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1. Executive Summary

The National Standards School Sample Monitoring and Evaluation Project is a three-year study that describes and
evaluates the implementation of National Standards in schools. This report contains information collected in 2011,
which was both the second year of implementation and the second year of the project.

Information was collected from a stratified sample of 100 schools, representative of the population of schools in terms
of school decile, school type and geographic region. Six main types of data were collected at two time points. In the
middle of the year principal interviews were conducted and copies of schools’ student achievement targets and analysis
of variance reports were collected. At the end of the year, OTJs were collected for all students, and copies of students’
end-of-year reports were obtained. Online surveys of teachers, principals, and Boards of Trustees Chairpersons were
also conducted and information about teachers’ judgments in relation to the National Standards was collected using
assessment scenarios.

Analysis focused on describing and evaluating the extent to which National Standards was operating as intended, and
was based around specific monitoring and evaluation questions and performance criteria.

Overall Teacher Judgments

e Teachers used a range of information sources to make OTJs in reading, writing and mathematics. Most of the
information sources identified by teachers as important in making OTJs were considered to be relevant to the
National Standards.

e The sources of assessment information rated as most important by teachers included specific class observations
in reading, writing, and mathematics, instructional text levels in reading, the collection of samples in writing,
and GloSS and IKAN assessment results in mathematics.

e Inan increase from 2010 results, approximately two-thirds of teachers can be considered to have used current
assessment evidence to inform reading (68%) and writing (61%) OTJs, while just under half (49%) used
current evidence to make mathematics OTJs. The remainder used evidence than was more than 12 weeks old.

e  Approximately one-third of teachers took up to ten minutes to make one reading (39%) or writing (33%) OTJ,
while just less than two-thirds (59%) were making mathematics OTJs in this time. This was considered to be
efficient.

e Teachers and principals reported high confidence levels in both the accuracy and consistency of their school’s
OTJs.

A variety of processes were used to moderate OTJs.

e Most schools used school wide moderation processes in writing (83%) and mathematics (90%), while about
two-thirds of schools (67%) moderated reading OTJs. This is an increase from 2010, especially in
mathematics, and results suggest schools tended to carry out formal moderation in writing in 2010, and extend
this to mathematics in 2011.

e Approximately a third of schools used an efficient method of selecting OTJs for moderation by focusing on the
judgments near the boundaries between the levels of the standards in reading (36%), writing (35%) and
mathematics (30%).
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e Thirty-six percent of principals indicated they had engaged in moderation practices with other schools. Writing
was the area of focus for most between-school moderation.

The study collected information about teachers’ ability to rate individual pieces of student work in relation to the
National Standards, and to collate several pieces of assessment evidence that had already been rated against the
standards to make an OTJ. Student OTJ data was also used to provide information about the dependability of teachers’
OTJs.

e There was considerable variability in the accuracy of teachers’ ratings against the National Standards for
individual work or assessment samples. In writing, accuracy ranged from 3% to 89% over the samples, while
accuracy in mathematics ranged from 18% to 90%. This is a cause for concern as it is these individual
judgements that are the basis of OTlJs.

e Most teachers were able to collate four pieces of assessment evidence, each of which had been previously rated
by experts, against the standards to make an accurate OTJ.

e Large positive shifts were observed for those students rated ‘below’ or ‘well below’ the standards in 2010. For
example, approximately 60% of students rated ‘well below’ in 2010 received an improved rating in 2011.
Given evidence from the assessment scenarios, and the magnitude of the changes observed, it is most likely the
shifts in the data are attributable to teacher inconsistency in making OTJs.

e Aggregated reading, writing, and mathematics OTJs for 16,111 students were consistent with results from
2010. Demographic patterns in these data were in line with other evidence of student achievement in New
Zealand, due to the large sample size that tends to cancel out random error in individual OTJs.

Reporting to parents

e Evidence suggests that nearly 90% of parents received an end-of-year report for their child that referred
directly to the National Standards. Sixty percent of these reports were rated as sufficiently describing the
child’s achievement in relation to the National Standards.

e Approximately 10% of reports that referred directly to the National Standards described children’s progress
over time in relation to the reading (12%), writing (9%) and mathematics standards (9%).

e  Fifty percent of the reports that described achievement in relation to the National Standards were rated as clear,

that is, able to be easily understood by parents, families, and whanau.

e Sixty-eight percent of the National Standards reports identified the child’s next learning steps, while 55%
included ways families can support learning at home.

Student achievement targets

e Seventy-five percent of schools included targets in their 2011 charter that addressed student achievement in
relation to the National Standards.

e In terms of the nature of the students targeted, 94% of schools with National Standards targets focused on
students who were below or well below the standards, while 6% included progress goals for all students.

e Fifty-seven percent of schools with National Standards achievement targets differentiated these to accelerate
progress for specific groups of students. Thirty-three percent of schools included a focus on Maori students
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and 9% included a focus on Pasifika students. Other groups of students differentiated in National Standards
targets included students with special needs (1%), boys (16%), and girls (1%).

Most of the targets that addressed student achievement against the National Standards in reading (92%),
writing (89%) and mathematics (88%) were specific and measurable.

Of the targets that addressed the National Standards, approximately two-thirds addressed students at all year
levels (59% reading, 67% writing, 60% mathematics), while over half were considered appropriate, i.e. both
challenging and achievable (55% reading, 65% writing, 53% mathematics).

Identifying students for intervention

Approximately three-quarters of principals collated school-wide National Standards data to describe student
achievement in reading (78%), writing (77%), and mathematics (76%). In terms of using National Standards
data to describe progress, around two-thirds had collated school-wide progress data (66% reading, 65%
writing, 65% mathematics), and approximately 15% had collated progress data for some students (12%
reading, 15% writing, 15% mathematics).

About 85% of teachers reported tracking student progress in relation to the National Standards in reading
(84%), writing (88%), and mathematics (86%) from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011 using OTJs.

Just under two-thirds of principals indicated that they had used National Standards data to identify students for
additional teaching support in reading (63%), writing (58%), and mathematics (63%). The interventions listed
by principals included the provision of additional qualified teaching support, teacher aides, focused in-class
teacher support, and the provision of additional learning programmes.

Perspectives of principals and Boards of Trustees

Principals’ levels of understanding about the nature and intended consequences of National Standards had
generally improved from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011.

In general, principals felt more supported by the Ministry of Education in 2011 than in 2010, although more
than half still described themselves as minimally supported or unsupported in nearly all aspects.

Principals’ views over the usefulness of National Standards data were varied. Comments indicated both
principals and Boards of Trustees felt they were already using data purposefully before the introduction of
National Standards.

Principals remain concerned over the unintended consequences of National Standards. Boards of Trustees
share their concerns.

Most Boards of Trustees feel they have a good understanding of the National Standards and what their school
is doing to implement them. Most Boards are also confident their school is effectively implementing the
standards.
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2. Methodology

The National Standards School Sample Monitoring and Evaluation Project is a three-year study focused on the
implementation of National Standards in schools. This report contains information collected in 2011, which was both
the second year of the standards’ implementation and the second year of the project.

2.1 Monitoring and evaluation questions

The study has two purposes:
To describe the implementation of National Standards within schools

To monitor and systematically evaluate the effect of National Standards on students, teachers, schools, and parents,

families, and whanau.

The descriptive component of the study is focused around thirteen open-ended monitoring questions. The evaluative
component is focused on the extent to which National Standards are operating as intended, and is based on seven
statements that describe the intended outcomes of National Standards. Each of these statements has related performance
criteria.

Because the effects of National Standards in schools will develop over successive years of implementation, the focus of
the study changes over time. Initially, changes in assessment practices are required by the alteration of National
Administration Guideline 2A: teachers make overall teacher judgments (OTJs) in relation the National Standards.
Following on from this, these judgments are reported to parents, families and whanau, and Boards of Trustees. Collated
information can then be used to identify students for teaching intervention. Once these students are identified, teachers’
knowledge is developed as required, and teaching interventions are introduced. The final anticipated effect is a resultant
improvement in student achievement. Figure 1 illustrates this series of effects and identifies the expanding focus of the
project in 2010 and 2011.

Figure 1: Anticipated series of effects in schools as a result of the introduction of National Standards

Improved student achievement

Teaching intervention / changes to practice

Develop teacher knowledge for intervention
|dentify students for intervention
Reporting

Assessment in relation to NS
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The project had four areas of focus in 2011:

1. OTJs

2. Reporting to parents

3. Reporting to the Board of Trustees through student achievement targets

4. Ildentifying students for intervention

The project’s methodology, which includes the monitoring and evaluation questions for all three years of the study, and
the data sources that will be used, is included as Appendix A. The specific questions addressed in 2011, the statements
of intent, and the related performance criteria are shown in Table 1 to Table 4.

Table 1: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria— OTJs

Intended outcome: Teachers make defensible, trustworthy judgments against the National Standards.

Monitoring and
Evaluation Questions

In what ways do teachers use
information from a variety of
student assessments to make
overall judgments?

What processes are used to
moderate OTJs?

How dependable and
consistent are teachers’
overall judgments?

Performance criteria
Teachers use their knowledge of the National Standards in the process of making
OTJs.
OTJs are informed by student achievement information that is relevant and current.
Teachers make OTJs efficiently.
Schools use processes and systems to ensure OTJs are consistent.
Moderation decisions are informed by the NS in reading, writing, and mathematics.
Moderation processes are efficient and effective.

Teachers make dependable OTJs.

Table 2: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria — reporting to parents

Intended outcome: Schools use National Standards assessment information to communicate clearly with parents,
families, and whanau about their child’s achievement and progress

Monitoring and
Evaluation Questions

How do schools use
information from National
Standards to report to and
communicate with parents?

Performance criteria

Parents receive a report that describes their child’s progress and achievement in
relation to the NS in reading, writing and mathematics.

Parents receive a report that is clear.

Parents receive a report that identifies their child’s next learning steps, and ways
families can help at home.
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Table 3: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria — student achievement targets

Intended outcome: National Standards provides clear information about student achievement for Boards of Trustees
which can be used in decision making and resource allocation processes.

Monitoring and

. . Performance criteria
Evaluation Questions

In what ways is information Targets in the school’'s 2011 charter address student achievement in relation to the
from National Standards used  NS.
by schools to set achievement

; s NS achievement targets focus on students who are below or ‘well below’ the
argets?

standards.

NS achievement targets are differentiated to accelerate progress for specific groups
of students.

NS achievement targets address the progress rates of all students.
NS achievement targets are specific and measurable.
NS achievement targets are appropriate (challenging and achievable).

NS achievement targets address students at all year levels.

Table 4: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria — identifying students for intervention

Intended outcome: National Standards achievement information is used by teachers and schools to monitor student
progress and achievement against the Curriculum. This enables students requiring teaching interventions to be
identified.

Monitoring and

. . Performance criteria
Evaluation Questions

In what ways is information Schools collate National Standards achievement data.
from National Standards used
by schools to describe student
achievement and progress?

Collated achievement data provides a clear picture of school-wide student
achievement in relation to the NS.

Schools systematically track the progress of individual students against the National

Standards.
In what ways is information Schools use National Standards data to identify students below the standard as
from National Standards used  requiring targeted teaching interventions within the classroom programme, and
to identify students requiring students rated at ‘well below’ the standard as requiring futher support in addition to
targeted teaching this.

interventions?
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2.2 Sample

The project sample consists of 100 schools. A stratified sampling procedure was used to select these schools from the
sampling frame, which included all-English medium, full primary, contributing, and intermediate state schools. The
sample is stratified according to three school characteristics, with three groups within each characteristic:

1. School decile: one to three, four to seven, eight to ten.
2. School type: full primary, contributing, and intermediate.
3. Regions: Auckland, North Island excluding Auckland, and South Island.

Table 5, Table 6, and Table 7 show the demographic characteristics of the 100 schools in the sample, and compare these
to national data. The national information was sourced from the Ministry of Education’s administrative data.

Table 5: School sample by school decile

Decile Sample National
1to3 28% 27%
4to7 39% 41%
8to 10 33% 32%
Table 6: School sample by school type
Years Sample National
1to 8 50% 45%
1to 6 33% 34%
7t08 17% 21%
Table 7: School sample by region
Region Sample National
Auckland 20% 23%
North Island (excluding Auckland) 49% 48%
South Island 31% 29%

As shown in Table 5 to Table 7 the sample can be considered representative of the national population of schools in
terms of the three stratifying characteristics. The sample composition matches that of the national population within two
percent by school decile, within five percent by school type, and within three percent by region. Note that the following

demographic subgroups are slightly under-represented in the sample:
e Low decile, year 1-6 schools in Auckland, under-represented by two schools.
e High decile, year 7-8 schools in Auckland, under-represented by two schools.

e Low decile, year 7-8 schools in the North Island excluding Auckland, under-represented by two schools.
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2.3 Methods and participants
Six main types of data were collected at two time points.

1. Mid-year data collection
a. principal interviews, conducted by phone,
b. school documentation, copies of student achievement targets and analysis of variance reports.
End-of-year data collection
c. OTlJs, collected electronically,
d. copies of students” end-of-year reports,
e. online surveys of teachers, principals, and Boards of Trustees Chairpersons,

f. assessment scenarios, collected teachers’ judgments for samples of student work and
administered as part of the online teacher survey.

Mid-year data collection commenced on 2 August. All principals in the sample were sent an email asking them to make
an appointment for the phone interview using an online scheduler or an 0800 phone number. Appointments were
available during the two-week period from Monday 8 August to Friday 19 August and were 30 minutes long, with
interviews expected to take approximately 15 minutes. Principals were also asked to forward copies of their school’s
2010 analysis of variance report, and the section of their school’s 2011 charter that included school-wide targets for
student achievement in relation to the National Standards. Principals who had not responded were sent reminder emails
or phoned. Seventy-six of the interviews were conducted during the scheduled period, and the remainder were carried
out by 2 September. Four of the 104 schools in the 2010 sample withdrew during the interview process.

During the mid-year interview all principals advised when students’ OTJs and end-of-year reports would become
available, and nominated a convenient date in term 4 for the researchers to make contact regarding the collection of this
data. The format in which OTJs were to be provided was also discussed, in order to facilitate end-of-year data
collection.

The end-of-year data collection began on 26 October. From this date schools were sent reminders as agreed during the
interview. On Monday 14 November all principals and Boards of Trustees Chairpersons were sent an email request.
Board of Trustees Chairpersons were asked to complete an online survey at a web-link that was provided. Principals
were asked to:

2. Complete an online survey, accessible from a web-link that was provided.

3. Arrange for groups of teachers to complete an online survey at a given web-link, ideally at a staff meeting.
Instructions specified the survey was to be completed by small groups of teachers who work with similar
year levels of students, and schools were asked to use their discretion to group teachers suitably for their
staff. It was suggested the most appropriate grouping would be dependent on the size of the school, i.e.
syndicates or groups of teachers within syndicates working together in larger schools, and whole staff
groupings in smaller schools.
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4. Provide the OTJs in reading, writing, and mathematics for every student in their school.

