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INTRODUCTION

This report is a synopsis of the key findings from the National Accelerated
Literacy Program (NALP) Interim Evaluation Report. It provides a snapshot of
the first stage of implementation of NALP during 2005 through to mid 2006 to
help teachers, coordinators, support personnel and policy staff to share the key
findings of the interim evaluation. The report lays a foundation for analysis of
the challenges of scaling up a small project to a national program and identifies
many issues against which later progress can be assessed.

Importantly, the NT Department of Employment, Education and Training (DEET)
and Charles Darwin University (CDU) have jointly committed themselves to
learn from this evaluation. The lessons learnt have already become the focus of
program improvements in late 2006 and 2007.

Our deepest thanks go to all schools, principals, teachers, students, parents
and DEET staff who gave up their valuable time to participate in the evaluation
process. We appreciate the efforts of busy people to accommodate evaluation
efforts and hope this report pays due respect to the many valuable contributions
that inform the interim findings.

The full report from which this synopsis is drawn remains the property of NT
DEET. Responsibility for the findings and any remaining errors lie with the
evaluation team. The views expressed in this report do not necessary reflect the
views of the Department.

NALP: ARESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIP

The National Accelerated Literacy Program rests on a partnership between DEET
and CDU, in which different teams from the University are responsible for:

® developing and producing materials, resources and training to support the
implementation of AL by NT DEET and other jurisdictions;

® providing tertiary training of teachers through undergraduate and
postgraduate courses;

®* developing a program of research to extend and enhance Accelerated
Literacy teaching; and, lastly,

® evaluating the implementation of AL in NT schools.
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THE EVALUATION

The evaluation of NALP is in two stages that correspond roughly to stages in the
implementation program:

Formative (Stage One): mid 2004 — mid 2006

This stage consists of starting the program, recruiting project staff, training
practitioners, building support resources, determining and refining protocols and
procedures, and engaging teachers, schools and education systems.

Growth (Stage Two): mid 2006 — 2008

During this stage, it is expected that the program will be closer to establishing a
critical mass of trained practitioners within the NT teaching workforce. It will have
developed, trialled and disseminated resource packages; and have determined
and developed the critical mass NALP needs for sustained impact.

The Interim Report reported on evaluation results from the formative stage,
drawing on data collected during the period January 2005 to mid 2006. While
the case study and interview data refers predominately to perceptions of the
program in 2005 and early 2006, some more recent data up to the end of 2006
on student assessments have been included.

The Interim Report took into consideration the fact that the implementation
program was in its infancy. Stage Two, or the growth stage, will be the basis for
the Stage Two Evaluation Report, which is due for release in 2008.
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RESEARCH METHODS AND COVERAGE

Data for this evaluation came from four different collection sources:

I.  Qualitative methods were used to gain practitioner and stakeholder
understandings of NALP implementation from a system support, school
and classroom level. These included formal, structured and semi structured
interviews, questionnaires, collection of artefacts and classroom/school
observations. A total of 263 interviews, 42 site visits and 10 classroom
observations were conducted between October 2005 and March 2006.
In addition, data was taken from 329 professional development session
evaluations and 11 Graduate Certificate in Accelerated Literacy course
evaluations conducted up to the end of 2005.

II. School visits were used to obtain an economic assessment of the program.
Associate Professor Ibtisam Abu-Duhou visited eight schools from May to
June 2006, and three in November 2005 to pilot the survey instruments,
representing a cross-section of AL schools.The data used in the economic
analysis covered all resources allocated to NALP from early 2004 to 31
December 2005 from CDU and DEET; all NALP’s activities conducted by
developers and managers; all student data available in the database housed
at CDU; and system collected MAP data for 2001-2005.

lll. The enrolment and attendance database collected through DEET's
Student Administration Management System (SAMS) database was used
to find whole-of-program student attendance data.

