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Executive summary

1. THIS PROJECT

In November 2010, Urbis was contracted by the then Department of Education and Training (now the
Department of Education and Communities (NSW DEC)) to conduct an evaluation of Taking Off with
Numeracy (TOWN), one of several initiatives being funded under the National Partnership Agreement on
Literacy and Numeracy (NPLN).

Specifically the Terms of Reference for the evaluation of TOWN involve:
= An assessment of the effectiveness of TOWN

= An assessment of the extent to which TOWN achieves its goals in an efficient manner and, where
applicable, addresses the mandatory reform elements of the National Partnership Agreement on
Literacy and Numeracy, which are:

effective and evidence-based teaching of numeracy
strong school leadership and whole school engagement with numeracy
monitoring student and school numeracy performance to identify where support is needed

= An assessment of the extent to which the program has improved the educational outcomes of
Aboriginal students

= An investigation of the most effective ways for schools to be supported to participate in the evaluation
and for the reforms to be incorporated into school practice.

2. TOWN

TOWN was developed by NSW DEC TOWN staff to assist teachers to identify where students’ numeracy
solution methods were breaking down, and provide clear guidance to move the students beyond these
barriers. It focused on the key concept of place value, and differentiation of students along a continuum.
The primary focus was on providing professional development and support for two types of intervention:
whole class and an individualised case management component. All schools participating in TOWN
signed up for the whole class component, and 28 signed up for the individual case management
component.

Under the NPLN, TOWN was implemented in 41 schools around NSW for Years 3-6 students. The
schools were selected for participation based on under-performance in numeracy in the 2008 National
Assessment Program — Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) testing, the school’s suitability and readiness
to participate in the program (as advised by regional and diocesan offices), and the school’s students’
background characteristics. Implementation commenced in Term 3 in 2009 and funding concluded in
June 2011.

3. METHODOLOGY

The methodology comprised the following components:
= knowledge review — a review of documentation relating to TOWN
= scoping of data sets to identify data analysis that would be achievable

= development of a Project Plan, setting out the finalised methodology, risk management strategy and
timeframes

= visits to ten schools implementing TOWN to interview the school Executive, School Leadership Team,
teachers, parents and students
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= online survey of staff in the 41 schools implementing TOWN under the NPLN - responses were
received from 141 staff across 35 schools

= stakeholder interviews, including with NSW DEC TOWN staff, TOWN case managers, and Regional
Facilitators

= analysis of NAPLAN and NPLN assessment data.

The methodology for this evaluation was developed in close consultation with NSW DEC, in particular the
Student Engagement and Program Evaluation Bureau. The final project plan containing the methodology
was submitted to NSW DEC in November 2010, and approved by the NPLN NSW Programs Program
Evaluation Reference Group, which oversaw this evaluation.

4. IMPLEMENTATION OF TOWN

A TOWN Leadership Team was appointed in each school, including a TOWN Coordinator, who led the
provision of targeted and regular professional learning focused on numeracy teaching, and ‘hands on’
assistance with putting the program into practice including providing or developing teaching resources,
assistance with development of lesson plans, encouraging reflection and team teaching approaches etc.
Other forms of support for the implementation of TOWN included an initial two-day training workshop in
Sydney, the TOWN website, the TOWN materials (including assessment tools), NSW DEC TOWN staff
and regional maths consultants, and Regional Facilitators.

Teachers conducted initial assessments of students, using the TOWN assessment tools, to identify
students in need of the program.

The individual case management component of TOWN involved teachers recording interactions between
teachers and individual students, uploading these to the TOWN website, and receiving emailed advice
from one of a team of TOWN case managers.

5. KEY FINDINGS

OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF TOWN

The evaluation clearly demonstrates that TOWN has had a positive impact on schools and delivered
numeracy outcomes for teachers and, in some cases, students.

Overall, the evidence indicates that the whole school component of TOWN has been an effective program
which has delivered outcomes for teachers and the NSW schools in which it was implemented. The
evidence regarding the impact on student outcomes is more mixed and equivocal, however, depending
on the data source(s).

The data gathered for the evaluation raises questions about the extent to which the success of the
program was due to the TOWN program itself, or to the implementation of TOWN by schools (which was
prompted by TOWN).

The effectiveness of the program was arguably over-reliant on schools expending considerable effort to
operationalise the program into practice, through professional development (as intended) and
development of their own practical resources such as lesson plans and teaching resources. It is also
apparent that school staff under-utilised some of the forms of support available (eg the TOWN website,
videoconferences, NSW DEC TOWN staff and the TOWN case managers) because they did not regard
them as very useful and/or what they ideally needed.

It is likely that this resulted in a considerable amount of ‘reinventing the wheel’ and duplication of effort
across the schools implementing the program, as they each determined how to best put the program into
practice and developed materials and resources of their own. It may therefore be more accurate to view
TOWN as a ‘process’ or a ‘catalyst’ for a changed approach to numeracy teaching, rather than a
‘program’ as such. Therefore, TOWN was effective mainly because it was, on the whole, implemented
effectively by most schools. However, there was not enough provided as part of the initiative to make it
effective as a stand-alone program in itself. In the consultants’ view, there was some legitimacy to the
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strong view about TOWN by a number of school staff that there ‘wasn’t enough to it’, that it was too thin
and high level, and did not provide enough ‘value for money’.

This view in turn reflected what NSW DEC TOWN staff perceive as a fundamental misunderstanding by a
number of schools about the nature of the program. Many schools were expecting or hoping for a more
complete resource package, whereas according to DEC TOWN staff the primary focus of the program
was always on it being a professional development and learning program. It is likely that imperfect and
limited communication with schools, particularly in the context of a tight timeframe for program rollout in
which the program was being developed during the implementation phase, contributed to this
misunderstanding.

INDIVIDUAL CASE MANAGEMENT

The evaluation indicates that the individual case management component was the least successful
aspect of the TOWN program. It was not used very much at all (only 136 instances over the entire
program), and it did not work very effectively as a source of support to schools. This was for a range of
reasons including technical difficulties relating to making and uploading the video recordings of students,
and the perception that the advice provided by the case managers was not seen as useful (in terms of
providing very specific, practical guidance about how to work with the particular student) or as timely as it
could have been.

There appeared to be some disjunctions between the perceptions of the quality, usefulness and
timeliness of the advice provided between case managers and DEC TOWN staff on the one hand, and
school staff and Regional Facilitators on the other. This may reflect the desire by school staff for much
more directed and practical advice.

On the other hand, NSW DEC TOWN staff feel that this was one of the most innovative aspects of the
program, and it was therefore not entirely surprising that this was an area where more problems were
experienced. There was a view that this aspect may have been a bit ‘ahead of its time’.

OUTCOMES FOR TEACHERS

Overall, evidence from the evaluation is that the whole-school component of TOWN (or its
implementation) has had a positive and marked impact on the numeracy teaching practice of most school
staff who participated in the program, and made them better numeracy teachers.

The majority of teachers surveyed reported that TOWN has had an impact on their knowledge, attitudes
and skills in all of the areas they were asked about. The three areas with the greatest reported impact
were:

= increased belief in teachers’ ability to improve numeracy outcomes for all students
= increased understanding of the importance of place value as a key numeracy concept

= increased willingness to participate in shared reflection and discussion of numeracy teaching with
other staff.

The program has also had a positive impact on a number of key elements of teaching practice, such as:

= increased use of and capacity to differentiate students and identify students in need of targeted
intervention

= greater collaboration and ability to reflect on their teaching practice

= use of more and additional numeracy teaching resources and activities

= greater knowledge about and confidence in teaching numeracy

= greater focus on and understanding of key numeracy concepts such as the place value framework.

There is evidence to indicate the greatest impacts were for teaching staff either at an early or at a late
stage of their careers.
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OUTCOMES FOR STUDENTS

The evidence regarding the impact of TOWN on students is more mixed and equivocal. This evaluation
analysed the effectiveness of TOWN for students by looking at three data sources, including NAPLAN
and NPLN assessment data supplied by NSW DEC, online survey data and qualitative data collected
during school visits. The online survey and qualitative data indicates that teachers in particular think
TOWN has improved the numeracy skills of students in TOWN schools. However, the NAPLAN and
NPLN data is more equivocal on this issue.

Aggregate student data collected from NAPLAN and NPLN assessments was analysed to review the
change in student numeracy outcomes over the NPLN period for each student cohort. A range of
limitations on the reliability and validity of results observed in these data sets have been outlined in this
report; these should be considered when drawing conclusions from the results discussed.

In both data sets (NAPLAN and NPLN assessments), gains in mean numeracy scores were observed for
all student cohorts at TOWN schools. However, in both NAPLAN cohorts (students in Year 3 in 2008 and
2009), students at TOWN schools achieved marginally lower numeracy score gains than for students
across the State as a whole. In most cohorts, the numeracy growth observed for students at schools
implementing both the TOWN whole school and the TOWN individual intervention was slightly higher than
that for all schools implementing the TOWN whole school program.

School staff, however, are of the view that TOWN has had a positive impact in improving numeracy
outcomes for students. For example, 77% of staff surveyed felt that the program had been either effective
or very effective in this way.

The areas where improvements in students were most commonly observed by teachers related to:
students’ maths skills; use of effective strategies to assist them doing maths; and students’ confidence in
and enthusiasm for doing maths.

OUTCOMES FOR ABORIGINAL STUDENTS

The evaluation does not indicate differential impacts of TOWN on Aboriginal students. Teachers are
mainly of the view that TOWN works equally well with both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students.

The analysis of the NAPLAN and NPLN data by Aboriginality did not provide any evidence to counter this
view. For the NAPLAN data, the gain scores for Aboriginal students were slightly higher than for non-
Aboriginal students, but the reverse was true for the NPLN data. The validity of these results is limited
due to the small sample size of Aboriginal students completing these assessments at TOWN schools
(180 students or less for both forms of testing).

IMPACT ON SCHOOLS

The quantitative and qualitative consultations indicated that in most schools there have been major
changes in school practices around numeracy teaching, including being more explicit and focused, having
greater clarity around outcomes, and greater consistency and transparency.

A further positive outcome for schools identified by staff at a number of schools in the qualitative
consultations was that TOWN will have a positive impact in future on other aspects of teaching in the

school beyond numeracy — for example, due to greater confidence and expertise amongst teachers, and
applying key concepts such as differentiation and a continuum approach to other areas of the curriculum.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS

The critical success factors identified which were associated with greater teacher engagement and
improvements in numeracy teaching were:

= changed numeracy teaching practice
= strong school leadership

= an enthusiastic and skilled TOWN Coordinator devoting intensive time to the program
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= staff who were more open to new teaching approaches

= experience with similar numeracy programs.

6. STRENGTHENING THE IMPACT OF TOWN

Drawing on the suggestions made by school staff and the findings of the evaluation overall, the following
are the greatest priority areas where the impact of the program could be strengthened were it to be
offered again in the future:

= Further pre-planning, preparation and testing of the program prior to launching in schools. This
includes developing a much more substantial package of resources (hard copy and/or online) which
clearly sets out the nature of the program and what to expect from it over the period of
implementation, provides much more practical guidance about how to operationalise it in practice
(including implementation guides, advice on programming, sample lesson plans and teaching
resources and activities), and explains how TOWN fits into the more general maths curriculum. The
aim should be to reduce the amount of time required to be spent by each individual school conducting
the same kind of activities to sort out how to implement the program.

= Providing an easy online system to allow schools to share resources they have developed (and any
tips about how to use them), and to publicise these to other schools.

= Providing funding to cover the off-class time for the TOWN Coordinator, including at least half-time at
critical periods of the program’s implementation (Note however that if the strategy outlined above
were implemented, this would reduce the amount of time required for the TOWN Coordinator). This is
because the evaluation findings suggest this is a critical success factor for implementing the program,
and it is not viable to implement the program successfully otherwise.