5. Provide electronic or hard copies of students’ end-of-year reports. Schools were asked to send a copy of
the report for the student in each year level whose birthday was closest to 1 January.

It was requested that surveys be completed by 2 December, and that OTJs and copies of student reports be provided at
the date agreed during the mid-year interview.

Principals and Boards of Trustees Chairpersons were each sent three email reminders: five days before the survey
closing date (28 November), the working day which followed the survey’s closing date (5 December), and a fortnight
after the initial closing date (16 December).

Participation funding was offered for the mid- and end-of-year data collection to maximise response rates.

2.3.1 Principal interviews

The interview focused on the status of 2010 OTJs, the timing and nature of 2011 OTJs, the Ministry of Education’s
response to the school’s student achievement targets, and the facilitation of end-of-year data collection. The interview
schedule is included as Appendix B. The interview response rate was 100%.

Responses were recorded and analysis included data collation and the identification of common themes. Themes
identified by 5% or more of participants have been reported.

2.3.2 School documentation

Eighty-nine schools provided copies of their student achievement targets in relation to the National Standards and their
2010 analysis of variance report. Analysis of the reports was carried out collaboratively, by three researchers with
expertise in the National Standards, literacy, numeracy and assessment.

The performance criteria were developed to address the statement of intent from the methodology and align with the
Ministry of Education’s requirements® and quality indicators for targets in relation to the National Standards. In
particular, the School Sample criteria included five of the six SMACAT criteria (specific, measurable, achievable,
challenging, and appropriate) used by the Ministry. In accordance with Ministry requirements the criteria also included
a focus on the differentiation of targets to accelerate progress and achievement for specific groups of students, and the
use of data from analysis of variance reports. A copy of these criteria is included as Appendix C.

2.3.3 Overall Teacher Judgments (student data)

Seventy-five schools provided data for all students in their school in the form of OTJs in reading, writing, and
mathematics. In total there were 16,111 students for whom at least one OTJ was collected. Table 8 to Table 10 provide
the demographic data for these students with a comparison to national data®.

! As outlined in the compliance rubric which is included in the National Standards Guidance Pack used by Ministry of Education staff when

responding to school charters.

2 National data obtained from www.educationcounts.govt.nz/.
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Table 8: Students for whom OTJs were provided, by year level and gender

Student gender
Year level National (%) Sample (%)
Male Female Male Female
Year 1 6.4 6.2 4.8 4.5
Year 2 6.2 5.9 5.6 54
Year 3 6.2 6.0 5.9 5.5
Year 4 6.1 5.8 5.3 5.2
Year 5 6.1 5.9 5.7 54
Year 6 6.2 5.9 4.9 5.6
Year 7 7.5 7.1 9.0 9.7
Year 8 6.4 6.0 8.5 9.1
All years (%) 51.2 48.8 49.7 50.3
All years (n) 243,569 232,228 8,010 8,101

Table 9: Students for whom OTJs were provided, by year level and ethnicity

Student Ethnicity

I\;?Z: National* (%) Sample (%)
NZE Maori Pasifika  Asian Other NZE Maori Pasifika  Asian Other
Year 1 6.6 3.2 1.3 1.2 0.3 5.3 2.1 1.2 0.9 0.1
Year 2 6.5 3.0 1.2 1.2 0.3 6.5 2.0 1.2 1.2 0.3
Year 3 6.6 2.9 1.3 1.2 0.3 6.7 2.1 1.2 1.4 0.2
Year 4 6.5 2.9 1.3 1.1 0.3 5.8 2.0 1.3 1.1 0.3
Year 5 6.6 2.9 1.3 1.0 0.3 6.5 2.0 11 11 0.4
Year 6 6.7 2.9 1.2 1.1 0.3 6.0 1.9 0.9 1.3 0.3
Year 7 8.1 3.4 1.5 1.3 0.4 10.8 3.7 2.2 1.2 0.5
Year 8 6.8 2.8 1.2 1.1 0.3 10.2 3.5 2.1 1.0 0.5
A"(Z;)"’“s 543 239 102 9.2 2.4 578 193 112 9.1 25
All years 257,566 113,358 48,466 43,554 11,269 10,344 3,459 2,012 1,630 444

(n)
* Excluding full-fee-paying students



12

National Standards: School Sample Monitoring & Evaluation Project, 2011

Table 10: Students for whom OTJs were provided, by year level and school decile

Year level National (%)
Decile 1-3 Decile 4-7

Year 1 3.4 4.3
Year 2 3.2 4.2
Year 3 3.2 4.1
Year 4 3.2 4.1
Year 5 3.2 4.1
Year 6 3.2 4.2
Year 7 3.2 5.8
Year 8 2.7 5.0

All years (%) 25.3 35.9

All years (n) 119,960 169,988

Decile 8-10 Decile 1-3
4.9 3.3
4.7 2.9
4.8 3.2
4.7 3.0
4.7 2.9
4.8 2.7
5.6 3.6
4.7 3.4

38.8 25.0
184,122 4,021

School decile

Sample (%)
Decile 4-7
2.7
3.2
3.0
2.9
3.2
3.1
11.7
10.9
40.8
6,579

Decile 8-10
3.3
4.8
5.2
4.5
5.0
4.7
3.4
3.3
34.2

5,511

Table 8 to Table 10 show there are some minor differences between the demographic characteristics of the
sample and the national population. For example, year 7 and 8 students and medium-decile schools are
slightly over-represented, while Maori students are slightly under-represented. Although these differences

are present, the sample can be considered as generally representative of the National population.

2.3.4 End-of-year student reports

Seventy-nine schools provided copies of students’ end-of-year reports. Table 11 summarises the year levels of the
reports that were provided.

Table 11: End-of-year reports

Year Level

~N o o b~ W DN

Total

65
64
61
62
67
64
51
51
485

Number of reports

%

13
13
13
13
14
13
11
11

100

As shown in Table 11 the sample of end-of-year reports has a reasonably even spread over year levels 1-8.

The criteria for report analysis were amended from those used in 2010 to include the reporting of progress information.
These criteria are included as Appendix D. Two raters coded the 485 reports. Because these two raters had worked
together in 2010 with a high inter-rater reliability®, a small sample of 10 reports was coded independently to ensure the
reliability remained high. The consistency between the two raters was 95% and indicates that confidence can be placed

3

See Appendix E for full inter-rater reliabiilty statistics.
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in the data coded. Once this consistency was re-established the raters worked independently on the remaining 475
reports.

2.3.5 Online surveys

Online surveys for principals, Board of Trustees Chairpersons, and teachers were developed and administered using
Survey Monkey. Copies are included as Appendix F. Analysis involved data collation and the identification of common
themes. Those themes identified by 5% or more of participants have been reported. Findings have been compared to
2010 results where possible, and differences of 20% or greater between the two years’ results are noted.

Seventy-eight principals and 73 Board of Trustees Chairpersons responded to the survey.

Sixty-nine schools submitted group responses to the teacher survey, a total of 197 responses. In the 66 schools that
supplied demographic information for the teachers involved in each response®, 737 teachers participated, a response
rate of 91% based on an estimated 809 teachers in those schools.”

2.3.6  Assessment scenarios

The assessment scenarios collected teachers’ judgments in relation to the National Standards for samples of student
work, and were administered as part of the online teacher survey. These are included as Appendix F. Each group of
teachers completed two scenarios: mathematics and writing. Reading was not a focus due to the challenge of presenting
a work product for reading tasks online.

For each scenario teachers chose a year level standard to focus on: after 2 years, end of year 4, end of year 6, or end of
year 8. There were two parts to the scenario at each year level:

i. Rating three work or assessment samples as “at’, ‘above’ or ‘below’ the relevant standard.

a. Each writing sample included a description of the writing task, the student’s response, and notes
about the writing process used and the students’ level of independence. Each mathematics sample
included the problem posed, the student’s response, and teachers notes on students’ use of
mathematics vocabulary and level of independence as required.

b. The samples were developed by experts to be clearly positioned ‘at’, ‘above’ or ‘below’ a
particular standard, and were focused on an aspect of students’ abilities fundamental to the
standards. Together the three samples at each year level provided coverage of the breadth of the
whole standard.

c. To ensure the content would be as familiar as possible to teachers, samples were based directly
on existing information actually in the standards themselves or in the National Standards
illustrations.

ii. Making an OTJ on the basis of four pieces of assessment evidence that had been previously rated by
experts. The OTJ scenarios provided teachers with a description of four pieces of assessment evidence,
each of which already had a rating of ‘at’, ‘above’, or ‘below’ the relevant standard. Teachers were asked
to collate the four rated samples to make an OTJ.

* Not all respondents answered the demographic questions that specified the number of teachers involved in compiling the response.

®  Estimated from school roll numbers, assuming an average class size of 25 students.
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The first part of each scenario was designed to collect information about teachers’ ability to rate individual pieces of
student work in relation to the National Standards. The second part focused on teachers’ ability to collate several pieces
of assessment evidence that had already been rated against the standards to make an OTJ. In addition to these two types
of judgements, each scenario also contained qualitative questions that focused on the level of agreement within the
group and the basis on which judgments were made.

Teachers were instructed to use any resources they normally use to moderate OTJs as they completed the assessment
scenarios. It was suggested that these resources might include National Standards documents and illustrations, the New
Zealand Curriculum, relevant curriculum documents such as the Literacy Learning Progressions or the Number
Framework, and school-developed documentation.

The extent to which teachers’ judgments were consistent with the positioning of the scenarios as ‘at’, ‘above’ or
‘below’ a particular standard was taken as a measure of the accuracy of teachers’ judgments and therefore the
dependability of OTlJs.

One hundred and eighty nine groups of teachers responded to the mathematics scenarios and 182 group responses to the
writing scenarios were received.

Note that throughout the report some percentages do not sum to 100 due to rounding error.
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3. Making OTJs

In order to make an OTJ, teachers need to gather and evaluate assessment evidence and use it to make an informed
decision about the student performance in relation to the relevant National Standard. This process is central to the
implementation of National Standards, as the resultant information is used to report to parents, families and whanau and
the Board of Trustees, develop student achievement targets, and identify students for teaching intervention.

This chapter investigates evidence from the teachers’ survey and assessment scenarios in order to describe and evaluate
the ways in which teachers make judgments against the National Standards. Table 12 shows the monitoring and
evaluation question and performance criteria that are addressed.

Table 12: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria— making OTJs

Intended outcome: Teachers make defensible, trustworthy judgments against the National Standards.

Monitoring and Evaluation Questions Performance criteria Sources of evidence
In what ways do teachers use Teachers use their knowledge of the ~ Assessment scenarios
information from a variety of student National Standards in the process of

assessments to make overall making OTJs.

i ? .

Judgments? OTJs are informed by student Teacher survey

achievement information that is
relevant and current.

Teachers make OTJs efficiently. Teacher survey

3.1 Evaluative criteria

3.1.1 Teachers use their knowledge of the National Standards in the process of making OTJs

The assessment scenarios in writing and mathematics asked teachers to identify the resources used in the process of
rating students’ work and assessment samples against the National Standards. Figure 2 shows these results for writing
and is based on the responses of 182 groups of teachers.

Figure 2: Resources used by teachers to rate work and assessment samples in relation to the National
Standards in Writing

Professional knowledge of teachers involved 94%
The Writing Standards 77%
NSillustrations: Writing 55%
The Literacy Learning Progressions 52%
The New Zealand Curriculum ] ‘ 35%
School-developed descriptions of performance _ 24‘}4

School-developed annotated work samples 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%




16 National Standards: School Sample Monitoring & Evaluation Project, 2011

Results indicate that National Standards documentation was used by the majority of teachers in rating the samples, with
T77% of teacher groups identifying that they used the National Standards Writing statements and 55% identifying the use
of National Standards Writing illustrations. The professional knowledge of the teachers involved appears to be the
resource most widely used, with 94% of teacher groups identifying this as used in the process. Small proportions of
teachers noted that they had used school-developed descriptions of performance (24%), or annotated work samples
(16%).

Forty-one groups of teachers described the process they used to make writing OTJs as part of the online survey.
Twenty-nine percent of these comments described a process which included evaluating assessment information against
the National Standards.

Gather 2-3 pieces of evidence. Read over Exemplars. Moderate at staff meetings. Look at National
Standards.

First we do a writing sample using a different genre each time. We then moderate in a syndicate and then
across the school. We then look at their sample, their book work (independent and teacher guided) and
compare these to exemplars, National Standards and LLP's and Jill Eggleton to make an OTJ.

The remaining 71% of descriptions provided by groups of teachers did not mention the National Standards in their
description of the process of making writing OTJs. These tended to describe the school-wide process or list the
assessments used.

Gather various work samples, conference with learners, e-asttle writing assessments, peer moderation, team
moderation.

Taken from draft writing books, writing samples, spelling reviews and learning conversations with the
pupils.

Figure 3 summarises the resources used in the process of rating students’ work and assessment samples against the
National Standards in Mathematics and is based on the responses of 189 teacher groups.

Figure 3: Resources used by teachers to rate work and assessment samples in relation to the National
Standards in Mathematics

Teachers' professional knowledge | | | 8|9%
The Mathematics Standards _ ‘ ‘ ‘ 75%
NSillustrations: Mathematics _ ‘ 49%
The New Zealand Curriculum _ 38%
The Number Framework _ 19%
The Numeracy Project Diagnostic Interview _ 17%
School-developed descriptions of performance _ 15%
School-developed annotated work samples _ 6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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The results for mathematics are very similar to the results for writing, with the majority of teachers using National
Standards documentation to rate students” work and assessment samples. Seventy-five percent of teacher groups used
the National Standards statements in this process, while the National Standards Mathematics illustrations were used by
49% of teacher groups. The most widely used resource was the teachers’ professional knowledge, with 89% of teacher
groups noting that this was used.

Forty-two teacher groups provided descriptions of the process they used to make mathematics OTJs as part of the online
survey. Twenty-one percent of these responses made mention of National Standards documentation in their description.

Using the Maths Standards document and the illustrations poster, along with prof knowledge we rate the
child against their age using data from numeracy testing alongside data collected about the other strands.
Greater weight is given to the numeracy strand as we spend the most time on that strand in Juniors.

Use a variety of assessment tools depending on the topic and age of the students - IKAN, GloSS, e-asTTle,
AWS testing, PATSs, observational charts, observations. Compare results to NS documents and whole-school
assessment rubrics. Discuss and moderate results with staff, particularly if the student is close to reaching
the standard or if the results have discrepancies. Make the OTJ.

Descriptions of the process of making OTJs that did not refer to using National Standards documentation (79%) tended
to list the various assessments used or describe school-wide processes.

Collecting anecdotal evidence, group observations, various formative and summative assessment and
standardised tests. Students’ bookwork. Moderating books.

Discussion of data at teacher meetings and syndicate level. Results of class tests in relation to other data.

In terms of teachers’ reflections on their own knowledge, the majority of teachers felt they had a better understanding of
what students need to be achieving as a result of their work with National Standards. Fifty-nine percent of teacher
groups agreed with the statement “We have a better understanding of what students need to be achieving at the levels
we teach”, while 26% disagreed, and 15% were neutral in this regard. Forty-two percent of teacher groups also felt they
had raised their expectations for the achievement of the students they teach as a result of working with the National
Standards, while 38% felt they had not raised their expectations, and 19% were neutral.

