a child protection
concern in the last 1 to 6 months.
b. 37% of services had to respond to a child protection concern in the last year,
with an average of 2 per service, ranging from 1 to 20 per year.
c. 29% of EYCP trainers had to respond to a child protection disclosure during
a training session, ranging from 1 to 5 in 1 year.
d. 84% of EYCP trainers reported having at least 1 training participant in a
session who spoke of dealing with a child protection concern – this ranged
between 1 and 15+ participants in 1 year.
3. Training
Reaction to the training
a. 95% of training participants felt the amount of information in the training
content was ‘just right’.
b. 94% of training participants rated the training as either relevant or really
relevant. DLPs were less likely to rate it as really relevant when compared to
non DLPs.
c. A majority of training participants rated the training content as useful or really
useful (less than 4% rated some elements of the content as not useful).
d. 76% of services reported that the training was useful (24%) or extremely useful
(52%).
e. 99% of training participants stated they would recommend the training to a
colleague.
Learning gained from training
a. 79% of training participants answered correctly when presented with a child
protection scenario (1) 1 to 6 months post training.
b. 24% of those in a DLP role answered 1 incorrect response to the scenario 1
mentioned above.
c. 92% of all DLPs answered correctly to scenario 2.
d. Some training participants (13 to 58%) had difficulty correctly identifying 5
unacceptable behaviours from a list of 9 behaviours, indicating some gaps
in knowledge in relation to code of behaviour and child centred practice.
This has implications both for how training is embedded into practice in the
EYCP Programme, but also in relation to how the EYCP Programme links with
its early years partners in supporting best practice in the sector.
Behaviour – practice changed as a result of the training
a. There was statistically significant increase in reported confidence by training
participants post training.
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b. 39% of training participants reported that since the training their practice
changed.
c. 82 to 88% of training participants reviewed their child protection policy and
code of behaviour post training.
d. 68% of services reported practice change post training. While this was
primarily a change to child protection policies, 32% of all sampled reported
other changes such as greater awareness, more confidence, specific
practice changes etc.
e. Those training participants who had experience of a child protection
concern in the last 6 months, reported that they handled the concern ‘OK’
with a majority reporting that they were confident and handled it well.
f.

75% of services who had experience of a child protection concern in the
last year (37% of services) reported they handled it well or really well.

g. 100% of training participants and 90% of services felt the training did equip
them to manage a child protection concern.
h. EYCP trainers rated the overall training content as effective or very effective
but cautioned that it is only a foundation level training course.
4. Training needs
a. 90% of training participants and 79% of services indicated they would like to
attend more training.
b. Future training needs indicated by both training participants and services
predominantly focused on more advanced elements of managing a child
protection concern and the need for DLP training.
c. 83% of EYCP trainers rated DLP training as a high priority and this view was
strongly advocated during the focus groups.
d. 88% of CCCs indicated the need for DLP training as a support for services
to support best practice in child protection.
e. A majority of those interviewed from the committee, tutors and external
stakeholders indicated the need for DLP training and many outlined that
this should be at an interagency level. The majority felt that foundation level
training as is currently delivered should stay specific to the early years sector
but DLP training should be delivered in an interagency context.
f.

EYCP trainers indicated that early years educators and those in a
management/leadership role should still be prioritised when offering
foundation level training.

g. EYCP trainers indicated in focus group discussion the need to review
refresher training. 76% of CCCs indicated an average to high up take of
refresher training in their area.
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h. EYCP trainers indicated the need to consider merging or discontinuing the
child protection policy workshop. 71% of CCCs indicated that the uptake
for this workshop is low.
i.

Only 1% of the training participants who responded were childminders so
both the participant and services survey did not reflect the views of
childminders.

j.

The area of childminding arose only in those interviewed who had a broad
perspective on the early years sector and who were more aware of current
developments within the sector. It did not arise during the EYCP trainer focus
groups nor in open comments in the CCC/EYCP trainer online survey.

k. A small number of DCYA funded initiatives do not have access to child
protection training e.g. ABC programmes; Parent and Toddler Groups
5. Support needs
a. A high number of the open comments in both the participants’ and
services’ surveys indicated the role played by the CCCs in providing
responsive supports to services.
b. Over 50% of EYCP trainers reported frequency of phone calls from services
seeking support in relation to child protection to be once or twice a month;
similarly, 59% of CCCs reported such phone calls occurring regularly or
frequently.
c. 77% of CCCs rated phone support as an important support to services to
support best practice in child protection, making it the second (along with
training for those in a governance role) most important area of need
identified.
d. The area of promoting ‘professional support and supervision’ as a
mechanism to support best practice in child protection was also frequently
raised within the interviews with committee members/ tutors/stakeholders.
e. EYCP trainers rated training in ‘support and supervision’ for services as being
a high priority, rating it as second most important area to be prioritised by
trainers. It also was strongly advocated for within EYCP trainer focus groups.
f.