= Investigating further strategies to allow for more face-to-face and hands-on support to schools to
implement the program. This could include, for example, giving regional maths consultants a formal
role in this, and providing at least two face-to-face training workshops for staff implementing the
program (one initially and one part-way through implementation).

= Considering reducing the cost of participation in the program to a level which will be seen as
providing ‘value for money’ by schools.

= Considering other mechanisms to encourage greater information-sharing and support between
schools at a regional level.

SUSTAINABILITY

There are some questions over the extent to which the TOWN approach will be sustainable beyond the
end of the funding period. While 75% of survey respondents felt there was a clear pathway for this, in the
gualitative consultations staff expressed more mixed views about whether this would happen in practice,
in the absence of dedicated funding. This may reflect the fact that schools have found that effective
implementation of TOWN requires a quite resource-intensive approach, driven by a skilled Coordinator
with a fair amount of time off-class.

The evaluation suggests that success factors which will make it more likely that the TOWN approach to
teaching numeracy will be sustained in schools include:

= the degree to which the TOWN approach has been embedded into numeracy teaching at the school
= whether schools have developed an effective set of teaching resources associated with the program
= having a training strategy for new and existing staff

= the availability of resourcing through other channels.
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1 Introduction

1.1 POLICY CONTEXT

In November 2010, Urbis was contracted by the then NSW Department of Education and Training — now
the Department of Education and Communities (DEC) — to conduct an evaluation of the Taking Off with
Numeracy (TOWN) program designed to improve numeracy skills. TOWN is one of several programs
being funded under the National Partnership Agreement on Literacy and Numeracy (NPLN) agreed to by
the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) on 28 November 2008.

The NPLN was the centrepiece of the National Action Plan for Literacy and Numeracy (Action Plan), a
2008-09 federal budget initiative, and was allocated $540 million in funding. Operating for four years from
2009, the NP is designed to facilitate and reward literacy and numeracy models or approaches that
clearly demonstrate evidence for accelerating improvement in student results. The NPLN focuses on
strong school leadership and whole-of-school engagement with literacy and numeracy, and the
monitoring of student and school literacy and numeracy performance to identify where support is needed
(DEEWR, 2008). The idea is that effective practice will be disseminated to support system-wide
improvements in educational attainment (COAG, 2008).

A total of 147 schools in NSW are participating in a range of programs funded under the NPLN. Some of
these programs have been developed internally by NSW DEC, others by the Catholic Education
Commission, and others by external developers. The programs target numeracy or literacy at either the
individual student levels and/or a whole-of-class level.

Over the first two years of the NPLN, $41 million was allocated to NSW as ‘facilitation payments’, with the
final two years recognised as ‘reward payments’. Reward payments were triggered by the attainment of
specific performance targets, including four mandated NAPLAN (National Assessment Program —
Literacy and Numeracy) measures and three local measures specific to NSW — the National Partnership
Literacy Numeracy (NPLN) assessment for students, the Data Analysis Skills Assessment (DASA) for
teachers, and an analytical framework to support school improvement in literacy and numeracy which
articulates 25 statements of best practice in literacy and numeracy.

Eight programs funded under the NPLN have been selected for evaluation. Four of these programs are
being evaluated by NSW DEC. The remaining four programs are being evaluated by Urbis, including
TOWN, the evaluation of which is contained in this report.

1.2 TOWN

The TOWN program commenced operation in Term 3, 2009 and operated until the end of June 2011.
(Originally it had been planned to run till the end of the 2010 school year, but it was decided to extend the
program until June 2011 at a quite advanced stage of implementation).

The aims and nature of the TOWN program are set out in the TOWN: Getting Started booklet and the NP
on Literacy and Numeracy: Information Package for Schools.

The program aimed to improve numeracy in Stages 2 and 3 and is described as:

Designed to assist teachers to identify where students’ solution methods in mathematics
are breaking down, and provide explicit guidance to move the students beyond the
identified hurdles.

(State of NSW 2009: 5)

TOWN focused on the key concept of place value, since it underpins the four operations and
decimals, and has implications for the development of number sense and teaching algorithms
based on place value (State of NSW 2009: 5). The evidence base for the program is described in
more detail later in this report.
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The program aimed to offer professional learning and support for two types of intervention: whole
class and an individualised numeracy intervention process. A total of 41 schools signed up for the
whole class intervention component of the program, and 28 schools signed up for the individual
intervention.

1.21 WHOLE-OF-SCHOOL INTERVENTION

All schools that signed up for TOWN implemented the whole-of-class intervention component of
the program. (TOWN was the only whole-of-school numeracy intervention offered under the
NPLN.) This component included:

= adiagnostic assessment which provides clear information on students’ current understanding of
multi-unit (conceptual) place value, and determines the target group for the in-class intervention

= the use of an extended numeracy continuum based on a progression of students’ conceptual
understanding to assist with monitoring and articulating student progress

= guidance on effective teaching and learning strategies for all students including those already
achieving stage outcomes

= the development of whole school planning for effective numeracy learning and program sustainability
(Australian Government, NSW DET and Neals 2009: 19; State of NSW 2009: 7).

The first stage of implementation of TOWN focused on developing an understanding of the number
strand, especially place value, and how it applied to operations with whole numbers and decimals.
Following on from this, the program then provided support to other strands such as ‘measurement’ or
‘space and geometry’, depending on students’ needs which have been identified.

Students’ progress in both the whole class and individual intervention was monitored via assessment
references to the program’s numeracy continuum, and to the Stage expectations of the NSW
Mathematics K-6 Syllabus (Australian Government, NSW DET and Neals 2009: 19).

Each school was expected to identify a TOWN school leader to lead implementation of the program in the
school. The school Principal or an Executive member was also required to be part of the team
implementing TOWN. Both were expected to attend a two-day TOWN professional development course
in Sydney (Australian Government, NSW DET and Neals 2009: 19).

Schools were required to pay the following amounts to participate in the TOWN program:
= for the whole-of-school intervention (only) - $20,000

= for the whole-of-class and individual intervention - $42,000 for up to 11 teachers and $53,000 for
more than 11 teachers.

Purchase of the TOWN program entitled schools to use the TOWN program and associated print-based
and web-based resources, attend the TOWN professional development course, participate in regular
TOWN group teleconferences for TOWN implementation team members organised by DEC, and access
the TOWN website (http://www.takingoffwithnumeracy.com.au) and other sources of support such as
DEC TOWN staff. The TOWN funding did not cover the costs of employing (or providing off-class time)
for the TOWN school leader in the school (as discussed later in this report, schools covered these costs
through a variety of other funding sources, including other NP funds etc.).

The program had a strong emphasis on site-based ongoing professional development for teachers, which
was to be flexible to suit school needs. The aim was that teachers, school teams or school clusters would
have opportunities for ongoing professional dialogue, reflection and team-teaching in focused numeracy
teaching (Australian Government, NSW DET and Neals 2009: 20).

This professional development was quite resource-intensive. Schools were advised in the NP on Literacy
and Numeracy: Information Package for Schools (2009: 20) to make provision for five professional
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learning days per teacher in 2009 (and 10 days in 2010), and for the school numeracy leader 10 days in
2009 (and 20 days in 2010).

1.2.2 INDIVIDUAL INTERVENTION

The second (optional) component of TOWN was the individual intervention. This component of the
program was closely linked to the whole-of- class intervention, with a single set of costs associated with
both program components.

The individual intervention aimed to provide support for students at risk of achieving at or below the
minimum band in NAPLAN. It involved a team of TOWN case managers who operated remotely to
provide advice to teachers about individual students.

Under this program component, teachers were to use small digital cameras (provided to the schools) to
video numeracy teaching interactions between teachers and specified students identified as in need of
the intervention on a one-on-one basis. These digital case files would then be uploaded onto a secure
website, and allocated to a TOWN case manager to provide expert advice via email. This advice was to
allow ‘teachers to identify the specific points at which students are making errors when solving problems’
(Australian Government, NSW DEC and Neals 2009: 22) and provide suggestions for how to work with
the student to address their numeracy learning difficulties. This was to include ‘innovative and engaging
teaching strategies to address identified student needs’ (Australian Government, NSW DEC and Neals
2009: 22).

The NP on Literacy and Numeracy: Information Package for Schools notes that it was intended to also
use focused teaching sessions with small groups of students (typically two to four students) as part of the
individual intervention, but it did not appear that this happened in practice.

Similarly to the whole class intervention, student progress was to be monitored by assessment linked to

the Stage expectations of the NSW Mathematics K-6 syllabus (Australian Government, NSW DEC and
Neals 2009: 22).

1.3 TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION

This evaluation is to assess the efficacy and value of the program in relation to the priority areas for
reform and will:

= assess the effectiveness of the program
= assess the extent to which the program achieves its goals in an efficient manner, and where
applicable, addresses the mandatory reform elements of the National Partnership Agreement on
Literacy and Numeracy, which are:
effective and evidence-based teaching of numeracy
strong school leadership and whole school engagement with numeracy

monitoring student and school numeracy performance to identify where support is needed

= assess the extent to which the program has improved the educational outcomes of Aboriginal
students

= investigate the most effective ways for schools to be supported to participate in the evaluation and for
the reforms to be incorporated into school practice.

This evaluation was overseen by the NPLN NSW Programs Program Evaluation Reference Group, and
managed by the Student Engagement and Program Evaluation Bureau, both within NSW DEC.
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1.4 METHODOLOGY

1.41 OVERVIEW

This evaluation had a methodology that comprised qualitative and quantitative components. The
gualitative components included visits to 10 TOWN schools for consultations with the school Executive,
school leadership teams, teachers, parents and students. It also included consultations with the DEC
TOWN staff and TOWN case managers. The quantitative components comprised an online survey for
staff in schools implementing TOWN, and an analysis of NAPLAN and NPLN assessment data provided
by NSW DEC.

The methodology for this evaluation was developed in close consultation with NSW DEC. The final
project plan containing the final methodology was submitted to NSW DEC in November 2010, and was
approved by the NPLN NSW Programs Program Evaluation Reference Group.

All research instruments, including interview guides and the online survey, were designed following a

review of TOWN documentation and key literature on evaluation of literacy programs, as well as
consultation with DEC TOWN staff.

Urbis consulted extensively with the Student Engagement and Program Evaluation Bureau within NSW
DEC on all aspects of this evaluation, including the approach to qualitative consultations, the
development of research instruments, and data analysis. The Bureau approved all research instruments
for this evaluation including the discussion guides at Appendix A and the online survey at Appendix B.

142 QUALITATIVE CONSULTATIONS

CONSULTATIONS WITH DEC TOWN STAFF, TOWN CASE MANAGERS AND REGIONAL
FACILITATORS

Small group consultations were conducted in both the initial and final stages of the evaluation with:
= the NSW DEC staff responsible for the implementation of TOWN
= the TOWN case managers.

The consultations in the final stage of the evaluation provided an opportunity to obtain feedback on some
of the key findings to emerge from the consultations with other stakeholders and the online survey.

Consultations were also conducted with three Regional Facilitators who were able to comment on the
implementation of TOWN and were still in their positions at the time of the consultations.

SCHOOL VISITS
Urbis conducted visits to 10 schools involved in the implementation of TOWN around NSW between May

and June 2011. Schools were selected in consultation with NSW DEC to provide a good spread of
geographical locations (metropolitan, regional and remote), both Government and Catholic schools, and
schools participating in the whole-of-school and individual components of TOWN. Schools selected for
visits by NSW DEC for the programs being evaluated by the Department were also excluded.