In summary, evidence suggests that approximately three-quarters of teacher groups used the National Standards in
writing (77%) and mathematics (75%) in the process of making OTJs. Results indicate that around half of the teacher
groups used the National Standards illustrations in this process (55% writing, 49% mathematics).

3.1.2 OTJs are informed by student achievement information that is relevant and current.

The online survey asked teachers to rate the importance of a variety of information sources for making reading OTJs.
Teachers were asked to classify each information source as of high, moderate, or low importance to the OTJ, or as used
to confirm/disconfirm their OTJ. The use of the confirm/disconfirm category reflects the process for making OTJs
described in the online professional development modules that accompany National Standards.® The modules describe
the process of making an OTJ as first using strategically collected evidence to make an OTJ, and then, secondly,
comparing this OTJ to results from standardised assessments in order to conform or disconfirm the judgment. Figure 4
shows these results, based on the responses of 96 teachers.

& See www.nzmaths.co.nz/ns-modules/.
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Figure 4: Teachers’ rating of the importance of information from various sources in making reading OTJs

Instructional text levels 14% :iUS%l
2%

Specific class observations PAE%l 10%
PM benchmark 6%

STAR 8% ‘

e-asTTle reading 17% 4%

PAT: Reading comprehension 21% 5%
PAT: Reading vocab 21|% 6% 29}6

OI% ZCI)% 46% 60% 80% 10I0%
W Highimpt Moderate impt W Minimalimpt Used to confirm/disconfirm OTJ

Evidence suggests that teachers regarded instructional text levels and specific class observations as the most important
sources of information about student achievement, with all teachers noting these were used in making reading OTJs.
Ninety-two percent of teacher groups rated instructional text levels as of moderate to high importance in making
reading OTJs, and 88% rated specific class observations in this way. Teachers appear to regard the standardised
assessments of e-AsTTle and PAT as the least important information sources, with each noted as being used by up to
40% of teacher groups. More specifically, 35% of teacher groups rated information from e-asTTle as moderately or
very important in making reading OTJs, while 36% rated PAT: Reading comprehension, and 30% rated PAT: Reading
vocab in this way. This may be because these assessments are only useful at particular year levels, rather than all year
levels.

In addition to the assessments listed in Figure 4, teachers were also asked to identify any other important information
sources important in making reading OTJs. Nine percent of teacher groups listed Probe as important in this regard.

It is interesting to note that small proportions of teachers indicated that they used standardised assessment information
to confirm or disconfirm OTJs. This approach is promoted in the National Standards professional development material
for teachers’, however only 4% of teacher groups used e-asTTle to confirm or disconfirm reading OTJs, while PAT:
Reading comprehension, PAT: Reading vocabulary, and STAR were each used by 5%, 2%, and 8% of teacher groups
respectively.

In order to determine the relevance to the National Standards of the information sources identified by teachers as
informing students’” OTJs a small group with expertise in literacy and the Reading Standards were consulted. Expert
opinion was that all of the information sources listed could be considered to be relevant to the Reading Standards.

Forty-one groups of teachers rated the importance of information from various sources in making writing OTJs. These
results are shown in Figure 5.

" Available from www.nzmaths.co.nz/illustrations/.
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Figure 5: Teachers’ rating of the importance of information from various sources in making writing OTJs

| 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 i
Specific class observations B %
2
Writing samples g 1%
3% ‘
NZCcurriculum exemplars 12%
e-asTTle writing 5% 22 12%
| |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
W Highimpt Moderate impt W Minimalimpt Used to confirm/disconfirm OTJ

Results suggest teachers regard specific class observations and writing samples as the most important information
sources for making writing OTJs. All teachers indicated they used these sources, with 88% and 86% of teacher groups
respectively rating them as moderately or very important for making writing OTJs.

e-asTTle was the information source rated as important least often, with 54% of teacher groups rating it as moderately
or very important in making writing OTJs. This is an increase from 2010 results, where 34% of teacher groups rated e-
asTTle as being of moderate to high importance in making OTJs. In line with results from reading, small proportions of
the teacher groups said they used this standardised assessment to confirm or disconfirm OTJs.

In order to determine the relevance of the information sources that teachers had used to inform OTJs a small group with
expertise in literacy and the Writing Standards were consulted. Expert opinion was that NZC curriculum exemplars are
of less relevance to the Writing Standards than the other assessments listed. While these suggest some evidence that
teachers might look for as they observe student’s writing, in many cases the English Exemplars are students’ second
drafts created with varying degrees of teachers support. They are also focused on the English Curriculum and therefore
do not provide opportunities for students to demonstrate how they use writing in other areas of the curriculum.

Figure 6 shows teachers’ rating of the importance of various information sources in making mathematics OTJs. Results
are based on the responses of 43 teachers.

Figure 6: Teachers” rating of the importance of information from various sources in making mathematics
OTJs

| 2% |
79% NP | el

Specific class observations

2%
GloSS 61% REPA | 9%
IKAN A 11%
PAT: Mathematics 9%
e-asTTle: Mathematics |16% 7% 0%
OI% 2[;% 4[;% 6[;% 80% 10|0%

W Highimpt Moderate impt W Minimalimpt Used to confirm/disconfirm OTJ
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Evidence suggests teachers regard specific class observations as the most important information source for making
mathematics OTJs. All teachers noted they used this source, and 89% of teacher groups rated it as moderately to very
important in making mathematics OTJs. The numeracy assessments of GloSS and IKAN were also rated highly, with
70% and 65% of teacher groups respectively rating them as of moderate to high importance. It is of interest that the
GloSS assessment was rated as more important for making mathematics OTJs in 2011 than 2010, with an increase from
47% to 70% over this time.

The standardised assessments of PAT: Mathematics and e-asTTle: Mathematics were rated as of moderate to high
importance in making mathematics OTJs by 42% and 32% of teacher groups respectively. This indicates they were of
less importance to teachers than non-standardised sources. Consistent with results in reading and writing, small
proportions of teachers used standardised assessments to confirm or disconfirm OTJs. Nine percent of teacher groups
indicated they used PAT: Mathematics in this way. Other sources of information identified by teachers as important in
making mathematics OTJs were NumPA and teacher-developed tests for areas of mathematics other than number, each
identified by 7% of respondents.

While evidence suggests teachers are using a range of information sources to make mathematics OTJs, some of these
sources provide information that is of greater relevance to the Mathematics Standards than others. In order to determine
the relevance of the information sources listed to the Mathematics Standards a small group with expertise in
mathematics and the Mathematics Standards was consulted. Expert opinion was that IKAN, which provides information
about students’ knowledge in number, is of less relevance to the standards than the other assessments listed. This is
because the standards focus on students’ ability to “use their knowledge to think mathematically when solving
problems”® rather than recalling items of number knowledge.

In summary, evidence suggests teachers used a range of information sources to make OTJs in reading, writing and
mathematics. Most of the information sources teachers reported using were regarded by experts as relevant to the
National Standards. Specific class observations were rated as one of the most important sources for making OTJs in all
three areas. In addition, instructional reading levels, writing samples, and the GloSS assessment in mathematics were
also rated highly. Results indicate a minority of teachers used information from standardised assessments to confirm or
disconfirm OTJs as advocated by the National Standards teacher professional development material®.

To provide a measure of the currency of assessment information used to make OTJs, the online survey asked teachers to
indicate the time from the OTJ of the most recent and least recent assessment evidence used. Table 13 summarises these
results. For the purposes of this evaluation, assessment evidence collected within 12 weeks of the OTJ is considered
current on the basis that it is information from the most recent term of the students’ schooling.

Table 13: Timing of assessment evidence used to inform OTJs

Time from OTJ

Learning Area 3-4 5-12 3-6 Longer than  Number of teachers groups
0-2 weeks
weeks weeks months 6 months

Reading 81% 14% 4% 0 1% 96

Most — \yriting 51% 24% 20% 0 5% 4
recent

Mathematics 74% 19% 5% 0 2% 43

Reading 4% 23% 41% 16% 17% 96

Least — \vriting 2% 20% 39% 10% 29% 4
recent

Mathematics 0% 19% 30% 30% 21% 43

&  The New Zealand Curriculum Mathematics Standards for Years 1-8. p.10. Ministry of Education, 2010.

®  Available from www.nzmaths.co.nz/illustrations/.
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Sixty-eight percent of respondents can be considered as using current assessment information to inform reading OTJs.
This is an increase from 2010 where 37% were found to be using current reading information. In writing, 61% of
teacher groups indicated current assessment information was being used, while in mathematics 49% of teacher groups
indicated this. Most teachers used some evidence from within the last 4 weeks to inform students” OTJs, (95% in
reading, 75% in writing, and 93% in mathematics). In terms of the least recent evidence source, some teachers were
found to be using information that was collected more than six months from the date of the OTJ (17% in reading, 29%
in writing, and 21% in mathematics).

3.1.3 Teachers make OTJs efficiently

Evidence suggests most teachers make OTJs for the students in their class. Respondents reported making an average of
25 reading OTJs, 23 writing OTJs, and 24 mathematics OTJs.

It is difficult to determine the efficiency of the process used to make OTJs as the total time taken depends on number of
OTJs made, the time taken to make one OTJ, and whether OTJs are assigned to individual students, or groups of
students. For the purposes of this evaluation an average time of ten minutes or less per OTJ is considered as efficient, as
this would require approximately 4 hours per subject area to make OTJs for 25 students, a total of twelve hours over the
three areas. Table 14 summarises teachers’ estimates of the time taken to make one OTJ.

Table 14: Estimates of average time taken to make one OTJ

- Percentage of teacher groups
Average time in minutes

Reading Writing Mathematics

5 or less 22% 10% 32%
6 to 10 17% 23% 27%
11to 15 26% 20% 10%
16 to 20 6% 15% 7%
2110 30 20% 23% 15%
31to 60 7% 8% 10%
More then 60 2% 3% 0%
Number of teacher groups 88 40 41

These results indicate that 39% of respondents made reading OTJs in less than ten minutes, while 33% made writing
OTlJs and 59% made mathematics OTJs in this time. These teachers can be considered as making OTJs efficiently.

3.2 Descriptive information

Teachers were asked to estimate, on average, the numbers of pieces of assessment evidence that were used to inform a
student’s OTJ in each area. Table 15 summarises these results.

Table 15: Number of information sources used by teachers to inform OTJs

Percentage of teacher groups

Learning No. of teacher
Area 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 >10 groups
sources sources sources sources sources sources
Reading 4% 41% 34% 5% 3% 13% 96
Writing 2% 34% 34% 2% 5% 22% 41

Mathematics 5% 23% 44% 21% 5% 2% 43
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As seen in Table 15 most teachers are using between three and six information sources to inform OTJs (75% of teacher
groups in reading, 68% in writing, and 67% in mathematics). Up to five percent of teacher groups used just one or two
sources in each area. Evidence suggests teachers used more sources of evidence in writing, with 27% of teacher groups
using nine or more sources, than in reading and mathematics, where 16% and 7% of respondents used nine or more
sources respectively.

Teachers were asked whether they considered student’s previous OTJs when making their current end-of-year OTJ in
each area. Just over half of the respondents reported doing so (51% for reading OTJs, 63% for writing, and 58% for
mathematics). There were two common themes in comments associated with this response. The first of these was that
the student’s previous OTJ was considered in order to reflect on progress made to date (15% of respondents made this
comment in regard to reading OTJs, 20% in regard to writing OTJs, and 11% in regard to mathematics OTJs).

Good to see progress and reflect on previous levels

To check that the progress is appropriate considering they’re past OTJs. To pick up children that may not be
making acceptable progress.

It is important to see progress over time, to identify factors that might be affecting any unexpected large
jumps forwards or backwards.

The second common theme in these responses concerned ensuring consistency of OTJs across the school (7% of teacher
groups commented this was the case in writing, and 6% made this comment in mathematics).

Needed to ensure consistency across the 2 years - checked back over previous evidence if uncertain.

To further confirm that as a whole, our school is tracking and assessing consistently and that there is no
discrepancies between junior/senior levelling.

In survey responses, 66% of teacher groups indicated they believe they are more systematic in their collection of
evidence of student progress as a result of the introduction of National Standards. This is an increase from the 2010
result in which 43% of teacher groups indicated they believed they were more systematic. In 2011, 22% of teacher
groups disagreed that they had become more systematic in their collection of assessment information, while 11% were
neutral in this regard and 1% of respondents were unsure.

In terms of the volume of assessment evidence collected, 57% of teacher groups indicated they had collected more
evidence of student progress and achievement as a result of the introduction of National Standards. Again this is an
increase on the 2010 result in which 33% felt they were collecting more achievement evidence. In 2011, 30% of teacher
groups indicated they had not collected more evidence, 12% were neutral in this regard and 1% were unsure.

Teachers were invited to comment on working with the National Standards and 72 groups of teachers chose to do so.
Comments were wide-ranging and generally negative. Thirty-one percent of respondents commented on negative
aspects of the standards, while 2% commented positively. Four percent of respondents made comments that were
neither clearly positive nor clearly negative in nature. Responses contained three common themes. These were that the
implementation of National Standards is a time consuming task for teachers (6% of respondents), that the National
Standards set unrealistically high expectations for students’ achievement (7% of respondents), and a concern over the
demotivation of students who are consistently rated as below the standard (6% of respondents).

National Standards have taken teachers time and focus away from our core job of teaching students.

National Standards have not been responsible for our children's progress. Everything that takes place in our
schools have been done for years, National Standards have not helped in our children's success. They have
just repeated the same process with more work and the results remain the same!!!
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| feel the National Standards are set too high and they are an unrealistic goal for over 50% of the students.
Students who are below the standard get very discouraged. | also feel disheartened.

The National Standards are unrealistic and set too high for the students.

Students have made excellent progress but will never meet the standard. It's disheartening for kids to see that
they are below even though they have made progress. The visual diagrams of standards catch students’
interest rather than the comments.
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4. Moderating OTJs

Making an OTJ requires teachers to draw together assessment information from a variety of sources. In order to ensure
the consistency of judgments between teachers, “schools need to establish a moderation process within their assessment
programme. The process needs to consider how teachers interpret National Standards as well as how they make their
judgments from the assessment information they have gathered”*.

This chapter uses evidence from principal and teacher surveys to investigate the processes used by schools to moderate
OTlJs in reading, writing, and mathematics. Table 16 shows the monitoring question and performance criteria that are
addressed.

Table 16: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria— moderating OTJs
Intended outcome: Teachers make defensible, trustworthy judgments against the National Standards.

Monitoring and

Evaluation Questions Performance criteria Sources of evidence
What processes are used to Schools use processes and systems  Surveys: principal and teacher
moderate OTJs? to ensure OTJs are consistent.

Moderation decisions are informed
by the NS in reading, writing, and
mathematics.

Moderation processes are efficient
and effective.