IV. The Accelerated Literacy Information and Analysis System (ALIAS) was
the source of students’ achievement data produced for and by the project.
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OBJECTIVES

The Stage One evaluation had four main objectives:

I. To distil key concerns of participants about the implementation and
effect of Accelerated Literacy (AL) expansion efforts to date, based on
qualitative research interviews, survey and other information gathered from
practitioners and stakeholders representing schools, implementers and
other stakeholders

. To provide a preliminary analysis of the costs of developing and
implementing AL, drawing on a range of quantitative and qualitative methods

lll. To provide a preliminary analysis of student outcomes, attendance
and enrolment, school participation, assessment coverage and other
process indicators, drawing on data in the central DEET repository; and

IV. To document the progress of project implementation for future reference.

This overview mainly focuses on objectives 1 and 3.

Overall, the focus of this part of the evaluation is on the implementation of the
program. It highlights some of the difficulties associated with rapid reform projects,
such as insufficient material support, gaps in training and other shortcomings
associated with start-up efforts. Identification of areas for improvement are the
main subject of this report. Stage Two will aim to highlight the range of variations
of teaching practices and approaches and specifically identify areas of good
practice that will underpin NALP’s outcomes.
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WHY IS EVALUATION IMPORTANT?

Evaluations enable government to track and assess the outcomes of major
initiatives - in this case the National Accelerated Literacy Program. NALP is a
complex research and development partnership and the evaluation program is
a key component of the overall research effort. One of its tasks is to highlight
some areas requiring further research and development of materials, resources
or strategies.

It provides important information about what works well and what doesn’t and
gives participants, including teachers, coordinators and schools, a voice. The
evaluation story affects and informs policy decisions about the future direction
of funding and effort.

The evaluation provides feedback mechanisms for practitioners to coordinators,
coordinators to managers, researchers to schools, and so on. This strengthens
the links between practice and evidence, and rewards practitioners by showing
that what they do does make a difference.

WHAT IS THE EVALUATION NOT ABOUT?

The evaluation activities undertaken by CDU are not about managerial scrutiny
of the performance of individual teachers, principals or coordinators. Accelerated
Literacy teaching practices are ideally informed by evidence of student outcomes,
which is primarily gained from assessments of student reading. We will not
provide public information about the comparative performance of schools.
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KEY FINDINGS

The following is a synopsis of the major findings of the Stage One evaluation.
They are based on:

a) data on student participation and assessments and

b) findings of interviews carried out during the first stages of the implementation
program in 2005 - 2006.

STUDENT OUTCOMES

The primary focus of the Interim Report was to assess the effect of program
implementation in the formative stages of the rollout. It is expected that the
Stage Two Evaluation Report, due in 2008, will have more comprehensive
data on student literacy outcomes. The Interim Report provides an overview of
raw data.

Assessment Coverage and Implementation Progress

Assessing students using a range of standardised assessments is an important
component of NALP and an important tool for teachers and schools. Student
achievement levels are also key measures for evaluating the outcomes of
the program as a whole. Assessment coverage refers to the proportion of
participating students who have completed the prescribed assessments during
the time period. The growth in assessment coverage is an important indicator of
progress in the implementation of NALP in schools, while gaps in assessment
coverage may point to areas where there is a need for greater awareness of the
assessment protocols and wider use of the assessments themselves for guiding
instructional practice.

It is particularly important to have an assessment sequence for each student
so that progress over time can be measured. An assessment sequence is
an identifiable series of valid student assessments of the same type (that is,
Individual Level (IL) or Tests of Reading Comprehension (TORCH)) over a time



A synopsis of the
NALP Evaluation
Interim Report

period longer than a term. TORCH assessments are administered to students
with a successful IL at Year 4 or above.

Data gathered since 2004 indicates that the numbers of assessments carried
out by teachers and coordinators has grown substantially, but that the number of
students with complete sequences in either IL or TORCH varies widely between
schools. In a significant number of schools, assessment coverage did not appear
to have improved substantially between 2005 and mid 2006.

® In 2005 IL assessment coverage (the proportion of students with an
assessment coverage) in 21 schools ranged from 0% to 78%. 16 of the 21
schools — that is, 76% — had a complete assessment coverage for less than
50% of their eligible students.