These schools included:

= St. Brendan’s Lake Munmorah

=  Bellambi Public School

= Katoomba North Public School

= Lithgow Public School

= Hanwood Public School

= Warilla Public School
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= Oxley Vale Public School, Tamworth
= Aldavilla Public School

=  Wauchope Public School

= Telarah Public School, Maitland.

The visits to Oxley Vale and Bellambi schools were conducted jointly with an Aboriginal consultant. These
were the schools with the highest proportion of Aboriginal students in the sample of schools.

The visits were generally for one day (or the equivalent), plus travel. On the visits Urbis consultants spoke
to: school Executive staff (including TOWN Coordinators), other school staff involved in implementing
TOWN, students involved in the program, and parents of students involved in the program. At those
schools where Aboriginal students and/or parents were consulted, they were either consulted with other
non-Aboriginal students/parents, or separately (depending on the advice of the school).

1.43 QUANTITATIVE METHODOLOGY

ONLINE SURVEY FOR SCHOOL STAFF

All staff who participated in the implementation of TOWN were invited to participate in an online survey,
which was conducted in September 2011. The survey was designed to capture the views and
experiences of school staff. It was targeted at classroom teachers as well as Executive staff (eg
Principals, Assistant Principals) and staff who provide assistance with teaching numeracy.

The full findings of the survey are presented at Appendix C. The key findings are provided in the body of
the report.

A total of 141 school staff completed the survey from 35 out of the 41 TOWN schools (85.4%). The
survey questionnaire is at Appendix B.

Data on the characteristics of respondents is provided at Appendix C. In brief:

= Two-thirds of respondents (66%) worked at schools in regional cities or towns, followed by schools in
smaller rural/remote areas (29%).

= There was a spread of school size, but over half (55%) were from schools with 200-400 students.
= Three-quarters of the respondents were female (75%), and 70% were aged 40 years or over.

= There was a range of experience levels represented, but close to three-quarters (72%) had been
working in primary schools for over 10 years, and 45% had done so for over 20 years.

= There was similarly a range of years’ experience at their current school, but more than half (53%) had
worked at their current school for more than five years.

= There was a fairly even spread of respondents across TOWN Coordinators (22%), the Executive
(21%), Stage 3 teachers (19%) and Stage 2 teachers (18%), and 43% of the respondents reported
they were or had been part of the TOWN Leadership Team.

= The large majority of respondents (82%) had previous experience with Count On (CO) and/or the
Count Me In Too (CMIT) numeracy programs.

ANALYSIS OF NAPLAN AND NPLN ASSESSMENT DATA

Urbis had a number of meetings and discussions with NSW DEC and the Educational Measurement and
School Accountability Directorate (EMSAD) to scope the relevant data sets for the literacy and numeracy
program evaluations.
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Under the NPLN, a number of national and local data sets are being collected to measure the
performance of the National Partnership against the priority areas for reform which, as outlined in the
Terms of Reference in Section 1.3, are:

= effective and evidence-based teaching of literacy and numeracy
= strong school leadership and whole school engagement with literacy and numeracy

= monitoring student and school literacy and numeracy performance to identify where support is
needed.

(COAG 2008, National Partnership Agreement on Literacy and Numeracy)

In NSW, these data sets include the following:

TABLE 1 - DATA SETS FOR PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT OF NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP ON LITERACY AND
NUMERACY OUTCOMES

TYPE DATA SET DESCRIPTION
National NAPLAN results National standardised assessment in literacy and numeracy
Local National Partnership on Literacy and  Baseline assessment in literacy and numeracy for NPLN schools
Numeracy (NPLN) Assessments based on an abbreviated Basic Skills Test (BST)

Data Analysis Skills Assessment

Teacher and school Executive skills in interpretation of data
(DASA)

Analytical Framework for Effective . o
. . Assessment of school against 25 statements of best practice in
Leadership and School Improvement in

. literacy and numeracy
Literacy and Numeracy
School strategic and improvement planning and reporting. Note

School Plans and Annual Reports o ] i
that this is a requirement rather than a specific reward measure.

(NSW DET 2010, National Partnership on Literacy and Numeracy: Data Collection and Analysis Plan)

The evaluation of the NPLN-funded literacy and numeracy programs specifically addresses the extent to
which each program contributes to priority reform element (a), that is, effective and evidence-based
teaching of literacy and numeracy. The evaluation therefore draws on the specific data sets that are

relevant to this reform element, and that are directly influenced by the delivery of the literacy and
numeracy interventions

As agreed with DEC, the relevant data sets for the program evaluation are:
= NAPLAN results
= NPLN assessment results.

The other data sets included in Table 1 (DASA, Analytical Framework and School Plans/Reports) have
not been used to assess the efficacy and value of the specific literacy and numeracy interventions.

The timeline for NAPLAN and NPLN assessment data included in the evaluation, and the student cohorts
tracked in each data set are outlined below.
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TABLE 2 — DATA COLLECTION TIMING AND COHORTS
DATA SET COLLECTION TIMING COHORTS

NAPLAN Tests undertaken by Year 3 and Year 5 1 Year 3 2008, Year 5 2010

students in May each year (all NSW)
2 Year 3 2009, Year 5 2011

NPLN Assessments Tests undertaken in April 2009, August 1 Year 2 2009, Year 3 2010, Year 4 2011
2010 and August 2011 (NPLN schools

only)

2 Year 3 2009, Year 4 2010, Year 5 2011
3 Year 4 2009, Year 5 2010, Year 6 2011

For each cohort and year, EMSAD has provided the following aggregate data sets:

TABLE 3 — DATA SPECIFICATIONS

PROGRAM COMPARISON STUDENT COMPARISON
DATA SET DATA

GROUPS GROUPS
NAPLAN = Sample size (N) = Program schools = All students
= Mean scale score (aggregated data for all * Boys
(reading/numeracy) and NPLN schools implementing « Girls
standard deviation agiven Il)teracy or numeracy Aboriginal
. . program o
Performance bands: % below Al NPLN schol = Non-Aboriginal
i ini -0 ™ schools
natlon.al m|n|r.n%1m standard; % : . Non-LBOTE
at national minimum standard; (literacy/numeracy) L BOTE
% above national minimum = Al NSW
standard
NPLN = Mean scale score = Program schools = All students
Assessments (literacy/numeracy) and (aggregated data for all * Boys
standard deviation NPLN schools implementing , Girls
= Performance bands: % band 1 a given literacy or numeracy _ Aboriginal
(lowest); % above band 1 program) -
= Non-Aboriginal
= All NPLN schools
. = Non-LBOTE
(literacy/numeracy)
= LBOTE

1.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE METHODOLOGY

1.5.1 ABORIGINAL STUDENTS

One of the terms of reference for this evaluation was to look at the impact of TOWN on the educational
outcomes for Aboriginal students. However, in most schools visited there was only a very small number of
Aboriginal students who had been involved in the program, which somewhat limited what stakeholders
could say about the impact of the program for this subgroup. The findings reported in relation to this issue
need to be interpreted in this light.

1.5.2 NPLN AND NAPLAN DATA

Caution needs to be exercised in the interpretation of data collected from NAPLAN and NPLN
assessments. EMSAD has advised that there are a number of limitations which impact the validity of
findings from the analysis including: the variation in the focus of tests each year; the different timeline of
pre- and post-intervention measures for NAPLAN cohorts; considerable student mobility in schools; small
sample sizes for some comparison groups; the impact of other literacy and numeracy initiatives operating
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in NPLN schools; the use of these same programs in other NSW schools (not funded under the NPLN);
and the lack of a comparable control group against which to benchmark results for NPLN schools. Further
detail on the considerations for interpreting this data is provided with the analysis of the data later in this
report.

1.5.3 ATTRIBUTION

It is important to understand the context in which TOWN was used, particularly that the program was in
some instances one amongst other programs and strategies targeting numeracy that have been
implemented in NSW schools over the past few years. In the context of broad activity in the area of
numeracy, it is difficult to establish attribution for any individual program.

1.6 STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

This report is structured as follows:

= Section 2 discusses the evidence base for TOWN

Section 3 addresses the implementation of the whole class component of TOWN
=  Section 4 examines the implementation of the individual component of TOWN

= Section 5 examines outcomes for teachers

= Section 6 addresses outcomes for students

= Section 7 examines outcomes at the school-level and sustainability issues

=  Section 8 examines areas for strengthening the impact of TOWN

= Section 9 provides a summary and conclusions.
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2 The evidence base for TOWN

2.1 EVIDENCE BASE FOR TOWN

As set out in the NP on Literacy and Numeracy: Information Package for Schools (Australian
Government, NSW DET and Neals 2009: 21, 24), the research base for the effectiveness of the two
components of the teaching approach in TOWN is outlined in this Chapter. DEC TOWN staff also
reported that the program drew on the research base behind the learning framework used for Count Me
In Too (CMIT) and Counting On (CO).

2.1.1 WHOLE-OF-SCHOOL INTERVENTION

The evidence base for the whole school component of TOWN is provided by the following sources:

= Effective Teachers of Numeracy Study (Askew, Brown, Rhodes, William and Johnson 1997)
conducted in the United Kingdom

= What's Making a Difference? Achieving Outstanding Numeracy Outcomes in NSW Primary Schools
(Australian Government 2005)

= Teaching Number: Advancing Skills and Strategies (Wright, Martland, Stafford and Stanger 2002)

=  Supporting Teachers in the Development of Young Children’s Mathematical Thinking (Bobis, Clarke,
Clarke, Thomas, Wright, Young-Loveridge and Gould 2005).

2.1.2 INDIVIDUAL INTERVENTION

The evidence base for the individual intervention component of TOWN is provided by research over the
last decade into children’s understanding of number, which indicates that there are identifiable
progressions in how children develop numeracy concepts (Carpenter et al 1999; Clarke et al 2001; Cobb
et al 1997; Fuson et al 1997; Jones et al 1996; Steffe et al 1992; Steffe et al 1983; Wright 1998; Young-
Loveridge 1999).

These progressions have led to models — or frameworks of numeracy development — being developed
that can be seen as providing useful pedagogical frameworks for teachers. This assumes that teaching
should be more effective if teachers can identify where a child is on the framework, and then identify the
next step for the student. Once the student is positioned on the framework, the teacher has a better idea
of where the student is at, using the growth points.

It was intended that the framework would:

= reflect the findings of relevant Australian and overseas research in mathematics education

= emphasise important ideas in early mathematics understanding in a form and language which is
easily understood and retained (in time) by teachers

= reflect the structure of mathematics where possible
= allow the description of mathematical knowledge and understanding of individuals and groups

= form the basis of teaching and planning (Clarke et al 2001).

URBIS

TAKING OFF WITH NUMERACY (TOWN) EVALUATION FINAL l 7
REPORT THE EVIDENCE BASE FOR TOWN



2.2 STAKEHOLDER VIEWS ON THE EVIDENCE BASE FOR TOWN

There was widespread agreement in the qualitative consultations amongst school staff and other
stakeholders that the evidence base for TOWN is sound. Core aspects of this evidence base which were
cited in support of this view included:

= The focus on place value:
Place value understanding is critical — students won't progress past Stage 3 without this.

Place value is critical, it is the foundation for everything else. Teachers tend to too quickly
focus on addition and subtraction without giving students enough understanding of 10s and
100s.

= The use of a continuum to provide clearer differentiation between students:

The continuum is very good — it provides clear benchmarks, and serves as an ILP
[Individual Learning Plan] for the students.

The TOWN numeracy continuum is the building block — it provides an accurate assessment
of where students are at, where they need to be moved [to], and how to differentiate the
curriculum accordingly.

Differentiation means we can target growth from every student — something for all, and we
can target different groups differently.

= The hands on approach with practical activities:

It's much more hands on, lots of activities/games — it encourages interaction, sharing of
strategies, reflection, reason, explains the thinking process.