4.1 Evaluative criteria

4.1.1 Schools use processes and systems to ensure OTJs are consistent.

Teachers were asked to identify the nature of the moderation processes they had been involved in. Table 17 summarises
these results.

Table 17: Percentages of teachers that report being involved in moderation discussions

School-wide processes Informal
and informal Systematic discussions No No. of teacher
Learning Area discussions processes only only moderation groups
Reading 59% 7% 29% 4% 96
Writing 78% 5% 15% 2% 41
Mathematics 74% 16% 2% 7% 43

Evidence suggests most schools used school-wide systems and processes to moderate OTJs in writing (83%) and
mathematics (90%), with school-wide moderation processes less common in reading (67%). In line with this finding,
informal moderation discussions appear to have been most common in reading. Twenty-nine percent of teacher groups
indicated they had participated in informal moderation discussions only in reading, with smaller proportions indicating
this was the case in writing (15%) and mathematics (2%).

10 National Standards Fact sheet 5: Moderation. Retrieved from http:/nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/National-Standards/Key-information/Fact-
sheets/Moderation.
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Information about moderation from 2010 results indicates that writing was an area of focus for most schools in terms of
formal moderation practices. Eighty percent of teacher groups indicated they were involved in formal moderation
processes in writing in 2010, while 56% and 46% respectively were involved in the formal moderation of reading and
mathematics OTJs. These results suggest many schools carried out formal moderation of writing OTJs in 2010, and
extended this to mathematics OTJs in 2011.

4.1.2 Moderation decisions are informed by the National Standards in reading, writing, and mathematics

In order to investigate the extent to which the National Standards informed moderation decisions, teachers were asked
to describe the process they used to moderate OTJs in reading, writing, and mathematics. Ninety-six responses were
received in reading, while 41 and 43 responses respectively were collected in writing and mathematics. Teachers’
responses tended to focus on organisational structure of discussions across the school, rather than the content of
moderation discussions.

Small proportions of responses made direct mention of the National Standards in their description of the processes used
to moderate OTJs. Eleven percent of descriptions in reading mentioned the National Standards, while in writing and
mathematics 10% and 12% of respondents mentioned the National Standards respectively.

Discussed in syndicate areas and looked at samples from students at different levels, compared them to the
[reading] standards and literacy progressions.

Took in 3 student’s samples and all achievement information (high, middle, low). Discussed and debated
against the [writing] standards and progressions.

We all brought different exemplar levels of knowledge, strategies and strands to syndicate meetings then
whole school meeting. We then compared them to the National Standards [in mathematics].

The descriptions of the processes used to moderate OTJs that did not refer to the National Standards tended to describe
the school-wide process of moderation or the sources of student achievement data that were used.

We have had k-lit cluster discussions, within school discussions, team solutions working with each teacher
across the school, working on consistency within school. [reading]

Asttle, STAR, Probe and Benchmarks.

Single pieces of work are moderated in the group to ensure that our marking is equal across the board.
Literacy meetings across the department. Meetings with local school to share moderation standards. Year
level moderations meetings. [writing]

Moderation occurred within syndicates, the lead teacher sat across the moderation of most syndicates to
ensure consistence. Our next step is to do more cross syndicate moderation. [mathematics]

Sharing of Gloss test and Ikan.

4.1.3 Moderation processes are efficient and effective

Principals were asked to describe the way in which OTJs were selected for moderation in reading, writing and
mathematics. Some of these methods can be considered more efficient than others. For the purposes of this evaluation,
focusing moderation discussion on the OTJs near the boundaries between the levels of the standards is considered
effective as it focuses teachers’ attention on the OTJs that are likely to involve the most difficult decisions. Table 18
contains these results and is based on the responses of 74 principals. Note that responses in each area sum to more than
100, as some schools use more than one criterion to select OTJs for moderation.
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Table 18: Processes used by schools to select OTJs for moderation

Selection criteria Reading Writing Mathematics
OTJs near the boundaries between the levels of the standards 36% 35% 30%
The OTJs with inconsistent assessment evidence 33% 22% 23%
A random selection of OTJs 33% 32% 34%
All OTJs 13% 23% 16%
Other 7% 7% 13%

Results indicate that approximately a third of schools used the efficient method of selecting OTJs near the boundaries
between the levels of the standards as a focus for moderation. Thirty-six percent of schools used this method in reading,
while 35% and 30% respectively used this method in writing and mathematics.

If teachers moderate those judgments that are near the boundaries between the levels of the standards, it is reasonable to
expect that a minimum of six judgments per class will be moderated. That is, a teacher could be expected to moderate
two students to differentiate between students at each boundary (‘above’ and ‘at’, ‘at’ and ‘well below’, and below and
‘well below”). Assuming class sizes that vary from 15 to 30 students, these six OTJs represent 20-39% of the OTJs as
an efficient proportion to moderate. Principals were asked to indicate the proportions of OTJs that were moderated.
Seventy-four principals responded and these results are summarised in Table 19.

Table 19: Proportions of OTJs that were moderated

Percentages of schools
Percentages of OTJs moderated

Reading Writing Mathematics
0 24% 7% 27%
1to 19 26% 24% 23%
20 to 39 24% 27% 22%
40to 99 15% 20% 15%
100 11% 22% 14%

Results suggest around a quarter of schools moderated a proportion of OTJs that can be considered efficient in reading
(24%), writing (27%), and mathematics (22%). In general, schools tended to rate a greater proportion of writing OTJs
than was considered efficient, and a smaller proportion of reading and mathematics OTJs than was considered efficient.
For example, 42% of schools moderated more writing OTJs than was considered efficient, and 31% of schools
moderated less. In contrast, 26% of schools moderated more reading OTJs than was considered efficient and 50% of
schools moderated less.

Teachers were asked to estimate the average number of minutes taken to moderate one OTJ. Table 20 summarises these
results. For the purposes of this evaluation up to ten minutes per OTJ is considered efficient as this is one hour per area
(assuming they moderate for the 6 students who are at the boundaries between the levels of the standards for their class)
so three hours to moderate reading, writing and mathematics for their class.
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Table 20: Teachers’ estimates of the average time taken to moderate one OTJ

- Percentage of teacher groups
Average time in minutes

Reading Writing Mathematics

2t05 24% 3% 33%

6 to 10 25% 10% 25%

11 to 15 20% 21% 10%

16 to 20 8% 18% 8%
211030 20% 21% 15%

31 to 60 1% 21% 10%

More then 60 1% 8% 0%
Number of tchr groups 75 39 40

Survey responses indicate approximately half of the teachers who moderated reading OTJs (49%) and mathematics
OTlJs (58%) can be considered to be moderating efficiently, taking up to ten minutes per OTJ. Efficiency rates were
lower in writing, where 13% of teacher groups spent up to ten minutes per OTJ. This writing efficiency rate appears to
be lower than in 2010, when 39% of teacher groups estimated spending up to ten minutes to moderate an OTJ. Among
the least efficient were those teachers who spent more than 20 minutes per OTJ in moderation. This is half of the
teachers who moderated writing OTJs (50%), with smaller proportions of teachers taking longer than 20 minutes to
moderate reading (22%) and mathematics OTJs (25%).

4.2 Descriptive information

Principals were asked to identify how teachers within the school were grouped for moderation discussions in reading,
writing, and mathematics. Table 21 displays these results. Note that columns sum to more than 100% as some schools
group teachers in more than one way.

Table 21: Teacher groupings for moderation discussions

Grouping Reading Writing Mathematics
All teachers in the school 36% 56% 38%
Small groups of teachers 67% 69% 69%
Other 8% 8% 8%

Just over two-thirds of schools held discussions in small groups to moderate reading (67%), writing (69%), and
mathematics OTJs (69%). Approximately half of the schools held whole-school moderation discussions in writing
(569%), while whole-school discussions were less common in reading (36%) and mathematics (38%). Other groupings
of teachers described by schools included meetings with other schools and moderation by management staff.

As might be expected a whole-school approach to moderation was more common in small schools, while a small group
approach was more common in large schools. For example, in writing 75% of schools with less than 150 students
conducted moderation discussions with all teachers in the school, while 46% of these schools conducted discussions in
small groups. In contrast, 46% of schools with more than 150 students carried out whole-school writing moderation
discussions, while 88% of these schools conducted discussions in small groups. Note that some schools combined
whole-school and small group approaches.
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Teachers were asked to estimate the average number of different pieces of assessment evidence that were discussed for
a student in the moderation of their reading, writing and mathematics OTJs. Table 22 displays these results.

Table 22: Extent of student achievement information used by teachers to moderate OTJs

Number of information sources Reading Writing Mathematics

1to2 11% 28% 7%
3to4 58% 40% 41%
5to 6 24% 23% 44%
7t08 2% 0% 2%
9to 10 1% 0% 2%

>10 3% 10% 2%

Number of teacher groups 91 40 41

Nearly all groups of teachers report using up to six pieces of evidence to moderate student’s reading (93%), writing
(91%), and mathematics OTJs (92%). Small proportions of teachers are consulting a larger number of sources, with up
to 10% of teacher groups using more than 10 sources of evidence for this purpose over the three areas.

Just over one-third of principals indicated they had engaged in moderation practices with other schools in at least one
area (36%). Small proportions of schools had moderated in two (4%) or three areas (7%). The area of focus for most
between-school moderation discussions was writing. Results indicate that 32% of schools worked with other schools to
moderate writing OTJs, while smaller proportions conducted between-schools moderation in reading (10%) and
mathematics (12%).

Principals were invited to comment on the moderation of OTJs and 33 principals chose to do so. Overall, 17% of
respondents commented negatively while four percent of principals made positive comments. Twenty-two precent of
respndents made comments that were neither clearly negative nor clearly positive. The two common themes in these
comments were the time-consuming nature of moderation processes (8% of respondents) and a concern over the
nationwide consistency of OTJs (5% of respondents).

We have spent a lot of time discussing the standards instead of looking at students' individual achievement
and next learning steps. This has added to an already busy job load.

The teachers found this very time consuming. There was lots of professional discussion around this at all
levels.

My biggest problem is how do we get consistency across all of NZ. There is a school not far from ours that
accepts a lower standard than we do and | am not prepared to compromise what | (and my school) interpret
to be the Year 6 standard, for example.

We are confident in the level of consistency within our own school but we have no idea as to how our
judgments compare on a national level.



30

National Standards: School Sample Monitoring & Evaluation Project, 2011




National Standards: School Sample Monitoring & Evaluation Project, 2011 31

5. The Dependability of OTJs

The OTJ, as a judgment of each student’s achievement against the National Standards, is central to the successful
implementation of the standards initiative overall. The information OTJs provide is used to tailor teaching programmes
and target students for intervention. For these programmes and interventions to successfully raise achievement, OTJs
need to be dependable. A dependable assessment is defined as one that has both high validity and high reliability.™*
Validity concerns whether assessment results can be used for a particular purpose, the extent to which results can be
interpreted in a particular way because the assessment measures what it is intended to measure. Reliability concerns the
consistency of an assessment, the “extent to which the results from the same assessment can be repeated across time and
situations.” *?

This chapter provides information about the dependability of OTJs, collected through the use of assessment scenarios.
As described in chapter two, the assessment scenarios collected teachers’ judgments in relation to the National
Standards for samples of student work, and were administered to groups of teachers as part of the online teacher survey.
Each group completed two scenarios: mathematics and writing. Reading was not a focus due to the challenge of
presenting a work product for reading tasks online.

For each scenario teachers chose a year level standard to focus on: after 2 years, end of year 4, end of year 6, or end of
year 8. There were two parts to the scenario at each year level:

i Rating three work or assessment samples as ‘at’, ‘above’ or ‘below’ the relevant standard. Each writing sample
included a description of the writing task, the student’s response, and notes about the writing process used and
the students’ level of independence. Each mathematics sample included the problem posed, the student’s
response, and teachers notes on students’ use of mathematics vocabulary and level of independence as
required. The samples were developed by experts to be clearly positioned ‘at’, “‘above’ or ‘below’ a particular
standard, and were focused on an aspect of students’ abilities fundamental to the standards. Together the three
samples at each year level provided coverage of the breadth of the standard. To ensure the content would be as
familiar as possible to teachers, samples were based directly on information in the standards themselves or the
National Standards illustrations.

ii. Making an OTJ on the basis of four pieces of previously rated assessment evidence. The OTJ scenarios
provided teachers with a description of four pieces of assessment evidence, each of which already had a rating
of ‘at’, ‘above’, or ‘below’ the relevant standard. Teachers were asked to collate the four rated samples to
make an OTJ.

The first part of each scenario was designed to collect information about teachers’ ability to rate individual pieces of
student work in relation to the National Standards. The second part focused on teachers’ ability to collate several pieces
of assessment evidence that had already been rated against the standards to make an OTJ. In addition to these two types
of judgements, each scenario also contained qualitative questions that focused on the level of agreement within the
group and the basis on which judgments were made.

Teachers were instructed to use any resources they normally use to moderate OTJs as they completed the assessment
scenarios. It was suggested that these resources might include National Standards documents and illustrations, the New

11 National Standards Fact sheet 7: Overall Teacher Judgment. Retrieved from http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/National-Standards/Key-
information/Fact-sheets/Overall-teacher-judgment

2 http://assessment.tki.org.nz/Glossary
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Zealand Curriculum, relevant curriculum documents such as the Literacy Learning Progressions and the Number
Framework, and school-developed documentation.

The extent to which teachers’ judgments were consistent with the positioning of the scenarios as ‘at’, ‘above’ or
‘below’ a particular standard was taken as a measure of the accuracy of teachers’ judgments and therefore the
dependability of OTJs.

Table 23 shows the monitoring and evaluation question and the performance criteria used in this chapter.

Table 23: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria - dependability of OTJs
Intended outcome: Teachers make defensible, trustworthy judgments against the National Standards.

Monitoring and

. . Performance criteria Sources of evidence
Evaluation Questions

How dependable and consistent are Teachers make dependable OTJs. Assessment scenarios
teachers’ overall judgments?
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Evaluative criteria

5.1 Sample rating scenarios

5.1.1 Sample rating scenarios in writing

Teachers chose to work at one of four levels: after 2 years, end of year 4, end of year 6, or end of year 8. They rated
three separate writing samples against the Writing Standards for the selected year level. The accuracy of teachers’
ratings for the 12 sample rating scenarios is shown in Figure 7. Note that the number of groups of teachers rating the
three scenarios at each year level is specified as n.

Figure 7:  Accuracy of teachers’ ratings for the sample rating scenarios in writing
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*indicates teachers were unable to rate higher, as scenario rating was above the relevant standard.

As seen in Figure 7 there was considerable variability in the accuracy of teachers’ ratings for the sample rating
scenarios in writing. Accuracy ranged from 3% (for a character description rated against the end of year 4 standard) to
89% (for a persuasive opinion rated against the end of year 6 standard). By year level, accuracy was greatest against the
after 2 years (72%) and end of year 6 (62%) standards, while the ratings against the end of year 4 (38%) and end of year
8 (33%) standards were least accurate.*® Over all 546 ratings, 51% of teachers’ judgments were accurate.