71% of CCC’s rated the provision of support and supervision training for
services as important, making it the third most important area of need
identified by them.

g. A review of the current post training information pack was identified in the
EYCP trainer focus group and in interviews with tutors as being an area of
need, this was especially as there were key limits to the amount of
information that could be covered within a foundation level training course.
h. All committee members, tutors, stakeholders and the EYCP trainers focus
group identified the need for a website for the programme with early years
specific child protection information; however, many cautioned about the
number of early years websites already in operation.
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i.

88% of ECYP trainers rated the provision of a single website with supporting
materials as medium to high priority and 82% of CCCs answered yes to the
question, ‘Should there be a centralised online resource for the sector in
relation to Children First?’

6. Programme/training evaluation
a. 61% of ECYP trainers rated the current method of post training evaluation
as useful but focus group discussion indicated that the current method of
evaluation didn’t capture if the training was effective or not. Its paperbased nature also presented challenges.
b. Interviews with the committee members, and tutors identified the limitations
of the current post training paper-based evaluation sheets.
c. Interviews with committee members identified the value of evaluation and
the need to build this into a 3-year plan.
7. Programme Infrastructure
a. 14% of EYCP trainers are in a leadership or management role in their own
organisations.
b. 93% of all trainers are directly employed by a CCC.
c. On average, a trainer will deliver 6 times a year to 18 training participants
per session.
d. 72% of EYCP trainers reported that training was not co-facilitated; however,
63% indicated that this would be their preference if resources allowed.
e. 61% of EYCP trainers felt they had sufficient time to deliver the training, but
of those, 35% added comments which suggested that the timing for the
training was ‘tight’.
f. 33% of EYCP trainers had reservations about becoming a trainer and
considered the role to be a responsible and onerous one.
g. A majority of EYCP trainers felt the recruitment process was rigorous but that
this was both necessary and appropriate.
h. 91% of EYCP trainers rated the train the trainer experience positively and 72%
rated the quality assurance process/monitoring as positive. Some issues in
relation to the frequency and consistency of monitoring were raised by EYCP
trainers.
i. While national support for EYCP trainers was rated as being sufficient (86 to
91%), EYCP trainers did indicate a need for greater levels of peer support
and more targeted child protection support in regular support and
supervision.
j. A majority of EYCP trainers indicated the need for ongoing learning and
development in their roles – more specific findings noted in section 4.2.
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8. Programme overview, governance and resources
a. All interviews with committee members and tutors indicated that all were
very proud to be involved with this innovative interagency programme.
b. Committee members clearly indicated key vulnerabilities for the programme
and these are summarised above in 4.2.2.4.
c. Interviews with committee members identified some limitations in terms of
core governance documents and a lack of clarity around lines of
governance.
d. Interviews with stakeholders and previous committee members/tutors
identified that the programme is well regarded within the sector.
e. The area of resources arose consistently throughout the interviews with
committee members and tutors. This was particularly the case for those
partner organisations who play a key role within the infrastructure of the
programme.
f. This issue of resources was raised through the CCC survey both in terms of
how they are resourced to respond to extending the programme to all staff
in the sector but also the open comments advocated for the need for ringfenced budgeting.
g. Interviews with committee members, stakeholders and the coordinator of
the programme all indicated challenges in keeping abreast of change
within both the early years and the child protection sector. While all felt that
being an independent committee contributed to the considerable success
of the programme, many also identified this as being a key vulnerability in
being able to navigate both sectors.
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5. Recommendations and Conclusion
5.1. Discussion of Findings
There were a considerable number of findings from this evaluation outlined in Section
4.
The primary aim of the evaluation was to assess the impact of the training on EY
services. The results of the research strongly demonstrated that the current delivery of
foundation level Always Children First training is:
rated extremely positively by a majority of training participants, services and
stakeholders. It is deemed to be well run, professional and effective
effective in transferring knowledge of child protection practice to training
participants, most strikingly to those not in a DLP role
is reported by training participants and services to equip them sufficiently to
respond to a child protection concern
impacts positively on self-reported practice change
plays a significant role in impacting on fundamental practice based issues
While the current model of training is effective at meeting the foundation level needs
of early years services in relation to child protection practice, there were additional
findings outlined in section 4 which identified needs for the programme as a whole.
Some of these findings suggest the need for change to ensure the programme’s
ongoing sustainability in terms of quality assurance, governance and funding. Section
5.2. proposes some recommendations for the committee, its key delivery partners and
the DCYA to secure:
•
•
•

the continued success of the programme
the development of the programme to effectively implement Children First
within the early years sector
the highest quality of governance and quality assurance of the programme.