®* The patchy coverage rates in 2005 may reflect the infancy of the program
overall and the impact of poor student attendance.

®* The number of TORCH assessment sequences tend to be lower than those
of IL. Some of this is attributable to the smaller number of children with a
successful IL at Year 4 and above. Teacher reluctance to screen students
with TORCH may also be an issue.

® Use of TORCH tests was higher in some urban high schools.

Despite concerns about the coverage rates, the interim evaluation concluded
that assessment coverage had increased through to 2005 and as such provided
an indication of implementation progress for 21 schools in that year.

Data in 2006 indicates that there has been further growth in assessment
coverage and in the proportion of students with assessment sequences across
a larger number of schools. However this growth needs to be supported with
effective strategies to achieve higher levels of complete assessment of all
eligible AL students. Low student attendance and high teacher turnover may
be factors in low assessment coverage. Strategies to improve assessment
coverage may need to be linked with strategies to improve student attendance
and teacher retention.
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The interim evaluation highlighted other issues about the adequacy of current
assessments:

® Approximately 40% (346 of 872) of the IL assessment sequences were
unable to be included in calculations as both assessments were below the
IL scale. That is, the students were assessed to be unsuccessful using the
Transition (or Pre Year 1) level text for both assessments in the sequence
and so were classed as non-readers.

® The proportion of students in schools below the IL scale is higher in
very remote schools: for example, in one remote school with over 150 AL
students in 2005, 79% of students with an IL sequence were below scale for
the sequence.

Figure 1: Reading year level of readers and non-readers with assessment
sequences at a remote NT school over one academic year (n=74)

Reading year level progress
»

0 | L.l

Individual students

Figure 1 illustrates the challenges and opportunities for Accelerated Literacy.
Of the 74 children represented, a significant proportion made very substantial
gains between assessments, some of them non-readers to start with. However
— and here is the challenge for the program — many of the children (represented
as ‘dots’ along the individual students axis) remained non-readers after their first
assessment sequence.

CDU and DEET recognise that, given the high number of non-readers at year
3 and above, and with the extension of AL teaching to early childhood, an
appropriate strategy for assessing the progress of non-readers needs to be
developed. It should include additional research within the NALP testing program
and further refinement and targeting of effective early education strategies.



Student progress for the evaluation period 2004-2005

This stage of the evaluation presents the progress of those students with an
assessment in any school. (Outcomes in specific settings and year levels
are not reportable at this stage). The progress rate represents the difference
in assessment scores of reading year levels, divided by the number of years
between assessments. A score greater than one reading level per year of school
means that the child is catching up over that period.

Using the assessment of Individual Reading Level (IL) and the Tests of Reading
Comprehension (TORCH), we can state that:

®* The average IL student progress rate for 526 students with an assessment
sequence in 2005 was positive at 1.67 reading year levels per year.

® The average TORCH student progress rate for 212 students with a valid
assessment sequence was also positive at 1.34 levels per year.

Figure 2: General rates of progress for students with sequence

Number of Participating Students - Term 4 2005 2,534
Number of Students with Assessment Sequences 865 212
- On Scale 526
- Pre Scale 347
Average Progress Rate 1.67 1.34
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INDICATIVE TRENDS AND ISSUES IN 2006

Newly released data on student assessment shows that:

® Atthe end of the 2006 school year, there were 50 schools participating in the
NALP. Of these, 36 schools had centrally recorded assessments available
for analysis.

® At the end of Term 4 2006, there were 4,165 students participating and
5,167 students in all had participated at some time during 2006.

®* In 2006, the average progress rate for students with an IL assessment
sequence on the IL scale was 1.74 reading year levels per year. There were
914 students included in this calculation.

® Approximately 38% (558 of 1,472) of the IL assessment sequences were
unable to be included in calculations as both assessments were below the
IL scale. That is, they are classed as non-readers.

® In 2006, the average progress rate for students with a TORCH assessment
sequence was 1.22 reading year levels per year. There were 415 students
included in this calculation.