The scenario that resulted in the greatest accuracy was a persuasive opinion focused on the benefits of watching
cartoons. This scenario was ‘above’ the end of year 6 standard, a rating that was made by 89% of teacher groups. The
work sample from this scenario is illustrated in Figure 8. Note that teachers were also provided with the following
student transcript:

¥ Note that the demographic charactersitics of the groups of teachers rating at each year level were similar, with comparable teaching experience

and length of employment at their current school.
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“One of my learning goals is to add more impact and effect the reader by using strong words so | asked my
writing group to listen while I read it aloud and help me change some of the words. | had adults but I really
like “the social media™ it sounds more important and means the newspaper and that. | decided to change
watching to viewing because that’s more stronger...1 decided to type it out at the very end as I’m not a neat
writer and it makes it easier to read.”



National Standards: School Sample Monitoring & Evaluation Project, 2011

35

Figure 8:

Work sample from scenario positioned ‘above’ the end of year 6
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Cartoons and Life Lessons

Cartoons are a bad influence on kids? NOT AT ALL | Contrary to what a lot of adults think, | believe
cartoons can actually have a positive influence on young children, Even violent cartoons have their good
points, While some cartoons deliver the message “believe in yourself” others encourage youth to “save
the world”, Smart parents recognize that their children CAN distinguish the difference between fantasy
and the real world and really smart parents use them as an incentive to complete homework.

The social media like to link young children’s violent behaviour with so-called "excessive” watching of
television cartoons. When watching these cartoons adults frequently see only violence and “bad stuff”
while children also see the other messages that come through. As a young child, ages 6-10, | watched a
lot of cartoons - some may say “excessively” “Pokemon” was a personal favourite. While adults may
have seen violence | got the message to believe in myself. For example, on “Pokemon” when Ash (the
main character) is losing a battle he doesn’t give up , he believes in himself and his pokemon friends and
keeps on battling and in the end the often come out the winners, They don't always win, which is
another important message for young children.

A different , but equally important, message that comes through in many cartoons is save the world
from environmental pollution and human destruction. Once again | learned that lesson from a young
age watching "Powerpuff Girls" prevent evil people from killing each other and from damaging the
environment.

Many parents have rules regarding homewaork and television viewing. In homes with a homewaork
completion before television viewing rule, this can act as an incentive for children to complete their
homewaork. | am positive that | did so well in Year 3 at school because | did all my reading and maths
homework straight after school so that | could watch "DragonBall 2", Yes | was addicted — but it had no
harmful effects, just pasitive results at school.

Many adults must think children are stupid , unable to tell fantasy from the real world. All children
know that the different worlds cartoon characters live in and the powers they have , such as flying and
shooting beams of light to kill each other don't apply to them . They can also tell the difference between
possible and impossible , like when a character uses instant transportation to travel a kilometer in a
second. Possibly programmes that are not cartoons but have real actors may make it harder for some
children to understand the difference between real world and fantasy however cartoon drawings make
it obvious to us. To those adults | say "Give us some credit for our brains! *

In conclusion | ask you to join me in persuading adults to let young children watch cartoons as they help
us learn knowledge about ourselves , our world and teach us valuable life lessons.
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The least accurate rating was a character description of Fred Dagg that was ‘above’ the end of year 4 standard, a rating
made by 3% of respondents. Ninety-seven percent of teacher groups gave the lower rating of ‘at’. The work sample for
this scenario is illustrated in Figure 9. The scenario also outlined that the student worked independently, and plans to
publish and include the sample on the class blog.

Figure 9: Work sample for scenario positioned ‘above’ the end of year 4
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The features of this scenario which contribute to its positioning of ‘above’ the end of year 4 writing standard include the
use of more advanced descriptive language than expected at this level, the inclusion of some subject specific vocabulary
(for example, “real kiwi bloke™), and the independent revision and editing carried out by the student. While the reasons
for almost all teachers giving this a lower rating cannot be ascertained, teachers’” comments indicated the lack of
attention to surface features in this piece of writing was a point of discussion. In addition, teachers reported low levels
of agreement within the group for this scenario, which is described more fully in section 5.3.1.

The other two sample rating scenarios with the lowest accuracy were those for the end of year 8 standard. In both these
scenarios, teacher groups rated higher than the position of the scenario. The samples involved were an imaginative
opinion about life 100 years from now (developed as ‘below’ and rated as ‘at’ by 75% of teacher groups) and the
persuasive opinion about watching cartoons (developed as ‘at’ and rated as ‘above’ by 84% of teacher groups). These
examples are indicative of the general trend in which those teachers that gave inaccurate judgments in writing tended to
rate higher than required, rather than lower. Excluding the scenarios where it was not possible to rate too high as the
scenario was positioned above the standard (420 judgments), 50% were of teacher judgments were accurate, while 42%
were too high and 8% were too low. It is of note that this trend is dominant at year 8 (where 64% of ratings were too
high and 3% were too low) and year 4 (40% too high and 5% too low). The trend was less pronounced at year 2 (20%
too high and 10% too low) while at year 6, equal proportions of teachers rated too high and too low (26%).

5.1.2 Sample rating scenarios in mathematics

Teachers were asked to rate three scenarios based on samples of students’ work or assessment information in relation to
the National Standards in Mathematics. Teachers selected a standard to work with, choosing from the After two Years,
end of year 4, end of year 6, or end of year 8 standards. Figure 10 shows the accuracy of teachers’ ratings for each
scenario. Note that n provides the numbers of teacher groups that responded to each of the three scenarios within each
level.

Figure 10: Accuracy of teachers’ ratings for the sample rating scenarios in mathematics

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

After 2 Years End of Y4 End of Y& End of Y8
n=59 n=41 n=29 n=60

M Consistent Rated lower M Rated higher

*indicates teachers were unable to rate higher, as scenario rating was above the relevant standard.

Figure 10 indicates that the accuracy of teachers’ judgments in mathematics was variable. Accuracy over the 12
scenarios ranged from 18% (end of year 8 algebra sample) to 90% (end of year 4 number and measurement samples).
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Over the three scenarios at each level, teachers’ judgments in relation to the end of year 4 standard were most accurate
(73%) while those against the end of year 6 (56%) and end of year 8 standard (53%) were least accurate. Teachers’
judgements against the after 2 years standard were 63% accurate.'* Over all of the 12 scenarios and four standards (567
ratings in total), teachers’ ratings were 61% accurate.

The two mathematics scenarios rated with the greatest accuracy involved a recording sheet from a GloSS assessment
interview, and a sample of student work from a measurement task involving a broken ruler. Both scenarios involved
groups of teachers rating against the end of year 4 standard, and resulted in 90% accuracy. Figure 11 and Figure 12
illustrate these scenarios.

¥ Note that the demographic charactersitics of the groups of teachers rating at each year level were similar, with comparable teaching experience

and length of employment at their current school.
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Figure 11: Assessment scenario, number,’at’ the end of year 4 standard

Sample A
Please look at Emma’s GloSS recording sheet and decide together the most appropriate rating against the end of
year 4 Mathematics standard. Record your answer in the question below.

Recording Sheet— GlosS Forf{E)F G H | J K L (Gircie as appropriate]
Hame: _gﬁﬂq Year Level: #" Date: a=n= 1N

Slage Summary

B | |
W
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“Follow the instructions on the relative GloSs form, and circle the strategy stage a1 which you rate the
student. Briefly record the strategies shared by the student in the space provided.

Task 1 - Add / Sub Stage 17 Task 2 - Add/Sub Stage 2/37
Obserations (Gaf 9 couxlers |Obenatons 2 4.5

v kapwa fact

Decision: Stage O fGoony Decision: Stage 1 _ Stage 2 ¢G0 on )
Task 3 - Add [ Sub Stage 4/57 Task 4 - Mult / Div Stage 57 Task 5 - Prop / Ratios Stage 57
Qbservations; ',," Observations: e w '] Otservations: af-“'
(242)+ 4 247 Aty 10410 5 20

V_ | Wtle222 v | g,5454520,

Mm:maﬂml@ Decision: Stage 4(Go on) | Detision: Stage 4 5o on
Task 6 - Add / Sub Stage 67 Task 7- Mult / Div Stage 67 Task 8 - Prop / Ratios Stage

Obsrations: fo9. 4 |Quueotions § w/3 |Oheoations 2 g pp
3= 90-1

13413 =26

dicla™! aﬁhﬁ

Decision: 6 Goon
Task 11~ Ratios Stage 77
Obgervatipn:;

Deciskon: Stage 6 Stage 7 Go on | Decision: Stage 6 Stage 7 Go on | Decision: Stage & Stage 7 Go on

Task 12 - Mult f Div Stage 87 Task 13 - Prop [ Ratios Stage 87
DObgervations: Observations
Decision: Stage 7 Stage 8 Diecision: $tage 7 Stage 8

*11.As a group, it is our judgment that Emma's GloSS recording sheet should be
rated as:

O Above the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is the end of Year 5
() Atthe end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the bestit standard is the end of Year 4
O Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 3 years at school

O Well Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 2 years at school
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Figure 12: Assessment scenario, measurement, ‘below’ the end of year 4

Sample C

against the end of year 4 Mathematics standard. Record your answer in the question below.

Smwi M52184
Measuring toy cars

[ This task is about measuring lengths. |

Here is how three children measured some toy cars. They used the ruler under each car
te measure its length. Some of the rulers were broken so they had to think carefully.

.d.____‘l..l

b) How long is the car above? _.f D cm

¢) How long is the car above? _{:_ cm

task should be rated as:

O Above the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is the end of Year 5
o At the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the bestit standard is the end of Year 4

O Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 3 years at schoaol

O Well Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 2 years at schoaol

Please look at Sam’s recording sheet for the measurement task and decide together the most appropriate rating

*13. As a group, it is our judgment that Sam's recording sheet for the measurement
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Two other scenarios were rated accurately by over three-quarters of respondents. The first of these focused on an
algebra sample involving the description of a general rule from a tiling pattern. Seventy-nine percent of teacher groups
accurately rated this ‘at’ the end of year 6 standard. The second scenario with high accuracy used a statistics sample,
and involved predicting the outcome of a two-dice probability task. This scenario was accurately judged by 77% of
teacher groups to be ‘at’ the end of year 8 standard.

The scenario that resulted in the lowest accuracy involved an algebra task that involved describing a general rule for a
matchstick pattern. This is illustrated in Figure 13.
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Figure 13: Assessment scenario, algebra, ‘below’ the end of year 8 standard

Sample B

Please look at Huia's recording sheet for the patterning task and decide together the most appropriate rating against
the end of year 8 Mathematics standard. Record your answer in the question below.

ALB1TS

Stick patterns and rules

[ This task is about deseribing rules for spatial patierns.

All the growing pattems below have been made up from ice block sticks,

—_— ——

Shape | Shape 2 Shape 3

For the shapes in the pattern above, write a rule 1o explain how to work out how many ice hlock
sticks are needed for any shape number (for example, someone may ask how many ice block
sticks are needed to make shape 67).

a)
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S0 Sor b7 is bTv3= 70 Svees \TISP
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Shape 1 Shape 2 Shape 3
b) For the shapes in the pattern above, write a rule to explain how to work out how many ice block

sticks are needed for any shape number (for example, someone may ask how many ice block
sticks are needed to make shape 52).

4 are added ol Aume

oo Xefes 2 ynore Sot Sragel) 2 B A 1B
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*28.As a group, it is our judgment that Huia's recording sheet for the patterning task

should be rated as:

() Above the end of Year 8 standard

() Atthe end of Year 8 standard, ie. the best-it standard is the end of Year 8
O Below the end of Year 8 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is the end of Year 7

O Well Below the end of Year 8 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is the end of year &
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This matchstick task was positioned ‘below’ the end of year 8 standard, as it did not include an equation that expressed
the pattern’s rule, which is explicitly stated in the standard. Eighteen percent of teacher groups rated this accurately,
while most groups of teachers (75%) judged it as ‘at’ the end of year 8 standard. Two other tasks in which teachers
achieved a low accuracy were focused on geometry. The first of these involved a student successfully describing
locations with co-ordinates and giving directions using compass points, and was accurately rated ‘above’ the end of
year 4 standard by 39% of teacher groups. The second involved accurate isometric drawings from 4 viewpoints and was
accurately rated ‘above’ the end of year 6 standard by 38% of teacher groups. The majority of respondents rated both
these geometry scenarios as ‘at’ the relevant standard (62% in Year 6 and 61% in Year 4).

In general, teachers’ ratings in the mathematics scenarios tended to be too high rather than too low. Over the 378 ratings
where it was possible to rate both higher and lower than accurate (i.e. excluding those scenarios that were positioned
above the standard), 67% of teachers’ judgments were accurate while 23% were too high and 10% were too low. The
tendency to rate too high was greatest at year 8 (43% too high and 9% too low) and year 2 (23% too high and 7% too
low). In years 4 and 6 this trend was reversed (4% higher and 6% lower at year 4, 9% higher and 26% lower at year 6).

5.1.3 Concluding comment

Findings indicate there is considerable variability in the accuracy of teachers’ ratings against the National Standards for
individual work or assessment samples. In writing, accuracy ranged from 3% to 89%, while accuracy in mathematics
ranged from 18% to 90%. This finding is a cause for concern as it is these individual judgments that are synthesised to
form OTJs. Given this concern, the dependability of the OTJ is also called into question.
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5.2 Making OTJ scenarios

5.2.1 Making writing OTJ scenarios

In addition to rating individual writing samples in relation to the Writing Standards, teachers were also asked to
synthesise four pieces of already rated assessment information to make an OTJ. These results are shown in Figure 14.

Figure 14: Accuracy of teachers’ writing OTJs

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
After 2 Years End of Year 4 End of Year 6 End of Year 8
n=59 n=40 n=27 n=54
m Consistent Rated Lower  mRated Higher

As seen in Figure 14, teachers’ accuracy in making OTJs ranged from 81% (against the end of year 6 standard) to 100%
(against the end of year 4 standard). Overall, 95% of teacher groups were able to synthesise four pieces of assessment
evidence to make an accurate writing OTJ. Four percent of teachers’ OTJs were positioned too low, while 1% were
positioned too high.

Teachers’ OTJs were most accurate for the end of year 4 scenario, with 100% of teacher groups giving the accurate
rating of “at’ the standard. This scenario is illustrated in Figure 15.
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Figure 15: Making writing OTJ scenario, ‘at’ the end of year 4

Writing Standard, By the end of Year 4

The table below summarises four pieces of assessment information from one child: Esther. She is in year 4 and the
assessment information has been collected at the end of the year. As a group, please look at all of the information
and use it to make an OTJ against the end of year 4 writing standard for Esther. Record your answer in the question
below.

