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GENERAL COMMENTS General feedback:  

I think this has the potential to be an interesting and informative 

paper, however, in its current form I think it lacks clarity and was 

difficult to follow.  

The lessons learnt are very specific to this particular intervention and 

I wonder whether these could have been learnt during pilot work, if a 

co-creational approach had been taken with key stakeholders from 

the outset. For example, why was there no parental involvement 

when all the research points to the importance of this in changing 

children’s behaviours? Why wasn’t there an understanding of 

context such as timetabling issues when the intervention was 

designed?  

On reading it I felt that Table 1 should almost be the starting point 

when designing the intervention rather than the lessons learnt 

following the definitive trial. I think that adding in how some of these 

issues could be resolved (e.g. strategies that might promote parental 

engagement) would make it more useful to other researchers in the 

field. 

Overall, it would help if this paper demonstrates how it builds on and 

has been informed by the developmental work and include greater 

reflections on the lessons learnt in the design of the intervention, 

which could be transferrable to other school-based behaviour 

change interventions. 

Specific feedback: 

Abstract:  
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Please include the numbers of girls that were recruited and the 

range of % FSMs of the schools involved. 

Intro 

Page 1 

Para 1 – Please cite the possible reasons why girls are less active 

than boys and why dance is popular amongst adolescent girls. 

These findings should link to intervention design which is relevant to 

this paper.  

Para 2 – You mention that PA ints delivered during the school day 

have had limited effect. It would be helpful for the reader to know 

why this is the case, either from other papers or the teams 

experience 

Paragraph 3 - I appreciate that you refer to your protocol and have a 

COREQ checklist ; however, I think this paper should stand alone 

without the need for the reader to have to find out details such as 

sampling and recruitment by referring to the protocol or the checklist. 

You don’t need to include everything you have in the protocol but 

accessible information which helps the reader understand the paper 

should be included. Please, therefore, specify the numbers of girls 

recruited and the types of schools (urban, rural and the numbers 

above and below the national average % for FSMs (19%). 

To set the scene I think it would be helpful to mention the key 

learning from the feasibility trial and how the intervention was refined 

as a result. I am surprised that the issues presented in this paper did 

not arise in pilot work; so it would be helpful to see how the 

intervention was refined and the amount of stakeholder involvement 

in this process.  

The terminology used needs to be clearer. Is the BGDP the 

intervention and the trial or just the intervention? If it is just the 

intervention bit i.e. the dance sessions, then perhaps it can be called 

the ‘intervention’ to separate this bit form the wider trial design. 

You mention that the intervention was based on SDT, so a little 

more information on how the sessions linked to this would be 

helpful. All I understand from this paper is that group work allowed 

the girls to create their own dances. Did the dance instructors have 

training? Did they have training in behavioural management as this 

seemed to be an issue in the pilot work. Were there standardised 

session plans? Were fidelity checks carried out to ensure delivery 

was as it should be? Please include this information in the intro.  

Page 2 

Para 1 – final sentence needs to be reworded. E.g. There is a need 

to identify and understand the mechanisms that enable and enhance 

intervention delivery and how best to harness these for maximum 

impact. I think you need to pick up on this bigger picture view in your 

discussion and talk about the importance of context and how best to 
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understand this from the perspective all participants in the 

development work so that interventions have the potential to achieve 

the desired outcome. 

Methods 

Much more information is required in this section to help the reader. 

Please include sampling and recruitment (numbers of girls eligible 

and numbers who participated) (including the enrolment policy) 

Include that financial incentives were given as this comes up in the 

results 

Who were the school contacts? Please give examples 

Were girls who didn’t complete the sessions included in the FGs? 

Did you carry out different FGs for those girls who completed the 

majority of sessions and those who didn’t?  

Interview and focus group schedules should be in the supplementary 

materials rather than the other papers. This would be more helpful. 

I think you need to make your research questions clear here as I 

found it really difficult to link up your findings with the aims of the 

research. My suggestions would be: 

 What are the participants’ (SCs, Dis, girls) motivations for 

being involved in the BGDP? 

 What are DIs views on implementation and dissemination? 

 What are SCs perceptions of delivery and ideas for 

improvement? 

 What are year 7 girls’ experience of the BGDP? 

The answers to these questions should then lead to implications for 

the design and delivery of future after school programmes and 

behaviour change programmes in schools more generally. 

Analysis 

More detail required regarding framework analysis and triangulation. 