= Better identifying the thought processes required:

Newman'’s [Error Analysis] and the focus on articulating the thought process for problem
solving — rather than rote learning.

Further (indirect) support for some of the above core aspects of the TOWN evidence base is also
provided by the fact that 87% of survey respondents rated the use of the numeracy continuums (eg place
value framework) as either important or very important as critical factors in improving their numeracy
teaching.

The main limitations to the view that the evidence base for TOWN is sound — cited by a minority of those
consulted — was that TOWN draws on, and does not offer too much further that is unique, compared to
some previous numeracy programs (in particular Count Me In Too (CMIT) and Counting On (CO)):

[We] support the content and approach of CMIT — we just don'’t believe that TOWN is
anything different.

Although this does not directly go to the soundness of the evidence base for TOWN, some stakeholders
did also query whether the in-depth approach taken by TOWN on specific numeracy concepts allowed
enough coverage of the broader maths curriculum. As one staff member noted: ‘[I have] concern over the
ability to cover the whole maths curriculum as well as deep dive into areas as part of TOWN'. Another
staff member made similar comments and added: ‘The foundation is important, but teachers are
answerable to the outcomes specified in the NSW curriculum’.
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3 Implementation of the whole-of-class component of
TOWN

KEY FINDINGS

A leadership team was established in each TOWN school to oversee the implementation of the program,
including a dedicated TOWN Coordinator who drove implementation in the school through a range of activities
such as organising and conducting professional development, gathering and/or developing resources,
providing assistance with developing lesson plans etc, and facilitating team teaching. Other forms of support
provided by DEC included: an initial two-day TOWN workshop, regular teleconferences facilitated by NSW
DEC on a regional basis; the TOWN website, TOWN materials, DEC TOWN staff (both in central office and
maths consultants), and Regional Facilitators.

Overall, there were variable levels of satisfaction by school staff with these types of support provided to
implement TOWN.

There was a high level of satisfaction by school staff with the support given by the TOWN Coordinators and
regional maths consultants (for those schools which had access to them). This was because these sources
provided practical, hands-on assistance and, in the case of the TOWN Coordinators, regular professional
development.

On the other hand, there were much more mixed views amongst school staff about the value and sufficiency of
the initial TOWN workshop, videoconferences, TOWN website, TOWN materials, and support from DEC
TOWN staff. A key theme here was that while these sources of support were felt to provide a reasonable
starting point for implementing the program, they did not go far enough. Many school staff would have liked
more practical and directed assistance, advice and materials provided through these sources, to help translate
the ‘bare bones’ of the TOWN program into an approach that could be easily and efficiently implemented in
practice, without having to invest a considerable amount of resources at a school level (which they often did).

This situation may reflect a combination of factors, including:

a misperception by school staff about the nature of the TOWN program (ie as a resource
package rather than primarily as a professional development package)

some technical and other limitations to the way in which some of the support was provided (eg
it may have been preferable to have some more face-to-face support provided instead of relying
only on videoconferences and telephone support beyond the initial training workshop)

the fact that staff did not always use the sources of support as much as they could have (which
in turn reflected their perceived usefulness).

3.1 ARRANGEMENTS FOR SCHOOLS TO PARTICIPATE

Schools in the three education sectors in NSW (Government, Independent and Catholic) were identified
as eligible to participate in the NP using a range of criteria including:

= the 2008 NAPLAN data: schools where the percentage of all students in Year 3 and 5 at or below
minimum standard is above the state percentage in reading and numeracy

= the school’s suitability and readiness to participate in this NP, as advised by regional and diocesan
offices

= the school’'s student background characteristics including:

enrolment size

student language background
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student enrolment data, for instance, a large proportion of refugees.

Participating Independent schools were identified using only the 2008 NAPLAN data (Australian
Government, NSW DET and Neals 2009: 3, 5).

Eligible schools were invited to participate in regional self-evaluation workshops in order to determine a
priority focus on either reading or numeracy (as informed by evidence from student data). Based on the
designated focus area and the specific needs of students, schools were required to select one whole
school/ classroom program and one individual intervention approach.

In numeracy, TOWN was the only whole school program. Schools could then select either TOWN case
management or Quicksmart for the individual numeracy intervention.

Although most schools were positive about being able to provide TOWN — at least once they actually
started implementing it — a few schools were critical of the fact that they didn’t feel that they had any real
choice in implementing the program:

There should have been more options for schools. We were backed into a corner, and
didn’t get a say in the direction for the school.

3.2 OVERVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION

In brief, the key activities involved in implementing TOWN were as follows:
= Members of the TOWN leadership team attended the initial TOWN conference in Sydney.

= A TOWN Coordinator was appointed in each school to drive implementation of the program, and
conducted a wide range of activities to support and train teachers to implement the program.

= Various other forms of program support were used by schools to greater or lesser degrees eg
participating in regular videoconferences with DEC TOWN staff, accessing the website, contacting
DEC TOWN staff, and the TOWN case managers for the individual intervention.

= Teachers conducted assessments of students using the TOWN assessment tool. This targeted
students in need of the program.

= Teachers implemented the program in their classes (for Years 3-6), through developing lesson plans
and teaching resources and activities etc.

= Some schools attempted to engage parents in the program in various ways eg through distributing
resource packs to use at home, information sessions.

The first three of these activities are discussed in more detail later in this chapter.

3.3 SATISFACTION WITH SUPPORT PROVIDED TO IMPLEMENT TOWN

3.3.1 TOWN COORDINATOR

Schools participating in TOWN were required to appoint a numeracy leader/TOWN Coordinator for their
school.

Overall, both the quantitative and qualitative data indicated that there was a very high level of satisfaction
by staff with the support provided by TOWN Coordinators, including the professional development,
resources, assistance with lesson planning etc.

Survey respondents who indicated that they were a member of the school Executive (ie the Principal or
Deputy Principal) were asked several questions relating to the role of the TOWN Coordinator in their
school. The Executive respondents to the survey represented 21 of the schools that implemented TOWN,
and the responses have been analysed according to percentage of schools (not percentage of
respondents).
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These respondents were firstly asked to indicate the average number of days per working week that the
TOWN Coordinator had spent off-class on this role.

TABLE 4 — TOWN COORDINATOR AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS OFF CLASS PER WEEK (PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOLS*)

DAYS TOTAL
. 9.5
1-2days 66.7
3 -4 days k2
5 days 14.3
TOTAL B0

*  Base = 21 schools

As shown in Table 4, in two thirds (67%) of these schools the TOWN Coordinator spent between one and
two days each week working off-class on this role. Close to one quarter of these schools (24%) allocated
three or more off-class days per week for the role, with the TOWN Coordinator working off-class full-time
in 14% of the respondent schools.

School Executives were then asked to nominate the main source of funding used to cover the off-class
time for the TOWN Coordinator. The large majority of respondent schools reported funding the role
through either their TOWN funding (52%) or other National Partnership on Literacy and Numeracy
funding (43%). A small minority of these schools (5%) reported using funding from other National
Partnerships resourcing, such as Low Socio-Economic Status.

TABLE 5 — MAIN SOURCE OF FUNDING FOR TOWN COORDINATOR OFF CLASS TIME (PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOLSY*)

SOURCE TOTAL
TOWN Funding 52.4
Other NPLN Funding 42.9
Other NP Smarter Schools e
Funding (eg Low SES)

TOTAL 100

*  Base = 21 schools

Survey respondents who reported that they were a TOWN Coordinator were asked to select which of six
listed activities they had undertaken in their role as TOWN Coordinator. The responses are provided in
Table 6 below.

All of the six activities had been undertaken by the majority of TOWN Coordinators completing the survey.
All, or almost all, TOWN Coordinators reported that they had:

= Provided additional numeracy material relating to professional development and teaching (100%)
= Developed or assisted with development of numeracy lesson plans and sequencing (97%)

= Organised and led regular staff meetings focused on numeracy teaching (97%).
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TABLE 6 — ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN AS A TOWN COORDINATOR (PERCENTAGE OF TOWN COORDINATORS)

ACTIVITY TOTAL
Provided additional numeracy material relating to professional development and teaching 100.0
Developed or assisted with development of numeracy lesson plans and sequencing 96.8
Organised and led regular staff meetings focused on numeracy teaching 96.8
Developed numeracy games and activities 90.3
Conducted class observation and provided feedback 77.4
Organised class observation amongst other staff 77.4

3.3.2 INTERNAL TRAINING BY THE TOWN COORDINATOR

Respondents other than TOWN Coordinators were asked to indicate their level of satisfaction with the
internal training support (both informal and formal) provided by their school’s TOWN Coordinator.

As shown in Table 7, the majority of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with the internal
training support provided by their TOWN Coordinator. Four-fifths or more of the respondents were
satisfied with the quality of the training (84%), the content of the training (81%) and the
relevance/usefulness of the accompanying resources.

TABLE 7 — SATISFACTION WITH THE INTERNAL TRAINING SUPPORT (PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS)

ASPECTS OF THE TRAINING SUPPORT TOTAL SATISFIED VERY SATISFIED SATISFIED
The content of the training 80.9 35.5 454
The quality of the training 83.6 40.9 42.7

The relevance/ usefulness of the accompanying
resources

80.0 37.3 42.7
*  Excludes TOWN Coordinators

There was no notable variation in the level of satisfaction by role (Executives, classroom teachers K-6,
and specialist/aide/other support).

Similarly to the TOWN workshop (discussed below), respondents who had previous experience with CO
and/or CMIT were less likely to be satisfied with the training support provided by the TOWN Coordinator
at their school than those who had no experience with these programs. This may reflect the fact that they
were coming into the program with a higher level of relevant knowledge.

Numerous examples were given in the consultations of the types of activities carried out by TOWN
Coordinators, such as conducting internal training, facilitating regular staff meetings focused on teaching
TOWN, assisting with development of lesson plans, facilitating team teaching, and identifying and
developing teaching resources.

As discussed later in this report, an enthusiastic and skilled TOWN Coordinator was identified as a key
success factor for the program.

As in the online survey, there was a high level of satisfaction with TOWN Coordinators by school staff,
particularly the hands-on assistance they provided. This included for example, providing professional
development and other training, assistance with developing lesson plans, identification and development
of teaching resources, and organising and participating in team teaching. For example, comments
included:

It's been very valuable having time with the Coordinator to assess students, put them on
the framework and get guidance on how to target improvement.

[Our TOWN Coordinator] broke it up into all the bits. ... If [they] had thrown [TOWN] at us
without all the professional development, we wouldn’t [have been able to implement the
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program effectively]. He was fine to take our criticism too, he took everything we said on
board, we all had different needs. He'd go away and think about it.

Staff got the support they needed to implement the professional change process [from the
TOWN Coordinator]. People valued it, and they felt their time was valued.

3.4 SOURCES OF SUPPORT PROVIDED BY NSW DEC

This section describes the satisfaction by school staff with a variety of sources of support provided by
NSW DEC. These included:

= the initial TOWN workshop

= the TOWN website

= the TOWN materials, including the assessment tools

= DEC staff, including DEC TOWN staff and regional consultants (and other schools in the region)
= Regional Facilitators.

One of the overarching themes across these forms of support was that they were often regarded as
providing a reasonable starting point (only) for implementing the program, but not enough beyond that.
Overall there was a common view that there was insufficient direction and support provided to schools to
facilitate the most efficient implementation of the program. It was felt by a number of school staff (and
Regional Facilitators) that it would have been beneficial to have further hands-on and practical advice
about how to implement and operationalise the program, including some further face-to-face support and
more practical resources and materials which could be used. This overall finding is consistent with the
fact that the highest level of satisfaction by school staff with the various forms of support were with the
TOWN Coordinators and NSW DEC regional consultants, because they provided precisely this kind of
assistance.