Esther, Year 4

Assessment task NZC Learning Area and Context / Score Rating against the
end of year 4 standard
Imaginative recount English, Roald Dahl author study, recount of a surprising event by a fictional At
character
Factual report Sclen_ce. ITn.rlng World, a _lactual report summarising information learnt in an inguiry At
into birds in the local environment
Informative description Health and Physical Education, a description of safe practices for learning At
gymnastics
e-AsTTle Writing Overall level 3B Above

* 49, Based on the assessment information provided it is our OTJ that Esther should
be rated as:

O Above the end of Year 4 standard
O At the end of Year 4 standard
O Below the end of Year 4 standard

O Well Below the end of Year 4 standard

In contrast, the scenario that resulted in the least accurate OTJs was against the end of year 6 standard. Figure 16 shows
this scenario.

Figure 16: Making writing OTJ scenario, ‘above’ the end of year 6

Writing Standard, By the end of Year 6

The table below summarises four pieces of assessment information from one child: Piripi. He is in year 6 and the
assessment information has been collected at the end of the year. As a group, please look at all of the information
and use it to make an OTJ against the end of year 6 writing standard for Piripi. Record your answer in the question
below.

Piripi, Year 6
Assessment task NZC Learning Area and Context / Score Rating against the
end of year 6 standard
Personal narrative English, Short story developed from a personal experience Above
Evaluative report Science and Technology, Evaluation of a group task developing a board game Above

Social Studies, Inguiry focusing on Natural Disasters, fictional conversation between a

Interview Transcript survivor of the Napier Earthquake and a newspaper reporter in 1931

Above

e-AsTTle Writing Overall level 3P At

*57. Based on the assessment information provided it is our OTJ that Piripi should be
rated as:

O Above the end of Year 6 standard
O At the end of Year 6 standard
O Below the end of Year 6 standard

O Well Below the end of Year 6 standard

Eighty-one percent of teacher groups accurately rated this scenario as ‘above’ the end of year 6, while 19% of teacher
groups rated Piripi as ‘at’. It appears these teachers have weighted the standardised e-asTTle assessment more heavily
than the other assessment tasks listed. The scenario at the end of year 8 also involved evidence from e-asTTle. The four
samples listed were explanatory notes, a persuasive letter, and an evaluatory report all rated as ‘at’ the end of year
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standard and an e-asTTle assessment with a rating of ‘below’ the standard. It is interesting to note that 94% of teacher
groups gave an accurate OTJ of ‘at’ the standard, while just 4% of teacher groups gave weight to the e-asTTle
assessment and rated the student as below.

5.2.2 Making mathematics OTJ scenarios
The making mathematics OTJ scenarios similarly asked teachers to synthesise four pieces of already rated assessment
information to make an OTJ. Figure 17 shows these results.

Figure 17: Accuracy of teachers’ mathematics OTJs
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Figure 17 indicates a range in the accuracy of teachers’ mathematics OTJs for the scenarios. This accuracy ranged from
55% against the end of 4 standard to 90% against the after 2 years and end of year 6 standards. Over all four standards,
77% of teacher judgements were accurate, while 15% were positioned too low and 9% were positioned too high. Figure
18 illustrates one of the scenarios that resulted in the greatest accuracy.
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Figure 18: Making mathematics OTJ scenario, ‘at’ the after 2 years standard

Mathematics Standard, After 2 years at school

The table below summarises four pieces of assessment information from one child: Henri. He has just turned seven
and has been at school for 2 years. As a group, please look at all of the information and use it to make an OTJ. Note
that the table gives both best fit ratings and ratings against the after 2 years at school standard. Record your answer
in the question below.

Year 2: Henri
Best-fit Rating against after 2
e Strand standard years at school standard
NumPA
(Diagnostic Interview) Number and Algebra 2 At
Patterning task Number and Algebra 2 At
Shape sorting task Geometry and Measurement 2 At
Weighing task Geometry and Measurement 1 Below

* 8. Based on the assessment information provided it is our OTJ that Henri should be
rated as:

O Above the standard for after 2 years at school, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 3 years at school
O At the standard for after 2 years at schoal, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 2 years at school
O Below the standard for after 2 years at school, i.e. the-best fit standard is after 1 year at school

O Well Below the standard for after 2 years at school, i.e. the child is balow the standard for after 1 year at school

The scenario illustrated in the above figure was positioned “at’ the after 2 years standard, and 90% of teacher responses
were consistent with this. The four pieces of evidence for the end of year 6 scenario which also resulted in a high
accuracy were a GloSS interview, a measurement of volume task and a multivariate data task which were all rated as
‘at’ the standard and a PAT: Mathematics results rated ‘above’ the standard. Ninety percent of teacher groups
accurately rated this scenario ‘at’ the end of year 6 standard on the basis of these four pieces of assessment information.

Teachers” OTJs for the scenario focused on the end of year 4 standard were least accurate (55%). This scenario is
illustrated in Figure 19.
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Figure 19: Making mathematics OTJ scenario, ‘above’ end of year 4

Mathematics Standard, By the end of Year 4

The table below summarises four pieces of assessment information from one child: Moana. She is in year 4 and the
assessment information has been collected at the end of the year. As a group, please look at all of the information
and use it to make an OTJ. Note that the table gives both best-fit ratings and ratings against the end of year 4
standard. Record your answer in the question below.

Year 4:Moana

Assessment Strand / Score S?::;-;irld Raiie::i :f;r::;g:jnd of
GloSS interview Number and Algebra 5 Above

IKAN Number and Algebra 5 Above

Graphing task Statistics 5 Above

PAT: Mathematics Scale score 38.4patm, stanine 6 4 At

*16. Based on the assessment information provided it is our OTJ that Moana should
be rated as:

O Above the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is the end of Year 5
O At the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is the end of Year 4
O Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 3 years at school

O Well Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard is after 2 years at school

It is of interest that 45% of teacher groups rated lower than the scenario’s position of ‘above’ and rated Moana ‘at’ the
standard. These teachers appear to have weighted the information from the standardised PAT assessment more heavily
than the other information provided. In comparison, results from the teachers’ Year 8 OTJ scenario indicate that 22% of
teacher groups weighted a conversion between measurement units task more highly than information from a GloSS
interview, an e-asTTle assessment, and a net matching task.

5.2.3 Concluding comment

Evidence suggests most teachers are able to make an accurate OTJ on the basis of four previously rated pieces of
assessment evidence. In writing overall accuracy was 95%, while in mathematics 77% of scenario OTJs were accurate.
This is of interest as it indicates teachers are able to accurately synthesise a variety of assessment information, a skill
that is crucial to making accurate OTJs. It needs to be noted however, that the results from the sample rating scenarios
call into question the dependability of the judgments that are being combined, and therefore the overall dependability of
teachers’ OTlJs.
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5.3 Descriptive information

5.3.1 Writing scenarios

Teachers were asked to rate the levels of agreement within the group for the sample rating and making OTJ scenarios.
This information is summarised in Figure 20.

Figure 20: Teachers’ rating of agreement levels within the group for the writing scenarios
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n=59 n=59 n=40 n=40 n=27 n=27 n=56 n=54
M Ready agreement Quickly negotiated M Considerable negotiation Noagreement

In general, most groups of teachers reported high levels of agreement over the sample rating scenarios with 68-88% of
teacher groups describing this as ready or quickly negotiated. Agreement over the OTJ scenarios was also high, and
reasonably consistent across year levels; with over 86% of teacher groups describing this as ready or quickly negotiated
at all levels. Small proportions of respondents (up to 4%) identified there was no agreement within the group. At every
year level teachers reported greater levels of agreement for the making OTJ scenarios than for the sample rating
scenarios. For example, against the after 2 years standard 95% of teacher groups described agreement for the OTJ
scenarios as ready or quickly negotiated, while 86% of teacher groups described agreement over the sample rating
scenarios in this way.

Although reported agreement levels are generally high it is interesting to note the scenarios for which agreement levels
were lowest. The lowest reported agreement occurred for the end of year 4 scenarios, and this included the scenario for
which there was the lowest accuracy. This scenario involved a character description of Fred Dagg (Figure 9); 98% of
teacher groups rated this scenario as ‘at” when it was actually positioned ‘above’. Comments left by teachers describing
the cause of disagreement for these scenarios identified the relative weighting that should be given to surface and
deeper features of a students’ writing as a point of debate. Note that 11 groups of teachers made comments describing
the causes of disagreement for these scenarios, and five of these included the relative weighting of surface and deeper
features.

Difficult to balance surface v deeper features.

Discussion was mainly about separating deeper features from surface features.
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The other scenarios in which teachers reported lower levels of agreement than in general, were focused on the end of
year 8 writing standard. Fourteen teacher groups identified the causes of disagreement for these scenarios, and five
teacher groups noted the difficulty of rating students as ‘above’ the end of year 8 standard as an area of uncertainty.

There is no criteria for Above Year 8 Standard, therefore we are reluctant to assign that result, though we
consider this a very strong piece.

Don't feel confident marking above level as we have no indicators to guide us.

These comments, and the low levels of teacher agreement reported for this scenario, provide some rationale for the
difference between the positioning of the scenario as ‘above’, and the rating of ‘at” provided by 84% of teacher groups.

Across all the scenarios 63 teacher groups described the sources of disagreement within the group. Other themes
identified in these comments included a need for more information about the student (11 comments), and the need to
clarify the standards requirements in order to make a judgment (5 comments).

Not adequate information to make an accurate judgement.

We felt that these samples were difficult to make an informed OTJ due to lack of WALTS and lack of prior
knowledge of the students’ ability and engagement with the task.

Reference to the Standards document was vital in order to make a judgement.

5.3.2 Mathematics scenarios

The assessment scenarios asked teachers to rate the level of agreement within the group when making judgments in
relation to the National Standards. Figure 21 summarises these result.

Figure 21 Teachers’ rating of agreement levels within the group when making judgments in the mathematics

scenarios
100% - 2% 5% 3%
B B " EE g
80% —+—
34% 46% 48% 34% 34%
60% —a47% |
65% 599
40% +—— 1% : ; e .
' 41%
20% W
0% -

Y2 Y2 Y4 Y4 Y6 Y6 Y8 Y8
rating oT] rating oT] rating oT] rating oT]
samples samples samples samples

After 2 Years End of Y4 End of Y6 End of Y8

M Ready agreement = Quickly negotiated M Considerable negotiation = Noagreement

Teachers reported reasonably high levels of agreement within the group when making judgments against the
Mathematics Standards in the assessment scenarios. Most groups of teachers (83-93%) reported ready or quickly
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negotiated agreement when rating the samples, with similar agreement levels reported when making OTJs (80-86%).
Small proportions of respondents (up to 5%) reported no agreement within the group.

Teachers were asked to identify the cause of any disagreement within the group when rating samples and making OTJs
and 55 chose to do so. The three common themes in these comments were the need to clarify their own understanding
of National Standards requirements (16 comments), the need to know further background information about the
students concerned (10 comments), and the relative weighting that should be given to standardised assessments when
making OTJs (4 comments).

Difficulty deciding between ‘at’ and above standard as we are not sure what ABOVE looks like compared to
AT.

Different interpretations of the standard. We had to check with the document.

As professionals we felt that not enough information could be supplied through the samples, i.e. there needs
to be more than one reference point per child. However these assessments are valuable tools TOWARDS
forming OTJ's. Conversations and observations are vital in forming OTJ's.

Difficult to make an assessment based on a lack of the anecdotal information.
The place of a PAT test. Was it minimally important or used to confirm.

5.3.3 School perceptions

Teachers and principals were asked to rate their level of confidence in the accuracy and consistency of their school’s
OTJs. Teachers’ responses indicate they are very confident in this regard. Nearly all teacher groups rated themselves as
moderately or very confident in the accuracy of their reading (98%), writing (93%), and mathematics OTJs (95%).
Principals appear to share this confidence with over 80% identifying themselves as moderately or very confident in the
accuracy of their school’s OTJs in reading (93%), writing (82%), and mathematics (90%).

Teachers also appear confident about the consistency of OTJs at their school, with nearly all teacher groups rating
themselves as moderately to very confident in the consistency of their reading (94%), writing (88%), and mathematics
OTlJs (93%). Principals appear slightly less assured of the consistency of OTJs than teachers, with just over-three
quarters rating themselves as moderately or very confident in the consistency of reading (88%), writing (77%) and
mathematics OTJs (87%) at their school.
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6. National Standards Achievement Data

OTlJs in reading, writing, and mathematics were collected for 16,111 students in the 2011 sample, and as described in
chapter two, can be considered representative of the National population. These data provide useful information about
broad patterns of student achievement because random error at the level of individual data tends to be cancelled out by
aggregation

Note that for students in years 1 to 3 the tables in this chapter include OTJs in relation to the after 1 year, after 2 years,
and after 3 years standards. As a result of schools’ practices, some of these judgments were made at the end of the
school year, and some were made during 2011, on the anniversary of school entry. For students in years 4 to 8, end-of-
year OTJs in relation to the relevant year level standard are included.

6.1 Reading OTJs

Table 24 to Table 27 provide the reading OTJs for all students in the sample by year level, gender, ethnicity, and school
decile.

Table 24: Reading OTJs by year level

Percentages of students rated

Year Level n
Well Below Below At Above
1 1472 5 29 38 28
2 1735 5 14 35 46
3 1827 5 13 38 44
4 1691 5 13 42 40
5 1790 5 16 42 37
6 1688 5 16 40 40
7 2979 13 23 33 31
8 2837 14 21 35 31

Table 25: Reading OTJs by gender

Percentages of students rated

Gender n
Well Below Below At Above
Male 7961 10 21 37 32
Female 8048 6 16 38 41

Table 26: Reading OTJs by ethnicity

Percentages of ethnic categorisations rated

Ethnicity™ n
Well Below Below At Above
Asian 1614 6 16 33 45
NZ European 10283 5 15 38 42
NZ Maori 3430 13 26 38 23
Pasifika 2004 16 26 34 25
Other 442 10 23 40 27

5 Where students were identified with more than one ethnicity, results were included for all of the ethnicities specified.
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Table 27: Reading OTJs by school decile

Percentages of students rated

Decile band n
Well Below Below At Above
1-3 4011 13 24 37 26
4-7 6531 10 20 38 32
8-10 5467 3 13 36 49

In general, greater proportions of female students (79%) were rated as ‘at’ or ‘above’ the Reading Standards than male
students (69%), while in terms of ethnicity New Zealand European students had the highest proportion rated as ‘at’ or
‘above’ the Reading Standards (80%), followed by Asian students (78%), Maori students (61%), and Pasifika students
(59%). Higher proportions of students at high decile schools (85%) were rated as ‘at’ or ‘above’ the Reading Standards
than students at medium (70%) or low decile schools (63%).

6.2 Writing OTJs

Collated writing OTJs for the 16,111 students in the sample are given in Table 28 to Table 31. Summaries are provided
by year level, gender, ethnicity, and school decile.