Results 

I really struggled with this section as the research questions had not 

been made clear in the methods section. Your results (themes and 

sub themes) should then speak to these questions. I suggest a 

complete restructure. See below: 

 Motivation to participate in BGDP (DIs, SCs, girls) 

 Project design (frequency and duration, open enrolment, 

parent involvement) 

 Intervention delivery (variety in content, group work) 

 School context (facilitates, communication and relationships) 

My thought is that your research questions should also have tried to 
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relate to collecting data that shows evidence of self-determination 

e.g. empowerment, ownership, relatedness. 

You have very little data on the experience of the intervention from 

the girls’ perspective, although FGs sought this information. Did you 

have evidence of engagement, empowerment? The quotes 

presented felt somewhat instrumental rather than capturing a theme 

or concept. 

Page 8, line 18. I suggest that the  term engagement is replaced 

with involvement as this doesn’t feel like engagement. 

Page 8, line 47. Why were some girls denied the opportunity to be 

involve in BGDP? Do you mean other year groups or other year 7 

girls? 

Discussion 

This should be restructured around the research questions and the 

themes and sub themes. Little is discussed with regard to lessons 

learnt about designing interventions so that they have the potential 

to be effective. I think that more general lessons for school based 

research would be helpful for other researchers. Please see earlier 

comments.  

Were any expectations given for the role of the SC? Would this help 

in future research? 

Were any lessons learnt about the use of outside personnel?  

Were any lessons learnt about building relationships? 

Were any lessons learnt about how best to understand the school 

context? 

Were any lessons learnt about how best to engage girls? 

Were any lessons learnt about how best to engage parents? 

I think your research questions could have been more probing and 

thus might have provided more valuable information to other 

researchers in this field. 

 

Table 1 does not appear to add very much for people wishing to 

develop behaviour change interventions. It is possible to go back to 

the data to see whether there are enablers and barriers at individual 

and school level which support engagement as this is a necessary 

pre-requisite for behaviour change? 

 

REVIEWER Deirdre Harrington, Ph.D. 
University of Leicester, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Oct-2015 
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GENERAL COMMENTS This paper reports on the qualitative elements of the process 
evaluation of the Bristol Girls Dance Project. The main outcomes of 
BGDP have been published elsewhere. This paper aims to describe 
the learnings from the programme and provide useful points for 
other programmes. The paper is extremely well written and is a 
worthwhile narrative to give context to the group’s main outcomes 
paper and process evaluation paper. Although the authors state on 
page 5 line 10 that process evaluation aims to understand "the 
social context in which an intervention is delivered" there Is little 
consideration in the results section of the school context or wider 
societal/educational context that BGDP was sitting in. Some of the 
points included in the ‘school culture’ paragraph in the discussion 
would be useful if expanded upon to understand what maybe at play 
within a school that means an after-school programmes thrives or 
flounder.  
 
1. The authors state on page 4 (line 55) that "Session attendance 
was highly variable with only one third of girls attending two thirds of 
the sessions. Attendance also declined during the project." Do the 
authors have any information as to why this may be the case from 
the school contact and DI point of view?  
2. The authors state a number of reasons why the school contacts 
got involved with BGDP. Can the authors elaborate on who the 
contacts were (i.e. were they PE teachers, other teachers or other 
support staff)? Do the authors have any evidence whether the 
teachers role within a school (their 'standing' within a school) had 
any influence on how BGDP was run within a school?  
3. Page 13 (line 54). The authors reported that "in some cases, 
school contacts observed dance sessions; this was viewed positively 
by dance instructors." Although beyond the scope of this paper 
consider whether this may have been viewed negatively by the 
participating girls.  
4. Page 15 (line 56). The authors suggest that "future delivery of 
after-school PA interventions may benefit from a greater awareness 
of existing school events." This is a good idea but do the authors 
have any suggestion of how this could be done? Is it a simple 
conversation with the school contact at each school individually or is 
it a wider consideration of what is offered at a Local Education 
Authority (or similar) level?  
5. On page 13 (line 28) the authors noted that having to change 
venues "gave dance instructors the impression that their session 
was not as valued by the school as they wished." This is a key point 
about the school context that can affect how programmes and 
interventions are run when they are parachuted in from outside. Do 
the authors have more information on the school context either from 
the school contact or any other source at the school? How valued is 
PE, sport and PA in the school (value can be established a variety of 
ways)? Whether it is usual for PA programmes to have to 'give up' 
their space for exams and other events or was it just the BGDP? Did 
the school contact have any control over this? How often did they 
happen? The paragraph on school culture in the discussion is a very 
interesting one that hints at this. If the authors could be clearer on 
where this information came from (i.e. was this collected or are 
these researcher notes and anecdotal evidence from the project set-
up phase) that would be useful for other researchers who may want 
to explore the wider school context. 
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1 (specific feedback)  

 

Abstract:  

1. Please include the numbers of girls that were recruited and the range of % FSMs of the schools 

involved.  