5.2. Recommendations
The primary recommendation is that the EYCP Programme and the NEYCF Committee
continue to support and drive the implementation of Children First in the early years
sector.
The following recommendations will signpost the committee in responding to the
findings of this evaluation and direct the work of the committee in the next
developmental stage of the programme.

1. Training
1.1.
In conjunction with the DCYA, explore how a DLP training programme for early
years services can be developed in line with best practice.
1.2.

Continue to roll out the current foundation level training as a sectoral specific
training and extend access to all staff in the early years sector.
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1.3.

Review foundation level training in line with the findings.

1.4.

Review the delivery of the refresher training and consider ceasing the delivery
of the child protection policy workshop.

1.5.

Ensure Children First training remains a priority for the sector by working with
DYCA and delivery partners to:
1.5.1. Include attendance at Children First training as a funding contract
requirement and by putting in place additional resources to
support access to training
1.5.2. To provide a budget for each early years service to support access
to child protection training in line with the findings indicating that
costs22 were a limit to accessing training.

1.7

In conjunction with third level education partners, explore the development
of a standard child protection module for students of Early Childhood Care
and Education.

1.8

Explore what training content and mechanism would best meet the needs of
childminders to ensure full implementation of Children First within the sector in
conjunction with the Working Group on Reforms and Supports for the
Childminding Sector.

1.9

The EYCP programme have a specific focus on delivering to early years settings
only and so it is recommended that unmet training needs e.g. parent toddler
groups, are highlighted to the DCYA.

2. Practice change – implementation of Children First
2.1.

Work with DCYA and interagency partners to include the requirement for a
Child Protection and Welfare Policy in the Child Care Act, 2016 (Early Years
Services) Regulations. In addition, consider if this could be extended to
include a requirement for Child Protection Training.

2.2.

Findings from this evaluation demonstrated the impact of the EYCP
Programme on overall quality practice within the early years sector. This is in
line with findings in the UK (Carpenter, et all, 2010) and suggests that this
programme should have greater levels of integration with national structures
promoting quality of service delivery in the early years sector.
2.2.1. Cross reference training material terminology and content across the
sector which would support the translation from training into practice.

While costs of training were nominal, the cost of replacing staff or reimbursing staff with time in lieu
had greater impacts
22
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2.2.2. Promote the importance of training and resources to develop the
practice of support and supervision in the early years sector given its
significant role in underpinning good child protection practice.
2.3.

The CCCs carry out a support role to services in relation to child protection.
This role should be clarified, quantified and resourced as supplementary to
the hours of direct training provided.

3. Training Infrastructure
3.1.

Explore how consistency of access to training can be promoted in the
forthcoming national annual training plan.

3.2.

Consider increasing the number of training sessions a trainer should deliver per
year from 4 to 6.

3.3.

Review the quality assurance and support process for trainers in line with the
findings:
3.3.1. Review the consistency of the monitoring element of the quality
assurance process.
3.3.2. Increase the number of tutors available to support the programme.
3.3.3. Increase the peer support and national support day opportunities for
trainers.
3.3.4. Consider how an annual support and development plan for trainers
can be implemented.

3.4.

Develop electronic data gathering and management processes across the
current training infrastructure in line with similar developments nationally.

4. Communication, interagency and intersectoral working
4.1.

There is a need to consolidate information on child protection for the early
years sector into one online access point.

4.2.

Improve external representation of the programme to enhance information
dissemination and interagency/intersectoral working.

5. Evaluation
5.1.

Improve current mechanisms of evaluation by establishing ongoing electronic
evaluation.
5.1.1. Consider the pre- and post-evaluation techniques proposed by the
literature with a 3-month post training evaluation.
5.1.2. Consider replacing the current paper-based evaluation forms with
web based or electronic forms.
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5.2.

Plan for external evaluation of the programme in line with the next 3-year
strategic plan.

5.3.

Liaise with key partners to gather external data which could inform and
develop the programme for example:
• Pobal
• Tusla early years inspectorate e.g. complaints department
• Tusla child protection in terms of number of reports received from early
years services

6. Resources
6.1.
The additional demands on the programme arising from the commencement
of Children First legislation will have resource implications for the programme
itself and its key delivery partners.
6.2.
The actual cost of delivering the programme, including the work of all key
delivery partners should be quantified in advance of costing a 3-year
strategic plan.
6.3.
Secure ringfenced funding for a 3-year strategic plan which includes the
costing of all delivery partners.
7. Governance
7.1.

Establish 3-year strategic and business plan for the programme in conjunction
with key delivery partners and in response to the evaluation findings.