Similar themes are reflected in the largely negative feedback about the individual case management
aspect of the program (discussed later in this report).

The comments made by one Regional Facilitator sum up the above view:

At first there was a lack of direction from DEC, and a lack of support personnel and
resources. They needed to have people who could mentor the school initially so their needs
could be met. ... They didn’'t have a lot of direction in relation to putting sustainable things
in place much earlier. They were waiting for someone to come in and tell them what to do,
and no one ever did. There was an expectation [at the beginning of program
implementation] that they would have this. | know [my schools] went to a session where the
school evaluated itself, they put where they were in the process, what they needed, they
sent this information out, they were told they would get a person to come and help them,
but they just got a computer printout. When they tried to contact DEC over things, they
could only do this on the phone and didn’t always feel they had the depth of support they
required. Just doing it on the phone just didn’t do it for them. It wasn't that the schools
couldn’t do it — they did it in the end — but they wandered around themselves for months
before they realised they had to do it [and they didn’t do it as efficiently as they might have
otherwise]. If they were given more direction they would have used their personnel and
resources much more effectively and much quicker.

Nonetheless, in NSW DEC TOWN staff’s view, this may reflect a misperception by schools about
what the TOWN program involved and provided (ie a resource package versus a professional
learning package) — a recurring theme in the feedback on the various sources of support
provided. It may also reflect the fact that some of the supporting resources were possibly not used
as much as they might have been (eg the resources on the TOWN website). This issue is
discussed in more detail later in this report.
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3.4.1 INITIAL TOWN WORKSHOP

The TOWN Coordinator and another member of the school Executive on the TOWN Leadership Team
from each school were required to attend a two day TOWN workshop in Sydney at the beginning of
program implementation (October 2009).

Overall, the quantitative and qualitative data indicated that there was a reasonable level of satisfaction
with the initial training workshop. However these sources indicate that there was higher satisfaction with
the content and quality of the workshop than with the guidance the workshop provided to enable
implementation of the program in practice. There was a view from the qualitative consultations that the
workshop did not go far enough in relation to the latter, particularly considering no other further follow-up
face-to-face training was provided.

Just over half (55%) of the teachers surveyed reported that they had attended the initial TOWN training
workshop in Sydney. These respondents were asked to indicate their level of satisfaction with the content
and quality of the workshop, the relevance of the accompanying resources, and the adequacy of the
training to enable the delivery of TOWN in their school. Table 8 below shows the respondents’ level of
satisfaction with these elements of the training workshop. Satisfaction is presented as total satisfied which
comprises very satisfied and satisfied responses.

Around three quarters of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the content of the workshop
(75%) and the quality of the workshop (74%). However, respondents expressed less satisfaction with the
relevance/usefulness of the accompanying resources (64%) and the adequacy of the training to enable
you to deliver the program (60%). That is, there was less satisfaction with the guidance provided to
enable implementation of the program in practice.

The latter finding is consistent with another finding from the online survey: that less than half (48.2%) of
school staff with a regular classroom teaching role rated the external training workshop as being either
important or very important in improving their numeracy teaching (and only 16.4% rated it as very
important). Overall it was ranked ninth of 11 critical factors survey respondents were asked about.

TABLE 8 — SATISFACTION WITH TOWN WORKSHOP (PERCENTAGE OF THOSE WHO ATTENDED THE WORKSHOP)

TOTAL VERY
ASPECTS OF THE WORKSHOP SATISFIED
SATISFIED SATISFIED

The content of the workshop 75.3 24.7 50.6
The quality of the workshop 74.0 24.7 49.3
The relevance/ usefulness of the accompanying resources 63.6 24.7 38.9
The adequacy of the training to enable you to deliver the

59.7 20.8 38.9

program

Of the respondents who attended the training workshop, 84% indicated that they had previous experience
with CO and/or CMIT. Table 9 below shows that the respondents who had no previous exposure to these
existing programs were more likely than those who had previous experience to be satisfied with the
TOWN training workshop (although it should be noted that the group without previous experience was a
considerably smaller sample size).
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TABLE 9 — SATISFACTION WITH THE TOWN TRAINING WORKSHOP BY EXPERIENCE WITH SIMILAR NUMERACY
PROGRAMS (PERCENTAGE OF THOSE WHO ATTENDED THE WORKSHOP)

TOTAL PREVIOUS NO PREVIOUS
ASPECTS OF THE WORKSHOP SATISEIED EXPERIENCE WITH EXPERIENCE WITH
CO/CMIT CO/ICMIT

The content of the workshop 75.3 73.8 83.3
The quality of the workshop 74.0 73.8 75.0
The relevance/ usefulness of the accompanying

63.6 63.1 66.7
resources
The adequacy of the training to enable you to

59.7 58.5 66.7

deliver the program

The general view from the qualitative consultations with school staff was that the training workshop was
quite useful in as far as it went, but that that there ‘wasn’t enough to it’ to provide guidance about how to
implement the program in practice. For example, those who attended would have liked to see more:

= content that went beyond the previous CO/CMIT programs
= more in-depth professional development to inform hands on implementation of the program

= sharing of expertise by the DEC TOWN staff eg uploading videos of the presentations onto the
TOWN website

= practical resources to take away being provided eg materials and lesson plans.

Along similar lines, some felt that the initial training would have been satisfactory if it had been followed
up by further face-to-face training at a later point to provide more practical guidance about program
implementation. However given that it hadn’t, the course was considered to be in retrospect a bit ‘thin’:

As a starting point the conference was pretty good, but it ended there. We got the
impression at the conference that they would produce extra resources... that all these
things were coming, but nothing ever came.

One Regional Facilitator commented that ‘they needed at least one more conference part-way through
implementation’ in addition to the initial training workshop.

DEC TOWN staff reported that evaluations of the workshop were conducted at the time, and were
generally positive. There were some comments similar to those outlined above, in terms of those wanting
to see more resources and other practical assistance. However, this was felt to reflect a misperception of
the TOWN program

3.4.2 VIDEOCONFERENCES

Staff from the TOWN leadership team participated in the TOWN videoconferences run by DEC TOWN
staff. A series of five videoconferences were run on a regular basis, each for a cluster of schools in a
region. DEC TOWN staff reported that each videoconference included ‘focused professional learning
dialogue’ targeted on a specific topic, and DEC TOWN staff would refer to research related to that topic.

Taken together the quantitative and qualitative data indicated that some staff found these
videoconferences useful, but many found them of limited value due to technical problems, and what was
perceived as poor organisation, insufficient expert input by the DEC TOWN staff and having participants
who had too diverse needs.

School staff with a regular classroom teaching role who responded to the survey were asked how
important participation in the regular TOWN video conferences organised by DEC had been as a critical
factor in improving their numeracy teaching. Only 28.4% reported that these had been either important or
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very important, and only 8.6% rated this factor as very important (37% rated this as either not very
important, or not at all important, and 32.8% said this was not applicable/hard to say). A full discussion of
all these critical factors is provided later in this report.

Some school staff reported in the qualitative consultations that they found the videoconferences useful in
providing useful advice and guidance:

The video conferences were quite useful, they generated a lot of materials for us to use in
our reflection sessions.

| got a lot out of the videoconferences [about] what the learning framework means and how
to implement [it].... | found most of it highly useful, and learnt something new every time.

However a common view by school staff at a number of schools was that the videoconferences were not
very helpful to them, and overall ‘not much use’.

A small number of school staff and two of the three Regional Facilitators interviewed felt that phone
support (including videoconferences) was not an ideal mechanism for providing professional support for a
program such as this, and that more face-to-face support would have been desirable:

It's hard for the program to be directed from Sydney via videoconference — it needed more
local support, and face-to-face visits.

(School staff)

There were significant difficulties with [the videoconferences]. It lacked face-to-face contact,
and the ability of our leaders to build a relationship, it's not quite the same as talking to a
TV screen. The Focus on Reading [literacy program] people went to Sydney a number of
times for training, they started to build a real relationship with State office, but that didn’t
happen for us with TOWN. They [DEC TOWN staff] were very nice — [one staff member]
tried to meet our needs — for example, having all schools in the region in the same
teleconference. But there was something lacking in relation to that State-level contact. The
idea behind it is great, and it was great that [schools] didn't have to pay travel costs to
Sydney. ...The underlying limitation [of the TOWN program overall] was the assumption
that schools could deliver this program without face-to-face support.

(Regional Facilitator)

This basic issue may possibly underlie many or all of the other perceived limitations of the
videoconferences identified by school staff (including those who found some aspects of the
videoconferences useful). These limitations included that:

= There were ‘technical glitches’ which limited who could get on and wasted time.

= Participants ‘dribbled in’ during the course of the videoconference rather than all joining at the
nominated start time, which made it hard to run effectively.

= The facilitators from NSW DEC did not always appear to be well-prepared for the videoconferences
from a technical and content point of view, and providing strong direction for them:

Overall, there was a very low level of professionalism. They were poorly run, poorly
organised, and a poor use of time. ... | didn’t get anything [out of them] from a professional
development point of view, or a support point of view.

= There was not enough provision of expert advice from the facilitators, and they did not necessarily
take participants beyond what they already knew or could come up with themselves:

During the videoconference we were told to come up with our own activities (to report back
to the group), [we] would've liked to have been provided with more example warm-up
activities — it was the opposite of being spoon-fed.
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[The facilitators’] response was you've got to go off and do it on your own. It would have
been good to get more examples of how to do it [from them] — for example, an online
interactive thing. So more examples, and exercises and guidance, different technologies
[would have been helpful].

= The group of participants was too diverse in their needs:

The videoconferences were a waste of time — trying to cater to so many people at different
stages of the journey.

= The videoconferences became a forum for making complaints:

The videoconferences became a bit of whinge session — many schools were isolated and
struggling to implement the program.

= The timing was inappropriate (eg 2.30pm, during classes).

NSW DEC TOWN staff reported that in their view, those schools which implemented the program most
effectively (and had a good Coordinator) tended to be those who got most out of the videoconferences
through, for example, attending the most regularly, making the most contributions (and preparing in
advance for them), and organising their staff to participate in the videoconferences most effectively. For
example, some Coordinators organised other TOWN professional learning to dovetail in with the
teleconferences, so they were a structured part of the learning and ensured everyone logged in on time.
Conversely, those schools which got less out of the videoconferences tended to have implemented the
program less effectively.

3.4.3 TOWNWEBSITE

All school staff participating in the TOWN program had access to the TOWN website, which was
accessible via a password.

Overall the quantitative and qualitative data indicate that some school staff found the website and the
resources on it were useful, but others found it less so for reasons including the perception that the
content was limited, not updated enough, and not student-focused enough.

School staff with a regular classroom teaching role who responded to the online survey were asked how
important access to the TOWN website had been as a critical factor in improving their numeracy teaching.
Just over half (55.2%) rated it as either very important (16.4%) or important (38.8%). Some 26.7% rated it
as either not very important (22.4%) or not at all important (4.3%) (a full discussion of the critical factors is
provided later in this report).

There were mixed views expressed about the value of the TOWN website in the qualitative consultations.

Some school staff made positive comments about the site, including that:

= They had accessed some useful resources and activities on it (eg some interactive whiteboard
activities).

= It was well-structured and set out with links to other maths strands (eg angles).

However the majority of school staff consulted did not find the website very useful. Criticisms of the site
included:

= There was limited content, not enough resources on the site, and/or nothing new or innovative on the
site.

= The content was not updated or added to frequently enough: ‘the website was always behind where
we were’.

= In one instance a request was made to upload materials but this did not occur.
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= The resources were ‘content-focused and not student-focused’, which then required adjustment to
target specific student needs.