 

We did not collect data on free school meals, as the deprivation indicator that we used was ‘Pupil 

Premium’, which is funding given to schools with pupils who are eligible for free school meals and/or 

have left local-authority care. This additional funding aims to raise the attainment of disadvantaged 

pupils. Details on number of children eligible for the Pupil Premium in the school and the numbers of 

girls involved has now been added to the abstract.  

 

‘(as an indication of deprivation, children eligible for the pupil premium in participant schools ranged 

from 6.9-53.3%).’ ‘571 Year 7 girls participated.’  

 

Intro  

Page 1  

2. Para 1 – Please cite the possible reasons why girls are less active than boys and why dance is 

popular amongst adolescent girls. These findings should link to intervention design which is relevant 

to this paper.  

 

The following text has been added to Page 4: ‘Girls tend to be more sedentary and also engage in 

less MVPA than boys9. A study examining barriers faced by girls to PA suggests that safety 

concerns, the competitive nature of many activities, inaccessible facilities, and body-image concerns 

are key perceived barriers to girls being active10. Additionally, girls face more restrictions than boys in 

terms of their freedom to play outdoors8. Dance is an activity that could resolve a number of these 

barriers and as such it is popular amongst adolescent girls in the UK, and could therefore be an 

appropriate activity to increase girls’ PA11-14.’  

 

3. Para 2 – You mention that PA ints delivered during the school day have had limited effect. It would 

be helpful for the reader to know why this is the case, either from other papers or the teams 

experience  

 

The following text has been added to Page 4: ‘Pate and O’Neill suggest that the quest for academic 

excellence combined with resource limitations restricts opportunities for physical activity within the 

school day17.’  

 

4. Paragraph 3 - I appreciate that you refer to your protocol and have a COREQ checklist ; however, I 

think this paper should stand alone without the need for the reader to have to find out details such as 

sampling and recruitment by referring to the protocol or the checklist. You don’t need to include 

everything you have in the protocol but accessible information which helps the reader understand the 

paper should be included. Please, therefore, specify the numbers of girls recruited and the types of 

schools (urban, rural and the numbers above and below the national average % for FSMs (19%).  

 

The following text has been added to Page 6: ‘18 schools participated in the study. All schools were 

located within 25 miles of Bristol city centre, and fell under the Bristol City, Bath and North East 

Somerset, or North Somerset Council areas. Schools were urban and suburban and in terms of 

deprivation they were slightly less deprived than the national average. Between 6.9 and 53.3 percent 

(average = 26.2 percent) of pupils in study schools were eligible for the ‘pupil premium’, a form of 

governmental funding aimed at increasing the attainment of disadvantaged pupils (higher percentage 

equals greater deprivation).22 The national average is 27.8 percent of secondary pupils.’  
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5. To set the scene I think it would be helpful to mention the key learning from the feasibility trial and 

how the intervention was refined as a result. I am surprised that the issues presented in this paper did 

not arise in pilot work; so it would be helpful to see how the intervention was refined and the amount 

of stakeholder involvement in this process.  

 

The following text has been added to Page 4-5: ‘A feasibility trial was conducted to assess the 

potential of a dance-based intervention18. This formative work found that it was possible to recruit 

adolescent girls to an after-school dance intervention and that such an intervention could yield 

positive effects on their PA. The process evaluation reported fluctuating attendance and low 

perceived exertion levels within sessions. Additionally, post-intervention qualitative work suggested 

that a reduction in the time allocated for ‘creative’ tasks, better behaviour management guidance, and 

exposure to a wider range of dance styles would improve the intervention18. The intervention was 

refined in light of these findings and tested in a fully powered cluster randomised controlled trial19, on 

which the present paper reports.’  

 

6. The terminology used needs to be clearer. Is the BGDP the intervention and the trial or just the 

intervention? If it is just the intervention bit i.e. the dance sessions, then perhaps it can be called the 

‘intervention’ to separate this bit form the wider trial design.  

 

The following text has been added to Page 5 to elaborate: ‘BGDP was a 20-week school-based two-

armed cluster randomised control trial. The intervention consisted of two 75 minute after-school dance 

sessions per week for Year 7 (11-12 years) girls in the intervention arm. Intervention sessions were 

delivered by professional dance instructors who attended training led by study staff. The training 

introduced instructors to the study aims and rationale, the BGDP intervention sessions, and the 

underpinning Self-Determination Theory (SDT)20 21.’  