Table 28: Writing OTJs by year level

Percentages of students rated

Year Level n
Well Below Below At Above
1 1472 2 22 61 15
2 1722 3 17 62 18
3 1801 4 25 52 19
4 1645 7 20 54 19
5 1749 8 29 45 19
6 1648 8 25 50 18
7 2998 16 32 35 17
8 2805 16 30 36 18

Table 29: Writing OTJs by gender
Percentages of students rated
Gender n
Well Below Below At Above
Male 7864 12 31 44 13

Female 7976 6 21 50 22
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Table 30: Writing OTJs by ethnicity

Percentages of ethnic categorisations rated

Ethnicity™® n
Well Below Below At Above
Asian 1610 6 20 50 24
NZ European 10126 6 23 50 21
NZ Maori 3410 14 33 42 10
Pasifika 1989 16 32 41 12
Other 432 13 30 48 10

Table 31: Writing OTJs by school decile

Percentages of students rated

Decile band n
Well Below Below At Above
1-3 3994 13 32 43 12
4-7 6394 12 28 43 17
8-10 5452 4 19 55 23

In general, the proportions of students rated as ‘at’ the Writing Standards decreases as the year level of the students
increases. For example, 61% of students are rated ‘at’ the after 1 year standard, while 36% were given this rating at the
end of year 8. Note that the proportions of students rated as ‘above’ the standard remains reasonably consistent across
the year levels, ranging from 15-19%. In terms of gender, ethnicity, and decile the student data for writing show the
same general trends as the student data for reading. Female students (72% rated “at’ or ‘above’) were rated more highly
than male students (57%) and Asian students (74%) were rated more highly than New Zealand European, (71%)
Pasifika (53%), and Maori students (52%). Higher proportions of students in high decile schools (78%) were rated as
‘at’ or ‘above’ the Reading Standards than students in medium (60%), or low decile schools (55%).

16 Where students were identified with more than one ethnicity, results were included for all of the ethnicities specified.
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6.3 Mathematics OTJs

The mathematics OTJs for all students in the sample are provided in Table 32 to Table 35. As in reading and writing,
summaries are provided by year level, gender, ethnicity, and school decile.

Table 32: Mathematics OTJs by year level

Percentages of students rated

Year Level n
Well Below Below At Above
1 1474 1 14 59 25
2 1720 4 18 59 19
3 1798 4 27 52 18
4 1645 5 20 51 24
5 1733 7 26 44 23
6 1629 6 23 45 26
7 2988 15 32 34 19
8 2831 14 31 34 22

Table 33: Mathematics OTJs by gender

Percentages of students rated

Gender n
Well Below Below At Above
Male 7846 9 24 43 24
Female 7972 7 26 47 20

Table 34: Mathematics OTJs by ethnicity

Percentages of ethnic categorisations rated

Ethnicity*’ n
Well Below Below At Above
Asian 1599 4 16 46 35
NZ European 10115 6 23 47 25
NZ Maori 3405 13 33 42 12
Pasifika 1995 15 32 42 11
Other 436 10 26 50 15

Table 35: Mathematics OTJs by school decile

Percentages of students rated

Decile band n
Well Below Below At Above
1-3 3996 12 31 42 15
4-7 6383 11 28 43 19
8-10 5439 3 17 50 30

¥ Where students were identified with more than one ethnicity, results were included for all of the ethnicities specified.
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In general, the patterns of student achievement in relation to the Mathematics Standards display the same trends as the
data for the Reading and Writing Standards. The one exception is by gender, where the same proportion of male and
female students were rated as ‘at’ or ‘above’ the Mathematics Standards (67%). As in writing, the mathematics results
show decreasing proportions of students rated ‘at’ the standard as year level increases (59% ‘at’ Year 1 and 34% ‘at’
Year 8) and there is a reasonably consistent proportion (18-26%) of students rated ‘above’ the standards in years 1 to 8.
Higher proportions of Asian students (81%) were rated as ‘at’ or ‘above’ the Mathematics Standards than New Zealand
European (72%), Maori (54%), or Pasifika students (53%). Higher proportions of students at high decile schools (80%)
were rated as ‘at” or ‘above’ the standard than students at medium (62%) or low decile schools (57%).

6.4 Comment on reading, writing, and mathematics OTJs

In general, the 2011 student data reflect the demographic patterns that would be expected, given other evidence about
student achievement in New Zealand®®. In terms of achievement, students in high decile schools are rated more highly
than students in medium decile schools, who in turn are rated more highly than students in low decile schools. In
general, the achievement of Asian students is rated more highly than that of NZ European students, which in turn is
rated more highly than the achievement of Maori and Pasifika students.

While the general trend is for smaller proportions of students to be rated as ‘at’ or ‘above’ the standards as year level
increases, there is also a notable jump in this pattern after year 6. For example, in reading 80% of year 6 students were
rated ‘at” or ‘above’ the standards while 64% of year 7 students received these ratings. While the reasons for the jump
in ratings at the intermediate level are not clear, several factors may contribute. It may be, for example, that a ceiling
effect is operating at the top end of the standards. Alternatively, it may be that the patterns are attributable to teachers of
year 7 and 8 students judging more harshly than teachers of students in years 1 to 6. Another explanation might be that
the end of year 7 and 8 standards themselves may be more difficult than those at other year levels.

Although the aggregated data are consistent with other evidence about student achievement across the country, it must
be noted that two significant sources of error remain. The first of these is the possibility that teachers’ judgments against
the National Standards lack validity. Evidence from the assessment scenarios, presented in the previous chapter,
suggests this may be the case. The second possible source of error is systematic error, or bias. If, for example, there is
any tendency for teachers to form OTJs by comparing a student to others in the same class or school, then teachers at
low decile schools will tend to judge students more generously than teachers at high decile schools. Systematic error
such as this will remain in aggregated data, at least in any comparison of high and low decile schools.

6.5 Student data 2010 and 2011

Comparisons of the aggregated OTJ data from 2010 and 2011 provide information that can be used to make inferences
about the reliability, or consistency, of teachers’ judgments in 2010 and 2011. This section first considers the
differences between the two datasets, and then looks at evidence from a sample of students for whom OTJs were
collected in both 2010 and 2011.

The overall patterns in the 2011 student achievement data were very consistent with that collected in 2010." Overall,
from 2010 to 2011 there was a small upward shift in teachers’ ratings, with 2% more students rated as ‘at’ or ‘above’
the reading standards in 2011 than 2010, and 1% more rated as ‘at’ or ‘above’ the writing and mathematics standards.
Tables of differences between the two datasets are provided in Appendix G. The consistency between these two datasets

See for example, the Achievement Information Kits that summarise NZ student achievement information in reading, writing, and mathematics.
These were published by the Ministry of Education in 2006, and are available from www.educationcounts.govt.nz/topics/research/6858/6578.
Patterns were, therefore, also unchanged in relation to comparative student achievement data available from the Ministry of Education. For
details see National Standards: School Sample Monitoring and Evaluation Project 2010, pp. 27-31, available from
www.educationcounts.govt.nz/publications/schooling/national-standards-school-sample-monitoring-and-evaluation-project-2010.
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is expected, given that any systematic effects present will remain unchanged from 2010 to 2011, and both datasets are
large enough for random errors to cancel.

For 4,342 students, OTJs were collected in both 2010 and 2011 for at least one of reading, writing or mathematics. This
made it possible to compare the OTJs for these students across the two years. Table 36 to Table 38 show the students’
2011 OTJs in reading, writing, and mathematics, disaggregated by their 2010 OTJs. Note that n provides the number of
students rated in each category in 2010, and the numbers in bold font represent the proportions that have remained in
the same category between 2010 and 2011.

Table 36: Students’ 2011 reading OTJs disaggregated by their 2010 OTJs

: 2010
Reading
Well Below Below At Above

Well Below 41 16 2 0

Below 36 41 12 1

2011 At 17 36 60 21
Above 6 7 27 77

n 297 782 1596 1541

Table 37: Students’ 2011 writing OTJs disaggregated by their 2010 OTJs

» 2010
Writing
Well Below Below At Above

Well Below 39 15 2 0

Below 36 47 18 3
2011 At 22 34 66 38
Above 3 5) 15 59

n 357 1007 2080 807

Table 38: Students’ 2011 mathematics OTJs disaggregated by their 2010 OTJs

: 2010
Mathematics
Well Below Below At Above
Well Below 45 14 2 0
Below 32 46 16 2
2011 At 20 36 63 30
Above 4 4 20 68
n 286 1,054 2,012 904

The majority of students that were rated ‘at’ or ‘above’ the standards in 2010 were given the same rating in 2011. For
example, 60% of students who were rated “at’ the relevant reading standard in 2010 were also given this rating in 2011,
while 77% of those rated ‘above’ in reading in 2010 were rated ‘above’ the following year. These students appear to be
maintaining their achievement relative to the National Standards over the two years and the results for writing (Table
37) and mathematics (Table 38) show the same trend.

Of those students who were rated ‘below’ the reading standard in 2010, 41% appear to have maintained their position,
being given the same rating in 2011. Forty-three percent of these students appear to have improved their achievement
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relative to the National Standards, as they were given a rating of ‘at’ or ‘above’ the following year. Of those students
rated ‘well below’ in reading in 2010, 45% were given the same rating in 2011, while 59% appear to have improved
their position, being given a rating of ‘well below’, ‘at’ or ‘above’ in 2011. The results in writing and mathematics are
very similar to those in reading.

While the general trend is for students rated at or above to maintain their position over the two years, and students rated
below or well below to improve their position, the net overall movement within the data is minimal. Table 39 shows
these data.

Table 39: Overall movement in students’ ratings 2010 to 2011

Percentages of students

Area Improved rating Declined rating Netmovement
2010 to 2011 2010 to 2011
. 6
Reading 22 16
Writing 22 21
Mathematics 23 19 4

Although the net overall movement was minimal there were large positive and negative shifts in the data. For example,
in reading 22% of students appear to have improved their achievement relative to the standards, and sixteen percent
appear to have declined, leaving a small overall positive shift of six percent. In all three areas the groups of students
who improved their ratings (larger proportions of the smaller groups of students rated below or well below), were
almost balanced out by groups of students whose ratings declined (smaller proportions of the larger groups of students
rated at or above).

While some movement in the data, both positive and negative, would be expected the magnitude of the shifts observed
is larger than anticipated. For example, approximately 40% of those students rated ‘below’ the standards in 2010
appeared to improve their position in relation to the reading (43%), writing (39%), and mathematics standards (40%) in
2011. This upward trend is more pronounced for those students rated ‘well below’ in 2010, with more than half
receiving a higher rating against the reading (59%), writing (61%), and mathematics (56%) standards in 2011. While
the broad nature of the standards, with just eight achievement levels, may have contributed to the size of shifts being
overestimated in some instances, these shifts in the data seem unreasonably large for the first two years of any large-
scale sector-wide educational initiative.

Given the large shifts observed in the data, two possibilities exist. It is theoretically possible that the improved ratings
against the National Standards from 2010 to 2011 represent an actual shift in student abilities, although the magnitude
of the apparent shifts both up and down renders this possibility most unlikely. More probably, teachers have been
inconsistent in making judgments against the standards from 2010 to 2011. Given the dependability concerns raised in
Chapter 5, and the unreasonable magnitude of the change suggested by the shifts in the data, the second option is the
more likely reason for the changes in students’ ratings between the two years. This being the case, the student
achievement data cast further doubt over the reliability, and therefore the dependability, of teachers’ OTlJs.
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7. Reporting to parents

Clear reporting to parents, families and whanau is an important part of National Standards. Schools have been advised
that “Reports should be concise and easily understood, outline a child's progress and achievement, and be free from
educational jargon.”? The importance of providing information about students’ next learning steps and ways family can
support this learning at home is also emphasised in Ministry of Education guidelines to schools.

This chapter reports on an analysis of copies of students’ end-of-year reports (2011). Table 40 outlines the monitoring
and evaluation question and performance criteria that are addressed.

Table 40: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria, reporting to parents

Intended outcome: Schools use National Standards assessment information to communicate clearly with families
about their child’s achievement and progress.

Monitoring and . Sources of
. . Performance criteria .
Evaluation Questions evidence
How do schools use Parents receive a report that describes their child’s progress and End-of-year
information from National achievement in relation to the NS in reading, writing and reports
Standards to report to and mathematics.

i i 2 . .
communicate with parents? Parents receive a report that is clear.

Parents receive a report that identifies their child’s next learning
steps, and ways families can help at home.

7.1 Evaluative criteria

Reports were categorised into three main groups, dependent on the way they used National Standards for reporting
purposes. Table 41 summarises these results for the sample of 485 reports.

Table 41: Use of National Standards in end-of-year reports

Group Use of National Standards No. of reports % of sample
1 None: reports do not mention National Standards at all 63 13%
Insufficient: reports refer to National Standards but do not sufficiently
2 . . . 171 35%
describe achievement against the standards
Sufficient: rts d ib hi tin relation to National
3 ufficient: reports describe achievement in relation to Nationa 251 5206

Standards

Thirteen percent of the reports made no direct mention of the National Standards. Of the 63 reports that did not mention
the National Standards, 7 were judged to include achievement data that would have been sufficient to make an OTJ,
while 42 were rated as having insufficient information to make an OTJ, and 14 contained no achievement data at all. In
2010 a larger proportion of reports were rated as Group 1 (21)%, and slightly smaller proportions of reports were rated
as groups 2 (31%) and 3 (48%).

Eighty-seven percent of the reports referred directly to the National Standards. Of these 422 reports, 251 were rated as
sufficiently describing students’ achievement in relation to the National Standards (further details below), while 171

% National Standards Fact sheet 11: Reporting in plain language. Retrieved from http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/National-Standards/Key-

information/Fact-sheets/Reporting-in-plain-language.
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were rated as insufficient in this regard. It is these reports, groups two and three, which are the focus of the remainder of
this chapter. The reports that did not refer directly to the National Standards were not analysed further as they contained
no information about the ways in which schools communicate National Standards information to parents, families, and

whanau.

7.1.1 Parents receive a report that describes their child’s progress and achievement in relation to the NS

In order to be rated as sufficiently describing achievement in relation to the National Standards, an end-of year report
needed to include information about the student’s achievement in relation to the standards, and details of something the
student could or could not do that was of significance to the standard. In reading, for example, these details included
information about the student’s ability to decode text, or their ability to respond, understand and use what they have
read in addition to their OTJ. An OTJ and a reading level or age was not considered sufficient. In writing, a report
needed to include information about the student’s ability to encode (including planning, revising, or publishing), or use
writing for a variety of purposes across the curriculum, in addition to the OTJ. Information about students’ spelling
ability and an OTJ was not considered sufficient. In mathematics, a report needed an OTJ and information about the
student’s ability in number and other aspects of the mathematics standards such as measurement or geometry. To be
rated as sufficiently describing achievement in relation to the National Standards a report needed to fit these criteria for
two of the three areas: reading, writing, and mathematics.

Sixty percent of the reports (that made direct reference to the National Standards) were rated as sufficiently describing
student achievement in relation to the National Standards. Figure 22 illustrates the content of these reports. This is the
same percentage of reports as from 2010.

Figure 22: Example of information rated as sufficiently describing student achievement against the National
Standards

MATHEMATICS  Achievement [Al National Siandard Level ] N
Attitude/Effort |Good : - |

Progress and next learning step(s):

I - use muliplication to find equivalent fractions and & fraction of @ quantity. He ;-.:wlcr demenstrate his knowled
! g€ In |
dacimal place value when adding two numbers togsther. In Stafistics, ISl was sble to collect and organise data, and display it in|
| rnudlbplﬂ ways to identify patterns and variations. From this data, he was then able 1o confidently calculate the mean, median, mode,
and range.
|

Forty percent of the reports were rated as insufficiently describing students’ achievement in relation to the National
Standards. Figure 23 provides an example.