The improvement in assessment coverage (that is, the proportion of participating
students with the required number and type of assessment results recorded)
indicates significant implementation progress.

Preliminary trends suggest that further growth in the number and proportion of
students tested using IL and TORCH can be expected.

It should be noted, however, that student mobility and teacher turnover may
continue to undermine assessment coverage in some locations.

Nevertheless, there is still a need for ongoing effort to ensure that all students
participating in the program have assessment sequences recorded centrally.
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PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION: WHAT WE LEARNED

The following sections summarise key issues to emerge from interviews with
teachers and coordinators in 2005 and early 2006. They do not attempt to give a
complete picture of successful practice at individual schools, of which there are
many examples. Rather, they highlight areas for comment and further attention
by DEET, CDU, schools and other participants.

® NALP schools do not operate in a vacuum. The implementation of
NALP in schools is significantly influenced by such factors as the level of
commitment to AL; adequate and stable staffing and leadership; community
stability; and perceptions of adequate funding and system support (including
public sector recruitment processes and requirements).

® Getting schools to accept and adopt AL was an uneven process.
Some schools and teachers have felt AL was implemented with insufficient
consultation and that in some cases coordinators and teachers were under
prepared to take on their new roles.

®* Workforce recruitment and training not only account for substantial costs
within the program but the program’s overall effectiveness depends on the
capacity of teachers to implement the program.

® Creating sufficient critical mass in AL expertise to compensate for high
turnover rates of teaching staff and coordinators is a key challenge for
the program. Many believe that staff turnover poses the most significant
problem for the maintenance and continuity of the AL program.

®* The major confounding factors which reduce the effectiveness of training
for coordinators and teachers are staff turnover (including coordinators,
principals and classroom teaching staff), combined with other disruptions of
school capacity, inconsistencies in the delivery of training, and the availability
of support materials.

® Early pressures of rolling out the program so quickly meant less
experienced program support staff have been appointed to provide ongoing
intensive assistance to teachers. People expressed concern about the
increasing pressure on coordinators and teachers and the continued reliance
on the program’s progenitors to fill key gaps.

® School based coordinators are a particularly valued resource for
practitioners but are vulnerable to being pulled into supporting multiple other
functions within the school, reducing their capacity to coach, support and
mentor other AL teaching staff.

11
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SOME OF THE PERCEIVED CHALLENGES OF
IMPLEMENTING AL IN THE CLASSROOM

Accelerated Literacy places multiple pressures on teachers to reform their
instructional practices: to take up new roles; to rewrite lesson plans; rethink
their pedagogical assumptions; and cope with counter-intuitive approaches
to classroom management. There is evidence that some teachers are
adjusting the preferred approach in unregulated ways.

Teachers expressed concern that the theoretical constructs underlying
AL were obscure. Some doubted that this level of perceived complexity
was necessary for successful AL instruction. There was a need for further
practical literature to explain the approach.

Teachers wanted more readily available written material describing the AL
teaching methods and theory. Practitioners at start-up were particularly keen
to see improvement in the quality of support materials.

Some teachers expressed concern that texts were too difficult for many
of the students, and that the program’s whole class structure held back
some students.

The program’s perceived approach to behaviour management attracted
criticism from some teachers.

Some schools have introduced approaches that are outside the AL program’s
requirements for inclusiveness (for example, ‘streaming’).

The maijority of teachers surveyed believed that their school provides
numerous material resources to support AL teaching. Many teachers
wanted funding for professional development and time for interaction
with other practitioners to support completion of the full professional
development sequence.

They also identified a need for coordinated professional development for the
support staff who work closely with participating students, for whom current
training is described as ’on the job’. Lack of specific training available to
Indigenous staff and lack of clarity concerning their role in AL lessons was
noted as a particular issue.
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LOOKING FORWARD

This section covers select recommendations and conclusions from the Interim
Report that are agreed targets for improvement of NALP implementation
in 2007-08.