 

7. You mention that the intervention was based on SDT, so a little more information on how the 

sessions linked to this would be helpful. All I understand from this paper is that group work allowed 

the girls to create their own dances. Did the dance instructors have training? Did they have training in 

behavioural management as this seemed to be an issue in the pilot work. Were there standardised 

session plans? Were fidelity checks carried out to ensure delivery was as it should be? Please include 

this information in the intro.  

 

The following text has been added to Page 5: ‘Session plans underpinning the BGDP sessions 

encouraged dance instructors to use a variety of dance styles throughout the course of the 

intervention (encouraging participant choice in this was strongly encouraged).  

 

The BGDP aimed to increase autonomous motivation for dance and PA amongst participants. The 

dance instructor training and BGDP session plan manual were integral to this aim. The SDT-focused 

element of the training explored the practical application of the theory to dance sessions. Instructors 

were provided the opportunity to use autonomy-supportive styles of instruction, seek clarification and 

obtain feedback from study staff. Behaviour management was discussed and further details included 

in the session plan manual. Halfway through the intervention period the instructors attended a half-

day booster session that recapped study aims, the application of SDT in sessions, and provided a 

forum to discuss issues that arose during session delivery.’  

 

In addition, Fidelity checks pertaining to the SDT underpinning were carried out. These will be 

reported in a separate paper which examines theoretical fidelity in depth.  

 

Page 2  

8. Para 1 – final sentence needs to be reworded. E.g. There is a need to identify and understand the 
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mechanisms that enable and enhance intervention delivery and how best to harness these for 

maximum impact. I think you need to pick up on this bigger picture view in your discussion and talk 

about the importance of context and how best to understand this from the perspective all participants 

in the development work so that interventions have the potential to achieve the desired outcome.  

 

The sentence highlighted in the comment has been amended to the following: ‘Thus, there is a need 

to identify factors that enable effective intervention delivery and establish how these factors can be 

influenced.’  

 

Methods  

9. Much more information is required in this section to help the reader.  

Please include sampling and recruitment (numbers of girls eligible and numbers who participated) 

(including the enrolment policy)  

 

Include that financial incentives were given as this comes up in the results  

 

Were girls who didn’t complete the sessions included in the FGs? Did you carry out different FGs for 

those girls who completed the majority of sessions and those who didn’t?  

 

To address all of these issues the Methods section has been significantly edited, as captured in the 

following:  

 

‘18 schools participated in the study. All schools were located within 25 miles of Bristol city centre, 

and fell under the Bristol City, Bath and North East Somerset, or North Somerset Council areas. 

Schools were urban and suburban and in terms of deprivation they were slightly less deprived than 

the national average. Between 6.9 and 53.3 percent (average = 26.2 percent) of pupils in study 

schools were eligible for the ‘pupil premium’, a form of governmental funding aimed at increasing the 

attainment of disadvantaged pupils (higher percentage equals greater deprivation).22 The national 

average is 27.8 percent of secondary pupils.  

 

All Year 7 girls eligible to take part in physical education were invited to participate (n=1877). There 

was space for 33 girls to take part in each school. Recruitment consisted of a ‘taster’ session that 

provided exposure to a typical intervention session, a briefing, and written information for girls and 

parents/guardians. 633 girls returned parental consent forms, of which 571 were selected at random 

(due to the maximum limit of 33 girls per school). Participants completed four sets of measurements 

(accelerometer, psychosocial questionnaire and height and weight) at three time-points (baseline, T1 

(end of intervention period), and T2 (baseline + 52 weeks)). Girls received a £10 thank you voucher 

for completing each measurement stage. Schools were randomised to control (n = 9) or intervention 

(n = 9) arm after baseline measures, with 284 girls in the intervention and 287 in the control arm.  

 

The present study draws on interview data collected soon after the intervention ended from dance 

instructors (n = 10) who delivered the intervention and school contacts (n = 9) who facilitated 

intervention logistics in their school. School contacts were the study team’s main point of contact with 

the school. School contacts were the study team’s main point of contact with the school. These 

individuals were four PE staff, one Year 7 teacher, three dance teachers, and one drama teacher. 

Nine focus groups were conducted with girls that received the intervention (n = 59, range = 3-8). Ten 

girls from each intervention school, reflecting different tertiles of attendance, were invited. This was in 

order to capture a range of participant views. Girls who attended ≤3 sessions were not included as 

they would be unable to answer a significant proportion of the topic guide questions. Further details of 

participant sampling and recruitment are reported elsewhere25. For dance instructors, interviews 

explored views on the implementation and dissemination of BGDP. School contact interviews 

focussed on how the intervention was delivered and areas for improvement. Focus groups among 
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girls explored intervention engagement, dance instructor teaching style, and experiences of the 

intervention. School contact interviews and participant focus groups were conducted in schools and 

dance instructor interviews were conducted in convenient locations for participants (cafes, for 

example). All interviews and focus groups were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Transcripts 

were compared with the recordings and amended as necessary.  