There were also some technical difficulties experienced with the website, including:

= Some experienced difficulties accessing the site due to password problems (according to DEC
TOWN staff this was generally related to user issues such as having forgotten the correct password ,
using the wrong one, or the Coordinator having providing an incorrect email address for staff so they
didn’t receive the email with their password).

= A number of staff noted that loading student data onto the website was very difficult and time-
consuming, and no feedback was provided about what the data was being used for (so at least some
schools stopped updating it and used their own internal data systems instead).

Due to limitations such as the above, a number of staff reported that they did not use the website very
much or it was ‘not our first port of call’. Some reported that they tended to use other sources more to
locate useful material, such as the DEC website, resources from other numeracy programs such as
Developing Efficient Numeracy Strategies (DENS) (resources from CMIT and CO), general internet
searches, and their local maths consultants.

The above views appear somewhat at odds with those of DEC TOWN staff, who reported that they were
continually updating the website, and every videoconference they introduced a new set of resources
which had been added to the site. They also reported that DEC was able to monitor which schools were
accessing the website and how frequently, and that as with the videoconferences, there was a similar
theme that those schools which implemented the program well accessed the website more frequently,
and those who implemented it less effectively accessed it less.

It may also be that not all — or possibly many — schools and staff were aware of or at least accessed the
full range of resources available on the website. As with the individual case managers, it may also have
been that if staff had initial negative experiences (eg going onto the website early on in the program
implementation phase and not finding much in the way of resources), they did not bother to go back to the
site a lot later in the program. At least some staff reported this was the case.

3.4.4 TOWN MATERIALS

The predominant theme from the school staff consultations was that the TOWN program materials
provided a sound conceptual framework and a reasonable starting point for implementing the program,
but there was not nearly enough to them. For those school staff who had positive views about the TOWN
materials, when questioned further it often appeared that these views related primarily to the resources
developed or gathered at a school level (typically by the TOWN Coordinator), not the resources provided
as part of TOWN as such. (However, school staff were not necessarily aware of where the Coordinator
obtained resources from .)

Overall many staff felt that the TOWN resources did not by themselves provide an adequate basis for the
program to be effectively implemented in practice. Some school staff felt it was therefore misleading to
actually describe TOWN as a ‘program’ as such. The clear view was that a considerable amount of effort
was required to be expended by school staff (typically the TOWN Coordinator) to determine how this
general framework could be effectively translated and operationalised in practice, gather and develop
practical teaching resources, develop lesson plans and so on in order to implement the program
effectively. This view was expressed by many school staff, although there was variation as to whether this
was viewed as a ‘problem’ as such or simply accepted as being the case.

Some school staff also felt that the TOWN materials were not providing anything particularly different or
additional to what was provided through the CMIT program (and which some schools had been
implementing before TOWN).

The following comments by school staff illustrate the above views:

TOWN is a little booklet with some questions, not much more. We have had to invest
considerable time and money to actually develop materials and lesson plans.
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The materials provided are not a complete program. The school scope and sequence is
based on a five-week cycle, whilst TOWN is based on a two-week cycle. The program
doesn’t provide advice on how to combine the different numeracy strands (multiplication,
area, measurement etc).

| felt that the materials offered by the TOWN Coordinator were already available in CMIT, |
didn’t feel that TOWN had any content, programming or lesson ideas.

The first [TOWN] book was titled ‘Getting Started’ — where’s the follow-up ones?

School staff were not specifically asked their views about whether they felt the TOWN program
represented ‘value for money’. However, associated with the above views, a number of school staff
(particularly TOWN Coordinators and other Executive school staff) proactively expressed concerns about
this during the course of the consultations, and said they felt that they did not get much (or enough) return
for what they viewed as the high cost of the program:1

| have some concerns [about] what the money was actually used for.

We've paid all this money for the program, so I'm not sure why I've then had to spend so
much time and effort developing resources and implementing it.

We had to make a lot of the resources ourselves. For $50,000 we didn’t get a lot for it! Two
folders. And we've spent lots of money on other resources. ... | don't think we were given
any resources we could go to — and go and touch it, copy it — there was nothing there at all.
We expected a program, we got a website. It seems [TOWN] is given too much glory for its
own good. ... It was a bit of a letdown, we didn’'t get much for the money. | would have paid
no more than $5,000 for what we got.

Similarly a Regional Facilitator reported that:

Schools found it difficult to distinguish between what they could access for free and what
they paid their money for. CO material is available for everyone for free in DEC schools —
all the basic concepts are explained — TOWN is not that different to that. The professional
learning focused on learning how to use the CO material (which made up the bulk of
TOWN) — so people thought ‘what are we getting for our money? It wasn't perceived as
good value for money.

Similar comments were made by school staff and some Regional Facilitators (reporting feedback from
schools) reflecting on the TOWN program as a whole (as discussed later in this report).

However, NSW DEC TOWN staff felt that the view that the program resources were a bit ‘thin’ reflected
the misperception about the nature of the program discussed above:

The printed material was just meant as an introduction. It boils down to those who think the
program is the material. We never tried to sell it like that — they were just support materials
to give a sense of the program. It was a professional development program delivered
through face-to-face and videoconferences. While some may see it as thin, it was never
meant to be a print-based resource or package.

They also noted that some of the web resources on the TOWN website complemented the print-based
materials. As discussed above, it may be that not all staff (possibly many) were not aware of or at least
accessed the full range of resource materials on the website.

! $42,000 for up to 11 teachers involved and $53,000 for more than 11 teachers involved (for both the whole class and individual

intervention), and $20,000 for the whole class intervention alone.
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ASSESSMENT TOOLS
A variety of views were expressed about the usefulness of the assessment tools.

Overall there was general support by school staff for the use of some kind of assessment tool to
determine where students were on the continuum. A number of the school staff consulted felt the TOWN
assessment tool was valuable in this regard:

The assessment tool has been used the most — it provides a good visual of where the kids
are and where they need to move.

| understand the purpose — to determine the thinking process of the students; it does give
the right kind of information needed, gives focus and you can go deeper into students’
understanding.

Some school staff observed that the TOWN tool was in effect a condensed version of the CMIT/Schedule
for Early Number Assessment (SENA) tool. Similarl to the views expressed about the TOWN materials,
some school staff therefore questioned whether TOWN was providing anything new or different compared
to previous programs.

There were also mixed views about whether the TOWN assessment tool had got the balance right
between providing the right depth of information while also being time-efficient to administer. On the one
hand, some staff who were familiar with the CMIT/SENA tool commented favourably that the TOWN
assessment tool was quicker to administer than the CMIT/SENA tool. This made it less time-consuming
to administer with a whole class of students (nonetheless, some school staff still felt that the assessment
tool was too time-consuming and burdensome to administer). On the other hand, some felt the TOWN
assessment tool was not detailed or complete enough to give the depth of information required, and that it
needed to be supplemented by use of the CMIT/SENA testing.

The assessment is somewhere to start, but it is all taken from CMIT/CO so [it provided] no
real extension. The tool was useful to put students broadly on the framework, but we
needed extra methods to really understand student positioning — we conducted written
examination (stage-based assessment) and SENA 1 and 2 (CO assessment resources).

The assessment tool is somewhat limited — [it provides a] good starting point, but doesn’t
go beyond place value 2, no multiplication/division for Stage 2. The structure is good but
content could be deeper. We are using other assessment mechanisms to place students on
the framework.

3.45 NSW DEC STAFF AND OTHER SCHOOLS IN THE REGION

All school staff participating in the TOWN program had access to the DEC TOWN staff in Sydney for
assistance and advice. In some regions there were also DEC funded regional numeracy specialists and
consultants.

At least some schools networked with other schools in their region.

Overall the quantitative and qualitative data indicate that the support provided by the DEC funded
regional numeracy consultants and (where they had done so) networking with other schools in the region
was the most likely to be regarded as adequate. A somewhat lower (but still high) proportion rated the
support from DEC TOWN staff as adequate, although some issues were reported relating to the
perceived usefulness of the assistance provided by this source.

The online survey sought TOWN Coordinators’ views on the adequacy of the support that they received
from external sources and networking. Adequacy is presented in terms of total adequacy which
comprises very adequate and adequate responses.

As shown in Table 10, the majority of TOWN Coordinators who responded to the online survey felt that
the level of external support had been adequate, identifying funded regional numeracy
specialists/consultants as the most adequate source of support (77.4% either adequate or very
adequate). There was almost as high a proportion of TOWN Coordinators reporting that they had found
networking with other schools in your region to be adequate (74.2% either adequate or very adequate).
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A lower but still substantial proportion of respondents (68%) felt that the support from DEC TOWN staff
had been adequate. However, compared to the DEC funded regional numeracy consultants, there was a
markedly higher proportion (close to one quarter - 23%) who reported this support to be neither adequate
nor inadequate. There was also a lower proportion rating the support from DEC TOWN staff as very
adequate compared to adequate.

TABLE 10 — ADEQUACY OF SUPPORT FROM EXTERNAL SOURCES (PERCENTAGE OF TOWN COORDINATORS)

SOURCE

TOTAL
ADEQUACY
VERY
ADEQUATE
ADEQUATE
NEITHER
ADEQUATE NOR
INADEQUATE
INADEQUATE
VERY
INADEQUATE
NOT
APPLICABLE

DEC funded regional
numeracy specialists/ 77.4 48.4 29.0 16.1 - 3.2 3.2
consultants

Networking with other
i ) 74.2 41.9 32.3 9.7 - 9.7 6.5
schools in your region

DEC TOWN staff 67.7 29.0 38.7 22.6 - 9.7 =

Considering the responses by school location, respondents from schools in rural/remote areas were less
likely to report receiving adequate support from DEC funded regional numeracy specialists/consultants
and networking with other schools than respondents from metropolitan or regional areas.

DEC staff reported that they were always available to deal with any queries form schools implementing
TOWN, and always made an open invitation at the videoconferences for anyone to call or email them.
However, not many of the school staff consulted on the fieldwork reported that they had sought advice or
assistance from the DEC TOWN staff. Amongst those who had, some had found the advice very useful:

They provided help all the time.

Nonetheless, others were less satisfied with the support provided by the DEC TOWN staff. The most
common concern raised was that the advice provided was ‘limited’ or ‘we didn’t get the answers we
needed’. Another staff member commented that they had consulted the DEC TOWN staff at several
points but they ‘never looked organised, it seemed like they were playing catch up’. These comments are
consistent with the comment by a Regional Facilitator noted above that ‘when they tried to contact DEC
over things, they could only do this on the phone and didn’t always feel they had the depth of support they
required’.

DEC TOWN staff reported that not many school staff requested help from them with anything, including
when the TOWN staff rang each school between the videoconferences to ask them this. In the great
majority of instances the TOWN staff were told that ‘everything is going fine and we don’t need any extra
assistance’. In the minority of instances where schools requested help, this generally related to:

= problems accessing the website (as noted earlier in this report, generally due to having forgotten the
password or using the wrong one)

= requests for more resources on a specific area, which the TOWN staff attempted to address through
discussion or development of a resource, and sharing the response at the next videoconference.

In terms of the DEC-funded regional maths consultants, school staff consistently reported that they had
received a lot of useful assistance from this source (and no negative comments were made about these
consultants.) The key aspect staff valued was the practical assistance and support provided to
operationalise the program on the ground, through providing for example training, lesson plans,
programming, modelled lessons, hands on activities, and general encouragement to teachers:
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[She] was good — very keen, [she made] frequent visits to the school, providing resources
and ideas. It was also useful that she was a teacher with classroom experience.

The DEC district maths consultant was a big support and facilitated the implementation. We
had a new teacher start from another region [without this support], and noticed that they
were in a completely different place.