The major confounding factors which reduce the effectiveness of training
for coordinators and teachers are staff turnover (including coordinators,
principals and classroom teaching staff), combined with other disruptions of
school capacity, inconsistencies in the delivery of training, and the availability of
support materials.

For these reasons, DEET and CDU will place greater emphasis on a systematic
approach to workforce development and support. In particular, there will
be an increased focus on finding ways to deliver effective intensive training
and support services to a growing and geographically dispersed network of
participating schools.

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

®* Developing greater expertise among teachers and coordinators across a
national system will require greater access to a range of well-designed and
expertly delivered support mechanisms .

® Short and medium term strategies to build the pool of trained teachers
are underway.

® A clear workforce training strategy will be developed and more rigorously
and consistently implemented.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

® The partners will keep responding to both client needs and expert
feedback to progressively improve professional development and
program resources.

® This includes seeking expert review from such bodies as the Curriculum
Corporation and drawing on best international evidence for effective
delivery models to improve our ability to train and support AL personnel and
teaching staff.

13
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PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

In response to teachers’ concerns about explicit behaviour management
strategies in the classroom, there will be (a) a more explicit focus of training
on behaviour management strategies, and (b) further exploration of
behaviour management strategies that might be appropriate for the
AL classroom.

Data suggests that teachers are making limited use of test data (IWL, IL or
TORCH) to gauge effectiveness of teaching for individual students. Teachers
also feel that the AL pedagogy discourages individual-focused learning. This
element of the AL approach may work against the desirability of regular
assessments as a guide to teaching practice and to support the evaluation.
Professional development support material will be reviewed to help find
solutions to this tension.

The project to date has identified a number of specific research and
development needs and opportunities, including:

- further development of the AL approach for early childhood and
adult education;

- further development and confirmation of validity and effectiveness
of assessment regimes, including measuring progress of ‘non-readers’;

- extension of assessment to incorporate writing and other modes;

- development of teaching models and resources for non-narrative
genres and

- establishment of one or more advanced practice schools.
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STAGE TWO EVALUATION

As outlined above, as NALP is consolidated in a significant number of schools,
the evaluation has shifted focus. Stage Two will examine how teaching of AL
in classrooms relates to student outcomes and more systematically gather
information from teachers, principals and coordinators about what works, where
the gaps are, and what supports them in their practice.

The three key elements of the Stage Two evaluation are:

I. Direct observation of teaching practice in classrooms at participating schools
to record the degree to which AL teaching practice corresponds with the
ideals and principles of Accelerated Literacy methodology.

Il. A system-wide survey of teachers’ opinions about the effectiveness of:

the teaching method,

- the effectiveness and helpfulness of elements of the professional
development program,

- teaching supports and other resources accessed by teachers and
- other elements of the implementation program.

In target schools this will be accompanied by focus group interviews and a
brief audit of school systems and supports.

Ill. Analysis of data on student assessments, student progress, teacher training
and other system-held data on the implementation and effectiveness of NALP.

The Stage Two evaluation will contact 70 teachers in 35-40 schools (from
Term Three in 2007 to Term Two in 2008) to observe teaching practices and
participation in AL. This will involve the researchers spending one week in
each school, conducting interviews, focus groups, observation lessons, directly
administering the system-wide survey and conducting an audit of resources
and their quality. In addition, data on student progress (Torch, IL results and

15
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relevant demographic information and attendance/enrolment records) will be
gathered for all participating students in target schools. This will complement the
system-wide data on all participating students that also informs the evaluation.

As already discussed, this will not be about testing the performance of individual
teachers, but rather is an attempt to find out how effective the implementation
program has been and how the experiences and practices of teachers can best
contribute to measured outcomes. While overall evaluation findings will not report
on the performance of individual teachers, CDU will develop forms of feedback
to schools about the overall outcomes of their work, which will be identifiable
to them. Subject to the strict confidentiality provisions of the evaluation, some
anonymous case study material will be provided in public reports to illustrate
key issues.

Stage Two of the evaluation process will give teachers, coordinators, principals,

teaching assistants and administrators even greater opportunity to provide
feedback on all aspects of the NALP program.