 

Ethical approval was obtained from the School for Policy Studies ethics and research committee at 

the University of Bristol. Written parental consent was obtained for all children who participated in the 

study and informed consent was gained from the dance instructors and school contacts who 

participated.’  

 

10. Who were the school contacts? Please give examples  

 

We have added the following text to Page 7: ‘School contacts were the study team’s main point of 

contact with the school. These individuals were four PE staff, one Year 7 teacher, three dance 

teachers, and one drama teacher.’  

 

11. Interview and focus group schedules should be in the supplementary materials rather than the 

other papers. This would be more helpful.  

 

These materials have been uploaded.  

 

12. I think you need to make your research questions clear here as I found it really difficult to link up 

your findings with the aims of the research. My suggestions would be:  

• What are the participants’ (SCs, Dis, girls) motivations for being involved in the BGDP?  

• What are DIs views on implementation and dissemination?  

• What are SCs perceptions of delivery and ideas for improvement?  

• What are year 7 girls’ experience of the BGDP?  

 

The answers to these questions should then lead to implications for the design and delivery of future 

after school programmes and behaviour change programmes in schools more generally.  

 

Thank you for these suggestions. We agree that the aims could be clearer and have revised the Aims 

of the study (Page 8):  

‘We aimed to address issues that could be edited to improve future roll-out of similar interventions. 

Specifically, the issues addressed in this paper are:  

 

• Why participants (school teachers, girls and dance instructors) took part in the study  

• The acceptability of the design and content of the dance sessions  

• Feedback on the intervention structure (session quantity and duration, for example)  

• Views on the organisation of the study’  

 

Analysis  

13. More detail required regarding framework analysis and triangulation.  

 

The following text has been added to the Analysis section: ‘The framework method is a seven stage 

procedure for analysing qualitative data, characterised by detailed line-by-line coding and the charting 

of data into a framework matrix29.’ And ‘The qualitative research team met weekly to discuss and 

iteratively refine the codes, which led to the production of the three coding frameworks (one for each 

respondent group).’  

 

14. I really struggled with this section as the research questions had not been made clear in the 
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methods section. Your results (themes and sub themes) should then speak to these questions. I 

suggest a complete restructure. See below:  

• Motivation to participate in BGDP (DIs, SCs, girls)  

• Project design (frequency and duration, open enrolment, parent involvement)  

• Intervention delivery (variety in content, group work)  

• School context (facilitates, communication and relationships)  

 

The research aims have been clarified (Page 8) and the structure of the results reflects the ordering of 

the revised aims, in that they are divided into design issues, issues concerned with session content, 

and issues related to project organisation.  

 

15. My thought is that your research questions should also have tried to relate to collecting data that 

shows evidence of self-determination e.g. empowerment, ownership, relatedness.  

 

We did capture this information in our quantitative and qualitative process evaluation. As the recent 

Medical Research Council guidance on Process Evaluation (Moore et al., 2014) recommends that 

multiple process evaluation papers can be published to cover the breadth and depth of the findings 

from complex interventions, greater discussion of these findings are provide in a forthcoming 

publication that examines the application and receipt of Self Determination Theory in the intervention. 

All papers will be available from the study website, thus ensuring that readers are able to understand 

the contribution of each paper in the context of the whole study.  

 

16. You have very little data on the experience of the intervention from the girls’ perspective, although 

FGs sought this information. Did you have evidence of engagement, empowerment? The quotes 

presented felt somewhat instrumental rather than capturing a theme or concept.  

 

This element of the study findings is not discussed in this paper. Greater discussion of themes are 

pertaining to these outcomes are provided in a forthcoming publications that a) examines the process 

evaluation broadly and b) the application of Self Determination Theory to the intervention.  

 

17. Page 8, line 18. I suggest that the term engagement is replaced with involvement as this doesn’t 

feel like engagement.  

 

We have edited the text in line with this suggestion (Page 10): ‘For some girls involvement was based 

on spending time with their peers’  

 

18. Page 8, line 47. Why were some girls denied the opportunity to be involve in BGDP? Do you 

mean other year groups or other year 7 girls?  

 

We have added text to Page 11 to clarify this: ‘(due to the limit of 33 girls per school)’ and clarification 

is now given in the Methods section: ‘There was space for 33 girls to take part in each school. 