The regional consultant has been critical for translating TOWN into practice, looking at how
this approach can work in the school.

DEC TOWN staff reported that the level of support provided by regional consultants varied, but it was
very successful in some regions and they had close involvement in the program eg attending the
videoconferences, planning professional learning days and visiting the schools.

In relation to networking with other schools, staff at those schools which had done so (eg to share training
or share ideas and experiences with the program) reported that this had been useful.

In some regions, a number of neighbouring schools were implementing TOWN under the NPLN. These
schools were able to network and share knowledge and ideas for implementing TOWN through their
Community of Schools. At one school visited, the TOWN Coordinator had delivered joint training sessions
for teaching staff across eight neighbouring schools:

We have networked with other schools — three surrounding schools in the area using
TOWN. We're lucky to have this support, we're aware other schools are more isolated.

A staff member at one school which had not networked with other schools in their region commented that
in retrospect this would have been helpful:

We haven't had a network of schools doing TOWN, so we haven't been able to discuss and
share. It would have been useful to get some ideas and direction from other schools.

3.4.6 REGIONAL FACILITATORS

DEC Regional Facilitators had overall responsibility in relation to all the NPLN projects in their regions. As
such their role was quite high-level, and it was not expected that these Facilitators would be providing
hands-on support to their schools in implementing the programs, including TOWN. Nonetheless, some
Facilitators did provide some more specific support to schools in relation to one or more programs.

Amongst staff who responded to the online survey who had a regular classroom teaching role, close to
two-thirds (63.8%) reported that in-school support from the Regional Facilitator was either very important
or important as a critical factor in improving their numeracy teaching (a full discussion of these critical
factors is provided later in this report).

Only a small number of schools provided feedback during the fieldwork about their Regional Facilitators
as an external source of support in implementing the program. Amongst these, some positive comments
were made about how valuable this support had been:

The support from our Regional Facilitator... was excellent. He's been an ear to listen [to
us]. Six months into it, [he was aware] of difficulties [we were experiencing with the
program]. It was very timely, to get ideas and strategies. He's used to working outside the
system.
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4 Implementation of the individual case management
component of TOWN

KEY FINDINGS

The individual case management component of the TOWN program involved teachers recording interactions
between teachers and individual students, uploading these to the TOWN website, and receiving emailed
advice from one of a team of TOWN case managers. Case managers were appointed based on having specific|
skills relating to numeracy teaching.

The quantitative and qualitative data consistently and strongly indicate that this was the least successful
aspect of the TOWN program. It was not used very much at all (only 136 instances over the entire program),
and it did not work very effectively as a source of support to schools. This was for a range of reasons including
technical difficulties relating to making and uploading the video recordings of students, and the perception that
the advice provided by the case managers was not as useful (in terms of providing very specific, practical
guidance about how to work with the particular student) or timely as it could have been.

There appeared to be some disjunctions between the perceptions of the quality and usefulness of the advice
provided between case managers and DEC TOWN staff on the one hand, and school staff and Regional
Facilitators on the other. This may reflect the desire by school staff for much more directed advice.

This Section discusses implementation of the individual case management component of TOWN. As
noted previously, the key activity undertaken for this component of the program involved teachers
recording interactions between teachers and individual students, uploading these to the TOWN website,
and receiving emailed advice from one of a team of TOWN case managers. The TOWN case managers
reported that they were appointed based on having specific skills relating to numeracy teaching (eg
experience working as a maths consultant).

In summary, the quantitative and qualitative data consistently and strongly indicate that this was the least
successful aspect of the TOWN program, and that it did not work very effectively as a source of support
to schools. This was for a range of reasons including technical difficulties relating to making and

uploading the video recordings of students, and the perception that the advice provided by the case
managers was not as useful or timely as it could have been.

4.1 QUANTITATIVE DATA FROM THE ONLINE SURVEY

4.1.1 SELECTION OF THE CASE MANAGEMENT COMPONENT

TOWN Coordinators were asked whether their school had selected to participate in the individual case
management component of TOWN. Of the 31 TOWN Coordinators completing the survey, 22 reported
that their school had participated in the case management intervention.

Those respondents whose schools did not implement the individual case management were asked to
specify why this was the case. The most common reasons noted included:

= The preference to access local/regional expertise
‘Expert help too far away...having regional people is much more reliable and personal.
= The preferred selection of Quicksmart

We regarded this program as better prepared, data driven and clearly explainable to the parents and
students.

= Concerns about the cost and resourcing requirements

Far too expensive.
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Very time-consuming.
= Concerns about the reliability of the technology

Relying on technology/communication doesn’t always work.

4.1.2 IMPLEMENTATION IN PRACTICE

Those respondents who had utilised individual case management at their school were then asked a
number of questions relating to the implementation and perceived usefulness of the intervention.

TOWN Coordinators were asked to specify how many students at their school had participated in the
individual case management component in practice.

As shown in Table 11, close to two-thirds of TOWN Coordinators (64%) reported that their school had
had five or less students participate in individual case management. Notably, close to a quarter of
respondents (23%) reported that no students at their school had participated in the intervention in
practice.

TABLE 11 - NUMBER OF STUDENTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN CASE MANAGEMENT (PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS*)

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TOTAL
None 22.7
1 - 5 students 40.9
6 — 10 students 27.3
11 — 15 students 4.5
16 — 20 students 4.5

More than 20 students -

TOTAL 100
*  Note this question was answered only by TOWN Coordinators
TOWN Coordinators were then asked to indicate how this participation rate corresponded with their initial
expectations for the intervention. As might be expected given the reported participation rate, the majority
of respondents (64%) noted that the number of students who participated had been significantly fewer

than expected. Approximately one-fifth of respondents (18%) reported that the participation rate had been
about what | expected.

TABLE 12 — NUMBER OF STUDENTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN CASE MANAGEMENT COMPARED TO INITIAL EXPECTATION
(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTSY*)

PARTICIPATION COMPARED TO EXPECTATION TOTAL

Significantly more -

A few more -

About what | expected 18.2
Slightly fewer 9.1
Significantly fewer 63.6
Not sure/ Hard to say 9.1
TOTAL 100

*  Note this question was answered only by TOWN Coordinators

Those respondents who reported lower than expected usage of the case management intervention were
asked to specify why this was the case. The most common reasons noted included:
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= Issues with technology including background noise and difficulty registering cases and uploading
videos (12 mentions)

Difficulty using the flip cameras within a normal classroom setting due to noise.

Technical issues on both the TOWN site and with teacher skills in the uploading of videos
was a problem.

Not user-friendly for classroom teachers, lack of technology support.

= More convenient access to high quality local expertise and advice from colleagues, regional
consultants and/or Community of Schools members (12 mentions)

We found as a large school, collegial discussion was a better solution, faster, easier to
manage within the school.

We had support on hand with the maths consultant in our school on a weekly roster. She
would watch and discuss the student and get immediate feedback.

There was no relationship with case managers; no-one visited our school so it all felt very
separate and robotic. We had experienced members of staff who were capable of solving
any problems and teachers worked together and discussed issues.

= Excessive time required to individually film and manage cases (10 mentions)
The task was put off due to time constraints.
Videoing/ uploading/ learning the technology was too time-consuming.

= Limited value of the advice provided by the case manager (5 mentions)

The feedback from the case manager did not result in any new information and only
confirmed what the class teacher already knew and was trying with the student involved.

The response | got was not very user friendly and only referred me to resources such as
CMIT and DENS which | was already using.

Staff also felt that the effort it took to actually film, upload and manage a case was not
worth the effort when usually the strategies sent back were fairly stock-standard and
straight from the DENS books, which we all have.

TOWN Coordinators were then presented with a series of six statements relating to the use of the
individual case management intervention and asked to express how strongly they agreed or disagreed
with each. The responses are presented in Table 13, and total agreement is provided as the combined
set of strongly agree and agree responses.

Most statements received a fairly low level of agreement, with only one statement — the TOWN video
camera was easy to use — receiving above 50% total agreement. With respect to views on the role of the
case manager, a significant proportion of respondents selected neither agree or disagree for statements
relating to their level of numeracy teaching expertise (36%), the timeliness of advice received (41%), and
the usefulness of the advice received (41%). This response profile suggests a degree of ambivalence
towards the role of the case manager.

Statements relating to the process of uploading of videos to the case management system had the
highest frequency of total disagreement, with the largest proportion of these responses expressed as
strongly disagree. More than half the respondents disagreed that the technology for uploading and filing
the videos was easy to use (55% total disagreement), and that for all or the majority of students who were
videoed, the videos were uploaded to the case management system (50% total disagreement).
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TABLE 13 — AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENT ABOUT INDIVIDUAL CASE MANAGEMENT (PERCENTAGE OF

RESPONDENTS*)
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The TOWN video camera was easy

59.1 13.6 45.5 27.3 9.1 4.5 -

to use

Overall, the TOWN case manager
had a high level of numeracy 36.4 9.1 27.3 36.4 4.5 4.5 18.2
teaching expertise

The advice received from the
i 31.8 13.6 18.2 40.9 - 18.2 9.1
TOWN case manager was timely

The technology for uploading and
. ) 27.3 9.1 18.2 18.2 9.1 455 -
filing the videos was easy to use

The advice received from the
TOWN case manager was useful in
informing how to work with the

22.7 9.1 13.6 40.9 9.1 13.6 13.6

student in the future

For all or the majority of students
who were videoed, the videos were

18.2 - 18.2 27.3 18.2 31.8 4.5
uploaded to the case management

system

*  Note this question was answered only by TOWN Coordinators

4.1.3 QUANTITATIVE DATA ON USE OF THE CASE MANAGEMENT
COMPONENT OF THE PROGRAM

The number of case management interventions was provided by the manager of the TOWN case
management component. This is set out in Table 14 below.

From this table it can be seen that almost two-thirds (64.3%) of the 28 schools participating in the
individual case management aspect of the program only used it for four or less interventions, and 17.9%
did not use it for any interventions at all.

Only just over a third (35.6%) used it for seven or more interventions.
In total there were 136 interventions.

Given that five case managers were involved in this aspect of the program over the course of the program
(three school terms), this is a very small number of interventions.
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TABLE 14 — NUMBER OF CASE MANAGEMENT INTERVENTIONS PER SCHOOL

NUMBER OF NO OF % OF
INTERVENTIONS SCHOOLS SCHOOLS

0 5 17.9
1-2 9 321
3-4 4 14.3
5-6 0 0
7-8 3 10.7
9-10 3 10.7
11 2 7.1
12+ 2 7.1
TOTAL 28 100

4.2 QUALITATIVE DATA

There were very consistent themes in the qualitative feedback from school staff, TOWN case managers
and Regional Facilitators on the individual case management component of TOWN to that from the online
survey.

Overall, the predominant and strong view was that this aspect of the program was not used much, had
not provided a useful form of support for schools, and — as one Regional Facilitator put it — ‘lost its
credibility’. As the case managers themselves noted, this component had great potential which was not
fully realised.

The main three problems identified in the consultations with school staff and Regional Facilitators
included:

= technical problems
= advice not being useful
= advice not being timely.

Each of these issues is discussed further below.

4.2.1 TECHNICAL PROBLEMS

It was reported that school staff commonly experienced technical problems with this aspect of the
program. Most commonly these problems concerned uploading the videos to the TOWN website— some
staff reported that they had tried for hours and then given up. Other technical difficulties included
assignment of cases, problems with year-to-year transition (when students entered new classes and
changed teachers), and poor quality of the videos due to background noise etc:

The case management was impractical, time-consuming and not teacher friendly. It didn’t
seem to account for challenges such as technical issues, classroom noise, and the difficulty
to implement this in class with a large target group of students.

Along similar lines, a Regional Facilitator noted:

There was a reluctance to use the video technology — both technical problems and a lack of
comfort with doing it.