The following could also be explored within the strategic plan:
7.2.

Review and develop internal governance documents:
7.2.1. Review the original terms of reference document
7.2.2. Develop MOU between committee, DCCC and programme staff.
7.2.3. Review roles and responsibilities of the committee and consider the use
of MOUs to highlight the role of key delivery partners.

7.3.

Review membership of the committee in line with the 3- year strategic plan
and to reflect developments in the sector.

7.4.

Advocate to secure Tusla as one of the key cornerstones of the programme.
Their role in the delivery of key elements of the programme and the
development of training materials. has been essential in the programme’s
success to date.

7.5.

Develop a mechanism to communicate on the ground experiences of
managing child protection concerns to Tusla, as in the original terms of
reference document.
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5.3 Conclusion
This evaluation addressed the 5 key aims as set out in section 1.5 of this report. In
summary, it looked at:
•
•

the efficacy of the foundation level training for the early years sector and
it evaluated the operation of the programme and its delivery infrastructure

The evaluation found that many of the aims of the original terms of reference
document as set out by the DCYA in 2012 have been achieved by the NEYCF
Committee.
The current EYCP Programme was found by the sector to be very well regarded and
professionally run. Services and training participants reported that foundation level
training was very useful, relevant and it equipped them to respond to a child
protection concern. It was highly recommended by training participants and viewed
positively by services.
It was assessed as being significantly effective in the transfer of entry level knowledge
for best practice in child protection using an objective rather than self-reported
measure.
An unexpected finding was a high level of child protection concerns reported by
training participants and services. While the data, given the response rate, should be
interpreted cautiously it is supported by consistent data from the EYCP trainers survey
where the response rate was 98%. This highlights the significant role that early years
services have in protecting and safeguarding children and the need for the sector to
continue to have a robust training and support programme to enable this to continue.
The above findings outline the effectiveness of the programme in transferring
knowledge and awareness of Children First to over 10,745 individuals and over 95% of
services. This outcome achieved in 3 years of delivery is extremely successful and
reflects the efficiency of a model of local delivery, coordinated by national
infrastructure and plan.
It is time for the committee, along with its key delivery partners and the DCYA, to
reflect on the next steps to support the full implementation of Children First within the
sector.
Many recommendations were outlined above to support this next phase of
development.
These recommendations are consistent with those made by Carpenter, et al. (2010)
in the UK, reflecting that these needs are not unique to Ireland but are reflective of
best practice in implementating child protection legislation internationally.
A number of key elements raised by the findings for the programme were highlighted
above for consideration in the development of a 3-year strategic plan.
For the committee itself, the following key areas stood out from the recommendations
listed above.
1. The need to be explicit about the actual cost of delivering the programme. The
ability to respond to the growing demands of the programme is not
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sustainable. While the original commitment from key partner organisations was
to be borne out of existing funding arrangements, the demands of the
programme have grown. As a result, there is no mechanism in place to review
increased needs and responsibilities. While all partners are deeply committed
to the programme, this is against a backdrop of resource pressures within each
of their own organisations.
2. The findings outlined a context where there are overwhelming demands on the
early years sector, especially in terms of attending training. Some concerns
were raised through the course of the evaluation that the successes of the
programme could be placed at risk and Children First training could be
displaced in terms of priority.
This is an unlikely outcome given that all involved in the programme outlined a
firm commitment of the sector to child protection. However, this does depend
on securing the necessary resources in the future and there is a genuine
concern that the quality assurance processes of the programme could be at
risk.
Already the external quality assurance mechanism of inspection of child
protection policies by Tusla’s Early Yeas Inspectorate is no longer possible due
to legislative changes. Additionally, the delivery of the internal quality
assurance process, which relies heavily on the commitment of key partners
within the programme has also been difficult to sustain consistently.
3. A very real additional concern is that the programme and its infrastructure do
not have the resources to respond to the potential needs arising from the
commencement of Children First and the other necessary strategic
developments recommended herein.
4. To date the committee and the programme have been primarily focused on
delivery and as such have achieved considerable outputs. A priority for the
committee and its delivery and funding partners will be in the development of
the future strategic vision for the committee and the programme.
The strategic plan will have to consider how the programme will resource the
ongoing day to day delivery of the programme, the ability to respond to
developments and a greater representational role for the programme.
The programme represents a unique way of working bringing together all the key
agencies to deliver a programme within changing early years and child protection
sectors. Securing considerable outcomes by working in this way has been a key
success of the programme and the commitment of all relevant organisations involved
in the programme will ensure the ongoing success and development of the
programme in the future.
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Appendix 2
The online surveys are available on request – see below a sample extract.
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