Recruitment consisted of a ‘taster’ session that provided exposure to a typical intervention session, a 

briefing, and written information for girls and parents/guardians. 633 girls returned parental consent 

forms, of which 571 were selected at random (due to the maximum limit of 33 girls per school).’  

 

Discussion  

19. This should be restructured around the research questions and the themes and sub themes. Little 

is discussed with regard to lessons learnt about designing interventions so that they have the 

potential to be effective. I think that more general lessons for school based research would be helpful 

for other researchers. Please see earlier comments.  

 

Thank you for these comments. Table 1 has been completely restructured which gives better 
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information regarding making interventions such as the BGDP more effective.  

 

20. Were any expectations given for the role of the SC? Would this help in future research?  

 

The following text has been added to the Discussion: ‘In future, it would be helpful to specify in detail 

what the role of school contact entails, highlighting the time needed for individual tasks and when they 

need to be completed (although over-burdening the contact with information should be treated with 

caution). Asking school contacts to allocate time for liaison with study staff/intervention deliverers may 

better prepare them for the role and improve delivery.’  

 

21. Were any lessons learnt about the use of outside personnel?  

 

We have added text to the Discussion to provide information on this (Page 17): ‘Assigning self-

employed dance instructors to schools can be logistically difficult as many work on short-term 

contracts and continuously bid for work. This makes attending two sessions per week over a 20 week 

period a difficult commitment. Indeed, one instructor had to be replaced mid-way through the 

intervention. We would advise recruiting a bank of reserve instructors to ensure cover is always 

available.’  

 

We have also added the following text to Table 1: ‘Endorsements from other dance instructors, 

schools, and dance agencies are useful for recruitment. Recruitment workshops, whereby the project 

can be introduced to DIs, are also recommended. Observation of intervention deliverers is desirable 

but time and cost dependant.  

 

Reserve deliverers should be recruited to cover absences and in the event of deliverers withdrawing 

from the study, these can be called upon as replacements.’  

 

22. Were any lessons learnt about building relationships?  

 

We learnt lessons in relation to how the school contact could better communicate with study staff and 

participants. The following text has been added to Table 1: ‘To facilitate data collection, future 

recruitment of school contacts that are familiar with girls is recommended.  

 

A calendar of tasks and requirements – with details on estimated time input - for school contacts may 

better prepare them for the role and improve communication. A protected time allocation (weekly or 

monthly) for school contacts would ensure they can communicate with intervention deliverers and 

study staff, thus better equipping them for the time demands of the role and giving more time to 

resolve any problems.’  

 

23. Were any lessons learnt about how best to understand the school context?  

 

We have added comments on the importance of considering the school context in future studies on 

Page 20: ‘We encourage researchers to give greater consideration to the ‘school context’28. 

Determining what contextual factors are important for a given study are difficult to establish pre-

intervention and any formal assessment of the impact of school context will be difficult. Researchers 

should keep field notes of interactions with school and record issues that facilitate or hinder the study 

and intervention. Such a pool of knowledge from different studies and contexts may be the 

foundations on which more formal assessments of school context can in the future be made.’  

 

24. Were any lessons learnt about how best to engage girls?  

 

We have added the following text to Table 1: ‘Participants must be explicitly told (verbally and in 
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writing) of the exact purpose of incentives and what they will be received for.  

 

Our results suggest that recruiting existing friendship groups and promoting the importance and 

esteem of the university-led research in the participants’ schools may help to achieve a greater buy-in 

from potential participants. Avoiding recruiting children in the first few weeks of term may be beneficial 

as they are likely to be more ‘settled’ into their friendship groups by this time.’  

 

25. Were any lessons learnt about how best to engage parents?  

 

We learnt little about how best to engage parents. We suggested that parents play a more significant 

role in future studies. The following text has been added to Table 1: ‘Developing strategies for 

parental support for extra-curricular PA programmes should be incorporated into intervention design. 

Increased parental awareness of study aims and commitments may improve recruitment rates and 

attendance.’  

 

26. I think your research questions could have been more probing and thus might have provided more 

valuable information to other researchers in this field.  

 

In response to both Reviewer 1 and 2 the aims of the study revised (Page 8):  

‘We aimed to address issues that could be edited to improve future roll-out of similar interventions. 

Specifically, the issues addressed in this paper are:  

• Why participants (school teachers, girls and dance instructors) took part in the study  

• The acceptability of the design and content of the dance sessions  

• Feedback on the intervention structure (session quantity and duration, for example)  

• Views on the organisation of the study’  

 

27. Table 1 does not appear to add very much for people wishing to develop behaviour change 

interventions. It is possible to go back to the data to see whether there are enablers and barriers at 

individual and school level which support engagement as this is a necessary pre-requisite for 

behaviour change?  