The TOWN case managers and DEC TOWN staff also reported that they were aware of the technological
difficulties experienced by school staff in using this component of the program, particularly related to
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uploading videos to the website (which was a slow process). The TOWN case managers also reported
that the quality of the videos uploaded was commonly poor (which in a number of instances included a lot
of background noise, sometimes to the point where the student was inaudible).

The TOWN case managers also noted that once school staff received their emailed advice from their
case manager they could not simply just email back to continue a discussion, interact further or provide
feedback about how useful the advice had been — they had to log in separately to the website again. The
case managers felt that this may have been one reason why they generally did not hear back from
teachers they had emailed advice to.

Much of the technical problems experienced were probably due to teachers’ lack of familiarity with using
this type of technology. The TOWN case managers noted that it is relevant to bear in mind teachers’ very
limited time, the fact the website was not very user-friendly, and that many of the school staff involved in
the program were ‘less technologically savvy’. DEC TOWN staff likewise observed that where notified of
technical problems with the website they addressed these, but ‘a lot of it was user errors rather than
problems with the website’. They identified a number of common problems experienced by schools in the
early stages of program implementation when they did initial practice sessions with them. For example,
some schools tried to upload files in an uncompressed format, so the file size was very large, and this
created a backlog in processing so no one else could upload videos at the same time.

In response to the technical difficulties experienced, DEC TOWN staff developed ‘little movie snippets’
showing teachers how to upload the videos, and written instructions.

DEC TOWN staff also noted that:

The main problem was the technical challenge around it. People become easily frustrated
by technology. If it doesn’t work you don’t tend to go back again. That would relate to the
low usage. ... In terms of the innovative process, it was the first time it was done. You'd
expect there would be some challenges in relation to the use of recording devices to get
targeted advice for the student — it's never been done before as far as we know. People are
now getting more used to uploading material to [computers]. This was probably a year or so
ahead of its time. People are now getting more used to this technology. When something is
more innovative you probably get more challenges in implementing it. In another year or
two, it might be the norm.

4.2.2 ADVICE NOT BEING USEFUL

Another commonly reported problem with the case management component was that the advice received
often wasn't useful in providing practical advice about how to work further with the student, and assisting
school staff to move beyond what they had or could have worked out for themselves. This also created
the perception amongst some school staff that the case manager did not demonstrate the level of
expertise in numeracy teaching they would have expected:

We have referred students that are well below the benchmark to our case manager for
ideas, but a lot of what comes back has already been used — collaboration with the staff
group means often these ideas have already been shared anyway.

The case manager didn’'t know as much as we thought they should — the advice was not
classroom practical.

[We] received ‘cut and paste’ style responses from the ‘experts’. Early on we realised this
wasn't valuable, ... and [we] withdrew from the program and returned the funding.

[The feedback] was not useful in any of the few instances [we tried it]. We didn’t follow up
[with the case manager again, after receiving the initial advice for each student] because no
answers were provided the first time. Providing online [advice] would be OK, but only if they
were providing useful advice. .... The experts didn't seem very expert, our [TOWN
Coordinator] knew more.

Case managers reported that the main problems they provided advice to teachers about concerned:
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= placement of the student on the Framework (generally pointing teachers back to DEC documents and
the TOWN website, which had ‘good stuff they often weren't accessing’)

= directing teachers to resources on the website
= basic strategies in relation to addition and subtraction
= explaining what the Framework was.

Case managers also reported that generally they did not get feedback from teachers about how useful or
otherwise their advice had been, and therefore it was difficult for them to assess this themselves (they did
however do some ‘consistency exercises’ between the case managers which confirmed they were all
giving similar advice). Nonetheless, one case manager identified the ‘excellent.... quality of the advice’
provided to teachers (since the mentors had expertise in numeracy teaching) and ‘giving isolated schools
the opportunity to talk to someone who knew something’ as aspects of the program which worked well.
DEC TOWN staff also reported that they reviewed the advice provided by case managers (since they had
access to it), and felt that the advice provided was ‘of high quality’ and the criticisms of it were not
justified. There therefore appeared to be a major divergence in the perceptions by case managers and
DEC TOWN staff versus teachers of how useful the advice was.

One possible explanation for this may be that the case managers were more focused on providing quite
general advice (eg referral back to the Framework and website), whereas the consultations indicated that
teachers wanted and were expecting to receive very specific and practical advice about how to work with
the individual student. As one Regional Facilitator reported:

[The case management component was] not necessarily giving particularly useful feedback
[to school staff]. What you were seeing is the difference between theoreticians and practice.

4.2.3 ADVICE NOT ALWAYS TIMELY

Another problem identified in the consultations was that the advice received was not always timely
enough to be useful: ‘it took too long’. Some school staff reported that due to delays in receiving advice
they went ahead and came up with solutions from consulting with other school staff, including the TOWN
Coordinator. One Regional Facilitator reported that:

The cycle of advice was too slow to get feedback. How long [this was] varied, but some
schools said it took too long to get feedback. | don’t know how long, but | assume that
means more than a week.

Again there was some divergence in the feedback provided by school staff and Regional Facilitators on
one hand, and TOWN case managers and DEC TOWN staff on the other. It is not clear how the above
feedback fits with the feedback from case managers that they generally aimed to provide feedback within
24 hours or as close to that timeframe as possible, and ‘for the great bulk of responses... it was generally
within one to two days’. DEC TOWN staff likewise reported (from their review of the advice provided) that
facilitators provided responses within 24 hours in the majority of cases.

4.2.4 OTHER ISSUES

Other problems noted included turnover in the assigned case manager (one staff member reported that
their case manager changed three times), and that it wasn’t practical to implement in schools where a
large number of students fell into the target group for the case management component.

4.3 OVERALL LOW LEVEL OF USAGE

Reflecting the various perceived problems noted above, a number of schools who had signed up for this
component of the program reported that they had either not even got to the stage of uploading any videos
of students, or had only done so with a small number of students. Negative experiences in the initial
stages of the program put some schools off trying again, either at all or with many students, or having
repeat contact with the case manager about an individual student (contrary to the assumptions when the
program began). This is consistent with the low numbers of students for whom the individual case
management component of the program was used, set out above. Overall, schools participating in this
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aspect of the program reported that they had used it much less than they had envisaged at the beginning
of the program. The case managers themselves likewise reported that it was used less than they had
initially anticipated, and that in the great majority of instances schools only sought advice once in relation
to each individual student (rather than multiple times for some students as had been envisaged
originally).

In retrospect, given that the case managers received minimal feedback from the teachers they provided
feedback to, there could have been value in conducting a simple mid-point evaluation of teachers who
had received advice (eg via an online survey). This may have identified the perceived problems with this
component of the program at an earlier stage, and allowed for some changes in strategy by the case
managers to address these. This may have increased the number of teachers accessing the case
management component.
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5 Outcomes for teachers

KEY FINDINGS

Overall, TOWN (or its implementation) has had a positive and marked impact on numeracy teaching amongst
most school staff who participated in the program.

The majority of teachers surveyed reported that TOWN had had an impact on their knowledge, attitudes and
skills in all of the areas they were asked about. The three areas with the greatest reported impact were:
increased belief in teachers’ ability to improve numeracy outcomes for all students; increased understanding
of the importance of place value as a key numeracy concept; and increased willingness to participate in shared
reflection and discussion of numeracy teaching with other staff.

The program has also had a positive impact on a number of key elements of teaching practice, such as
increased use of and capacity to differentiate students and identify students in need of targeted intervention;
greater collaboration and ability to reflect on their teaching practice; use of more and additional numeracy
teaching resources and activities; greater knowledge about and confidence in teaching numeracy; and greater
focus on and understanding of key numeracy concepts such as the place value framework.

The greatest impacts reported in the online survey were for teaching staff at an early or late stage of their
careers.

Five key success factors were identified which were associated with greater teacher engagement and
improvements in numeracy teaching, including: changed numeracy teaching practice; strong school
leadership; an enthusiastic and skilled TOWN Coordinator devoting intensive time to the program; staff who
were more open to new teaching approaches; and experience with similar numeracy programs.

5.1 QUANTITATIVE DATA

5.1.1 IMPACT ON KNOWLEDGE, ATTITUDES AND SKILLS

All teachers were provided with a series of outcome statements relating to the impact of TOWN on their
knowledge, attitudes and skills, and were asked to indicate the extent to which TOWN had had an impact
on each. These responses are presented in Table 15 below, including a calculation of total impact, which
comprises the combined set of major extent and moderate extent responses.

TABLE 15 -IMPACT ON TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE, ATTITUDES AND SKILLS (PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS)
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Increased your belief in teachers’ ability
to improve numeracy outcomes of all 85.1 52.5 32.6 7.8 5.0 2.1
students
Increased your understanding of the
importance of place value as a key 83.7 63.1 20.6 8.5 4.3 35

numeracy concept

Increased your willingness to participate
in shared reflection and discussion of 81.6 50.4 31.2 11.3 4.3 2.8
numeracy teaching with other staff

Increased your belief in teachers’ ability
to improve numeracy outcomes of low 80.1 47.5 32.6 12.8 5.0 2.1
achieving students
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IMPACT

TOTAL
IMPACT
MAJOR
EXTENT
MODERATE
EXTENT
MINOR
EXTENT
NOT AT ALL
HARD TO
SAY

Increased your skills in using diagnostic
tools and data to assess students’ 78.8 43.3 35.5 14.9 4.3 2.1
numeracy learning needs

Deepened your understanding of the

nature and needs of numeracy learners 78.7 53.9 24.8 12.1 5.7 35
in Years 3-6
Increased your knowledge about how

77.4 42.6 34.8 16.3 4.3 2.1
students learn numeracy
Deepened your understanding of

76.6 53.2 234 12.1 9.2 2.1

effective numeracy teaching

Increased your knowledge about the
latest evidence on best practice 75.9 43.3 32.6 14.2 7.8 2.1
numeracy teaching in the classroom

Increased your ability to translate
numeracy theory into practice

72.3 45.4 27.0 191 6.4 2.1

As shown in Table 15, for all outcome statements the majority of teachers reported that TOWN had had
an impact on their knowledge, attitudes and/or skills. The areas that had the greatest impact for
respondents were:

= Increased your belief in teachers’ ability to improve numeracy outcomes of all students (85%)
= Increased your understanding of the importance of place value as a key numeracy concept (84%)

= Increased your willingness to participate in shared reflection and discussion of numeracy teaching
with other staff (82%).

For each outcome statement, there was only a small minority of teachers who reported no impact on their
knowledge, attitudes and/or skills as a result of implementing TOWN.

Considering the responses according to the teachers’ level of experience reveals notable variation in the
extent of the reported impact on attitudes, knowledge and skills. Respondents who were at an early or
late stage in their careers were more likely to report a greater degree of positive impact resulting from
their participation in TOWN than those respondents in the middle of their career. In particular, a higher
proportion of teachers with five or less years’ experience, or over 20 years’ experience, reported impacts
in the following areas:

= Increased your ability to translate numeracy theory into practice
= Deepened your understanding of effective numeracy teaching
= Increased your knowledge about how students learn numeracy

= Increased your knowledge about the latest evidence on best practice numeracy teaching in the
classroom.

The extent of reported impact was also found to vary somewhat by role. In general, a greater proportion
of TOWN Coordinators and specialist teachers/aides/other support staff reported that TOWN had
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impacted on their knowledge, attitudes and skills in numeracy. Conversely, classroom teachers and
members of the school Executive were slightly less likely to report a positive impact. In particular, TOWN
Coordinators were considerably more likely than respondents in other roles to report that TOWN had:

= Increased your knowledge about how students learn numeracy
= Increased your a