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Key Findings Phase 1

Across the program, the gap between low SES
and other students was reduced for all year
levels

In classrooms, activity-base learning, group
based learning, use of concrete materials, and a
focus on the process of problem-solving
appeared to help build student engagement.




Key Findings Phase 1

Evidence supported cluster-based approach and the
critical role of Cluster Coordinators within that model

Evidence for value of

 an integrated program structure linking central
office, clusters, schools and teachers

* high quality professional development programs

* individual mentoring and support tailored to
individual needs of teachers

e integration of strategies at teacher, school and
cluster levels

» adequate resourcing and at least 2-3 year
duration

MA4LI seen as highly successful program; one of
Teaching and Learning Services’ flagship programs



Recommendations from Phase 1

* Funding should be provided for a minimum of two, and
preferably three, years

* Cluster Coordinators (CCs) should be appointed for the
duration of the program

 Cluster management groups should be assisted to
develop and monitor cluster strategic plans

 Leaders should be provided with professional learni ng
and support in leading pedagogical change; less
reliance on CCs to drive program locally

 Cluster management groups should be involved in the
planning of the professional learning program

* A more explicit focus on strategy to develop qualit y
teaching, including reflective practice



What should we change
for the second round?















Shared Leadership Model and
local plans

Strategies :

- information and planning sessions with leaders
before cluster coordinators appointed

- planned interaction with leaders from Phase 1
program

- participation by Learning Inclusion team members
in local planning and cluster management group
meetings



Shared Leadership Model and
local plans;

according to evaluation, what
happened?

Great majority of leaders positive about
relationship with central team, particularly in first
year when cluster plans were being
collaboratively developed; some felt that
relationship reverted to ‘administrative’ in second
year

«  However, many cluster plans only partially
developed or even ‘put on hold’ until CC
appointed

o  Clusters worked collaboratively to the same
degree as in Phase 1

o Same diversity of leader engagement as in
Phase 1









More explicit support for
pedagogical change in clusters

Strategy:

- Promote teacher reflection on pedagogical
change for learning inclusion by asking all
teachers to undertake a small-scale classroom

inquiry focused on:

- refining an existing pedagogical practice
- trialing and reflecting on a new
pedagogical practice

Expectation that teachers would share results of
inquiry at Show, Share, Shine Days and potentially at

project Expo

All supported by Cluster Coordinator



More explicit support for
pedagogical change in clusters



More explicit support for
pedagogical change in clusters;

what did evaluation say?

e School leaders had not ‘internalised’ original
research expectation so did not see ‘pathways’ as
less demanding option

« Some perceived their teachers as ‘not ready’ for
such a commitment; others welcomed it as driver
for change; degree of support reflected attitude

e« Some teachers felt significant peer pressure
because of presentation expectations

« Some teachers reported extra workload and
resented this; others reported it as a significant
learning experience culminating in presentation
at highly successful EXPO