 

Table 1 has been completely revised, giving more detail on the encountered problem and potential 

solutions.  

 

Reviewer 2  

1. The authors state on page 4 (line 55) that "Session attendance was highly variable with only one 

third of girls attending two thirds of the sessions. Attendance also declined during the project." Do the 

authors have any information as to why this may be the case from the school contact and DI point of 

view?  

 

School contact feedback suggested the length of the intervention period was too long to keep 

attendance rates high. A suggested remedy to this was to break the overall intervention period into 

smaller chunks. See school contact quotes on Pages 11-12.  

 

2. The authors state a number of reasons why the school contacts got involved with BGDP. Can the 

authors elaborate on who the contacts were (i.e. were they PE teachers, other teachers or other 

support staff)? Do the authors have any evidence whether the teachers role within a school (their 

'standing' within a school) had any influence on how BGDP was run within a school?  

 

Details on school contacts have been added to page 7: ‘School contacts were the study team’s main 

point of contact with the school. These individuals were four PE staff, one Year 7 teacher, three dance 

teachers, and one drama teacher.’ Unfortunately we do not have any details on how the position of a 
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teacher within the school impacted upon the intervention delivery.  

 

3. Page 13 (line 54). The authors reported that "in some cases, school contacts observed dance 

sessions; this was viewed positively by dance instructors." Although beyond the scope of this paper 

consider whether this may have been viewed negatively by the participating girls.  

 

This is a useful point and one of the main reasons why we did not actively encourage school contacts 

to attend all intervention sessions. The sessions were led by external instructors in order to create an 

atmosphere that was different to PE or other subjects, hence having a member of school staff always 

present may have detracted from this aim.  

 

4. Page 15 (line 56). The authors suggest that "future delivery of after-school PA interventions may 

benefit from a greater awareness of existing school events." This is a good idea but do the authors 

have any suggestion of how this could be done? Is it a simple conversation with the school contact at 

each school individually or is it a wider consideration of what is offered at a Local Education Authority 

(or similar) level?  

 

We have added details to page 18: ‘Study staff may wish to ask schools for the current and previous 

year’s schedule of activities and check this against the planned intervention sessions, in the hope of 

identifying any current or future overlaps. Whilst this will not stop all withdrawals, it may reduce 

instances of children signing-up when they are likely to drop out at a later date (thus leaving space for 

children who may follow the intervention through to the end).’ And the following text to Table 1: ‘A 

calendar of after-school events, extra-curricular activities, and the requirements of participants 

(including factoring in time to reach sessions from previous classes) should be sought to reduce 

overlap of activities. School contacts should be encouraged to avoid scheduling intervention sessions 

on days that other activities run (or are likely to run in future – based on previous years’ scheduling).’  

 

5. On page 13 (line 28) the authors noted that having to change venues "gave dance instructors the 

impression that their session was not as valued by the school as they wished." This is a key point 

about the school context that can affect how programmes and interventions are run when they are 

parachuted in from outside. Do the authors have more information on the school context either from 

the school contact or any other source at the school? How valued is PE, sport and PA in the school 

(value can be established a variety of ways)? Whether it is usual for PA programmes to have to 'give 

up' their space for exams and other events or was it just the BGDP? Did the school contact have any 

control over this? How often did they happen? The paragraph on school culture in the discussion is a 

very interesting one that hints at this. If the authors could be clearer on where this information came 

from (i.e. was this collected or are these researcher notes and anecdotal evidence from the project 

set-up phase) that would be useful for other researchers who may want to explore the wider school 

context.  

 

We did not collect any ‘formal’ data on the school context, but agree that it is a very useful issue to 

consider in future. A line has been added explaining that this section refers to observation and not 

formal assessment (Page 19): ‘we observed (but did not formally assess) an implicit school ‘ethos’ or 

‘culture’’.  

 

A separate paragraph has been added on school context (Page 20): ‘We encourage researchers to 

give greater consideration to the ‘school context’. Determining what contextual factors are important 

for a given study are difficult to establish pre-intervention and any formal assessment of the impact of 

school context will be difficult. Researchers should keep field notes of interactions with school and 

record issues that facilitate or hinder the study and intervention. Such a pool of knowledge from 

different studies and contexts may be the foundations on which more formal assessments of school 

context can in the future be made.’ 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Jenny Lloyd 
University of Exeter Medical School, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 12-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for attending to all the comments made in my first review. 
I feel that this is a much improved paper which provides other 
researchers developing school-based PA interventions with valuable 
information. Table 2 now enhances the paper.  
Specific comments  
 
Abstract:  
 
Please could you add in the number of control and intervention 
schools in brackets after ‘18 secondary schools’ in the setting 
section and the age in brackets after ‘Year 7’ in the participants 
section.  
Please could you add in the number of focus groups per school in 
brackets after ‘nine focus groups’ in the methods section.  
In the methods section could you replace ‘intervention engagement’ 
with ‘girls’ motivations to participate’ as the findings do not really 
explore girls engagement per se.  
 
In the results section please could you replace ‘intervention 
organisation’ with ‘project organisation’ to keep the terminology 
consistent  
 
Methods:  
 
Please could you include the number of schools in the intervention 
arm above and below the national average for the pupil premium 
(i.e. 27.8%).  
As part of the wider trial did you receive any feedback on why the 6 
girls dropped out or why some girls attended fewer than 3 sessions? 
If so, this would provide valuable information to add to this paper.  
 
Pg 7 Line 31. You mention that FGs amongst girls explored 
intervention engagement; however ‘motivations to participate’ seems 
more appropriate in this context. See previous comment.  
 
Results:  
 
Pg 13, Line 48 - delete ‘returning’  
 
In the recruitment section it would be interesting to know if any of the 
dance girls mentioned how the other girls in their year group (who 
didn’t get onto the project) felt. Particularly if they knew that 
vouchers were received even if the dance girls didn’t actually attend 
many sessions. If you do have data on this from any of the 
participants, even from an informal chat, it would be worth including.  
Did you see any evidence that it created a negative feeling towards 
the ‘privileged’ girls which could have created a negative impact 
within that year group as a whole? This could be picked up on Pg 
24, line 23 as a possible unintended consequence, thus espousing 
this ‘privilege’ element might need to be done with caution. 
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REVIEWER Deirdre Harrington 
University of Leicester, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 20-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The reviewer completed the checklist but made no further 
comments. 

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

1. Please try and provide a more succinct title that describes the research design; please avoid using 

brackets.  

We have now shortened the title to: Lessons learnt from the Bristol Girls Dance Project cluster RCT: 

Implications for designing and implementing after-school physical activity interventions  

Abstract:  

 

2. Please could you add in the number of control and intervention schools in brackets after ‘18 

secondary schools’ in the setting section and the age in brackets after ‘Year 7’ in the participants 

section.  

We have added the additional detail.  

 

3. Please could you add in the number of focus groups per school in brackets after ‘nine focus groups’ 

in the methods section.  

We have added the additional detail.  

 

4. In the methods section could you replace ‘intervention engagement’ with ‘girls’ motivations to 

participate’ as the findings do not really explore girls engagement per se.  

 

We have made this replacement.  

5. In the results section please could you replace ‘intervention organisation’ with ‘project organisation’ 

to keep the terminology consistent  

We agree and have made this amendment.  

 

Methods:  

 

6. Please could you include the number of schools in the intervention arm above and below the 

national average for the pupil premium (i.e. 27.8%).  

The additional information has been added.  

 

7. As part of the wider trial did you receive any feedback on why the 6 girls dropped out or why some 

girls attended fewer than 3 sessions? If so, this would provide valuable information to add to this 

paper.  

Thank you for this comment. We do not have information on why girls declined to participate in the 

focus groups. We collected data from girls at T2 that asked them to specify what, if they did miss any 

sessions, were the reasons for their absence. We do not report this data here as it is discussed in a 

separate paper (Sebire et al., under review).  

 

8. Pg 7 Line 31. You mention that FGs amongst girls explored intervention engagement; however 

‘motivations to participate’ seems more appropriate in this context. See previous comment.  

We agree and have edited in light of the advice  
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Results:  

 

9. Pg 13, Line 48 - delete ‘returning’  

Thank you for noticing this error, it has been deleted.  

 

10. In the recruitment section it would be interesting to know if any of the dance girls mentioned how 

the other girls in their year group (who didn’t get onto the project) felt. Particularly if they knew that 

vouchers were received even if the dance girls didn’t actually attend many sessions. If you do have 

data on this from any of the participants, even from an informal chat, it would be worth including.  

We agree that this would make an interesting contribution, but unfortunately we did not collect this 

data.  

 

11. Did you see any evidence that it created a negative feeling towards the ‘privileged’ girls which 

could have created a negative impact within that year group as a whole? This could be picked up on 

Pg 24, line 23 as a possible unintended consequence, thus espousing this ‘privilege’ element might 

need to be done with caution.  

We share the reviewer’s feeling that this would be interesting information to consider. However, we 

did not cover this in the interviews or focus groups. However, no participant mentioned anything along 

these lines. 
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