Figure 23: Example of information rated as insufficiently describing student achievement against the National
Standards

I s ot vet achieved the aspirational national standard for a Y8 student.
Next learning steps:

School: N /|| cortinue to discuss and learn the key vecabulary around the math
strands understanding what they mean and do for the maths. He will learn his tables and
practice the basic methodologies to master computation skills to ensure they are reliable.
I || be involved in numeracy learning and in wider studies using the strands of
maths in problem selving scenarios.
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7.1.2 Parents receive a report that is clear

Reports were rated as either clear or unclear. A clear report was one that was considered easy for parents, families and
whanau to understand. To achieve this rating the reading, writing, and mathematics information in the report, including
text, tables and graphics, needed to be clear, with no unexplained educational jargon. Fifty percent of the reports were
rated as clear, and 50% were rated as unclear. This is an increase of 10% from 2010 results in which 40% of the reports
that referred directly to the National Standards were rated as clear.

While the proportions of reports rated as clear and sufficiently describing achievement in relation to National Standards
are of interest in themselves, the combination of these characteristics is also informative. Figure 24 summarises this
information.

Figure 24: The clarity of reports that did and did not contain National Standards achievement information

@
8 15% (64) 35% (146)
g
g 25% (107) 25% (105)
)
Insufficient NS Sufficient NS
achievement information achievement information
(Group 2) (Group 3)

In a repeat of the 2010 result, 35% of reports were rated as clear and sufficiently describing student achievement in
relation to the National Standards. Figure 25 provides an example of this type of report.

Figure 25: Example of a report that was rated as containing clear information about the student’s achievement
in relation to the National Standards

Reading: Sl enjoys reading and has a positive approach to it. She has an ex-
cellent understanding of all features in a range of texts and can locate and eval-
uate information and ideas within a wide range of them. She can find and learn
meanings of unknown vocabulary by using strategies to understand and ex-
plain the text to others.

Next Steps: Read a variety of fiction and non-fiction texts to increase vocabu-
lary and to draw out the main ideas.

Wall below | Working taviard ] At I #w
|

Twenty-five percent of reports were rated as sufficiently describing student achievement against the National Standards,
but were unclear. This is very similar to the 2010 result of 26%. These reports contained an OTJ and a comment of
significance to the OTJ but were considered difficult for parents, families and whanau to understand. They included the
use of technical assessment information and language, graphs and tables that were difficult to interpret, and unclear
descriptions of student abilities. Figure 26 provides an example of this type of report.
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Figure 26: Example of a report that was rated as containing unclear information about the student’s
achievement in relation to the National Standards

Reading
National Colour Reading
Standard Wheel and Agein
Expectation Level Years

14+

13
End of Year 6 (Completing Level 3 | 12
of NZC)

End of Year 5 11
Expectation (Working towards 10
Level 3 of NZC)

End of Year 4 Expoctation 95
(Completing Level 2 of NZC) =

After3 | Gold2 L22 S h
el |Godr L]
Purple 2 L20
Purple 1 L19 | 7.5
Turquoise 2

Li8
y | Turquoisel [ 7.0
4 Li7
Orange 2 L16
Orange 1 L15 | 6.5
After1 | Green3 L14
yearat | Green2 L13
school | Green1 LI2

Blue3 LIl
Blue2 LI1Q
Blue 1 L9
Yellow3 L8
Yellow2 L7
Yellow1 Lé
Red 3 L5
Red 2 L4
Red 1 L3
Magenta 2 L2

Magental L1 | 5.0

The total proportion of reports rated as insufficiently describing student achievement in relation to the National
Standards was 40%, the same as in 2010. In 2011 this proportion included 15% that were rated as clear and 25% that
were rated as unclear, while in 2010 a larger proportion were rated as unclear (33%) while a small proportion were
rated as clear (7%). Examples of these reports are provided in Figure 27 and Figure 28.

Figure 27: Example of a clear report that was rated as containing insufficient information about the student’s
achievement in relation to the National Standards
Mathematics: Needs lots of suppart At Standard Well Above

: ! :

Il is working at the expected level.

Next learning steps:

School: [l has had extra teaching in maths this term. He has learned effective
mental strategies fo solve number problems. He has enjoyed being a part of this
programme and has made pleasing gains.
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Figure 28: Examples of unclear reports that were rated as containing insufficient information about the
student’s achievement in relation to the National Standards

Written Language — Narrative/ story writing
By the end of her third year at school (Feb 2012) [N
should be writing at Level 2 to be achieving at the level of
National Standards required for her age. I is writing
at a overall level of 2P which means she is already achieving
| at the required level.

L |Level2 Level 3 Level 4
1
. B A B [P [A [B [P [A

“Avdience X |Y

AWAIENESS

Content and x Y

idaas

Structure and XY

.{_Jr«a:nisa!ion

Language e Ry |

TasouUICes

Grnmmar_ X |Y

Spelling X |¥ | |

Puncmation | X | ¥ [ 1

Progress and Achievement: Il has made little progress during the year in writing. He is at
Level 1 Basic, which is well below his Year 2 Level expectation at Mational Standards.

Effort: I needs to make more effort when writing. Learning experiences help children to

develop the skills necessary to write, his writing could imprave having this skill. _ .I

A small proportion of the reports that mentioned the National Standards directly, described student progress against the
Reading (12%), Writing (9%), and Mathematics Standards (9%). Figure 29 illustrates these reports.

Figure 29: Example of areport describing student progress in relation to the National Standards

February Achievement = © November Progress = X

Progress against the National Standard

dy J sk f

working towards at above

A further 11% of reports described student progress against a nationally recognised scale, other than the National
Standards. These scales included New Zealand curriculum levels in reading (20 reports), writing (50 reports), and
mathematics (39 reports). In reading, reading recovery levels (39 reports), chronological reading ages (37 reports), and
the colourwheel (20 reports) were used to report progress. In writing, progress was described using e-asTTle (8 reports),
while in mathematics, the Number Framework was used (51 reports).

7.1.3 Parents receive a report that identifies their child’s next learning steps, the actions the school will
take to support learning, and ways families can help at home

Reports were rated as to whether or not they included students’ next learning steps, and the ways families can support
this learning at home. For reports to be rated as containing these elements, they needed to include the relevant
information in two of the three areas: reading, writing, and mathematics. Sixty-eight percent of reports were found to
include students’ next learning steps, and 55% included family actions. Figures 30 and 31 provide examples. Note that
the quality of the information provided was not assessed. These results are similar to those from 2010 where 70% of
reports included next learning steps and 61% included family actions.
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Figure 30: Examples from end-of-year reports of students’ next learning steps

exl e g ieps X

I i (=aming step is to add more detail for greater impact. He (s also learning to use ful

slops, question and exclamation marks at the end of senlences and capital letters 1o bagin
serlences and for familiar proper nouns,

Next learning steps:

= To express fractions as decimal and percentages.
* To find commoaon factors of numbers.

Figure 31: Examples from end-of-year reports of actions families can take to support student learning

Things to do at home:

Write recounts of personal experiences.
Record events in a diary.

Help write shopping lists.

Design and make invitations for family
events.

How you can help at home

Continue to challenge [l to read on when she comes to an
unknown word and then to go back and try again; to break the
word up into chunks; Ask her questions about the story and see
if she can link the story to her own experiences orto a
previously read story.

7.2 Descriptive information

Two ways were used to present student achievement information in reports. Seventy-three percent of reports used a
scale to describe achievement in relation to the student’s current year level standard using terms such as ‘at’, ‘above’,
‘below’ or ‘well below’. Twenty-five percent of schools described a best fit standard for the student, irrespective of
their current year level. For example, a Year 5 student that was ‘above’ the standard was referred to as achieving ‘at’
the end of year 6 standard. Three percent of reports used neither of these approaches, as they contained no OTJ. The
two approaches are illustrated in Figure 32 and Figure 33. These results are similar to those from 2010 where 73% of
reports used a rating scale and 28% used a best fit approach.

Figure 32: Examples of reports that described student achievement using a scale such as ‘at’ / ‘above’ / below /

well below
- ig well below the Mational Standard.
WRITING Achievement At National Standard Level
A Attitude/Effort |Good

Figure 33: Examples of reports that described student achievement using a best fit standard

Writing National Standard End of Year 3

- READING

Magental " Red

| At The End of Year 4
| {Working ... Within Level AlLevel'{ Towards Level 2 Al Level 2 Towards Level 3 Atlevel3
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Sixty-six percent of reports presented student achievement in relation to the National Standards in a diagram or table,
while 21% of reports used narrative text. These approaches are illustrated in Figure 34 and Figure 35. Results from
2011 are consistent with those from 2010. In 2010, 63% of reports presented student achievement information in a
diagram or table, 20% presented it in text form, and 17% combined both these approaches.

Figure 34: Examples of OTJs presented in diagrams or tables

|

3 ‘ .
Mathematies: Needs lots of support At Standard Well Above
- |

Y

Maticnal Standard below l at above

Reading

Figure 35: Examples of OTJs presented in text

General Comment

B is 5t the National Standard for mathematics. She is able to work with
numbers up to 1000 and solve addition and subtraction problems in her head by
working out the answer from basic facts she knows.

I s made pleasing progress in
reading this year. Her confidence has
grown and she enjoys reading for
pleasure. |l works well in her
group and contributes thoughtful ideas.
I s ochieved the National
Standard.

Reports from five of the 79 schools who contributed to the sample used different reporting formats at different year
levels of the school. For each of the five schools there was coherence between the different formats used.

During the mid-year interview, principals were asked when teachers at their school were making OTJs for students in
years 1 to 3, and when these were reported to parents. Seventy-five schools had made OTJs for these students, and of
these 56% were making these as part of their regular reporting cycle and 44% were making them on or close to the
anniversary of the student’s entry to school. Of the 33 schools that were making these OTJs on the anniversary of
school-entry, 20 schools were reporting these to families around the time they were made, and 13 were reporting them
as part of their school’s regular reporting cycle.

Eighty-two percent of principals identified that their school was making mid-year OTJs for students in years 4 to 6 in
2011. Of these 82 schools, 51 were making OTJs that were a judgment of current achievement, 22 were making
judgments that were a prediction of end of year achievement, and 7 schools were combining these approaches. Two
principals noted that both these approaches were being used inconsistently across their school, as there were differences
between teachers in this regard.
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8. Student achievement targets

Boards of Trustees play a key role in school governance. As part of this role Boards are responsible for setting student
achievement targets and using these to allocate resources equitably. Because student achievement targets help
determine the support received by individual students, quality targets help enable the appropriate allocation of
resources.

This chapter investigates the quality of student achievement targets using evidence from an analysis of school
documentation. Table 42 contains the monitoring and evaluation question and performance criteria addressed.

Table 42: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria, student achievement targets

Intended outcome: National Standards provides clear information about student achievement for Boards of Trustees
which can be used in decision making and resource allocation processes.

Monitoring and . Sources of
. . Performance criteria ;
Evaluation Questions evidence

Targets in the school’'s 2011 charter address student
achievement in relation to the NS.

NS achievement targets focus on students who are below or

‘well below’ the standards. e
documentation:
In what ways is information NS achievement targets are differentiated to accelerate student
o B al S Er e progress for specific groups of students. achievement targets
used by schools to set NS achievement targets address the progress rates of all and analysis of
achievement targets? students. variance reports

NS achievement targets are specific and measurable.

. . . Principal interviews
NS achievement targets are appropriate (challenging and

achievable).

NS achievement targets address students at all year levels.

8.1 Evaluative criteria

8.1.1 Targets in the school’'s 2011 charter address student achievement in relation to the NS

The student achievement targets and analysis of variance reports of 89 schools were analysed. Seventy-five percent of
these schools (67 schools) had charters that were rated as including student achievement targets in at least one of the
National Standards areas. Of those 67 schools, 49 had targets in relation to the Reading Standards, 54 included targets
against the Writing Standards, and 57 addressed the Mathematics Standards in their targets. Figure 36 illustrates these
proportions.
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Figure 36: Proportions of schools rated as including National Standards student achievement targets in school
charters
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Twenty-five percent of schools had charters that were rated as not including student achievement targets in relation to
the National Standards in reading, writing, or mathematics. Of these 22 schools, nine schools made no reference to the
National Standards in their targets, and four schools did not include targets at all but had more general objectives, such
as “embed the use of National Standards at years 7 and 8.” Nine schools had endeavoured to address the National
Standards but had targets that conflated these with other assessment measures. Examples included “To raise individual
PAT math test results so that 80% of Y3-8 achieve at national standard levels by the end of the year” and “It is intended
that within the year that Year 8 students will achieve at or above the national norm by the end of the year, i.e. achieve at
National Standard.”

The information in the remainder of this chapter focuses first on the general nature of schools’ targets in relation to the
National Standards, and then looks specifically at the reading, writing, and mathematics targets that addressed each of
the National Standards. Those targets that did not address National Standards (represented by the unshaded regions in
Figure 36) were not analysed further.

8.1.2 NS achievement targets focus on students who are below or ‘well below’ the standards

Of the 67 schools that included student achievement targets in relation to the National Standards, 63 included a focus on
students who were rated as ‘below’ or ‘well below’ the National Standards in 2010. Examples include:

We will target the 34 children, 27%, who did not meet the mathematics standards in November 2010... We
aim to increase the overall total of children achieving at or above to 85% of our school students.

Move all students who are in the below national standards group to the at standards group by the end of the
school year.

Four schools included targets not focused on students rated as below or “well below’ the standards in 2010. Three of
these were schools with targeted 2011 achievement levels which were commensurate with 2010 levels, and one school
specified a “15% positive shift of students’ achievement of National Standards” but did not specify the students whose
ratings against the Standards would be raised to achieve this shift.

8.1.3 NS achievement targets are differentiated to accelerate progress for specific groups of students
Thirty-eight of the 67 schools with student achievement targets in relation to the National Standards included
differentiation to accelerate progress for specific groups of students. Nearly all of the schools with differentiated targets
focused on students who were rated ‘below’ or “well below’ the National Standards (37 schools). Table 43 indicates the
student sub-groups that were the focus of these differentiated targets.
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Table 43: Number of schools with targets differentiated to accelerate progress for sub-groups of students
rated below or ‘well below’ the National Standards in 2010

Student sub-group Number of schools
Maori students 22
Pasifika students 6
Male students 11
Female students 1
Students with special needs 1
Identified cohort students 7

The majority of schools with differentiated targets included a focus on Maori students (22 of the 38 schools), while
approximately one-third focused on male students (11 of the 38 schools). A small number of schools (6) focused on
Pasifika students or identified a particular cohort of students, for example one school targeted the 12 year 6 students that
were ‘well below’ the reading and writing standards to make at least one year’s progress in each of these areas (7
schools).

One school included National Standards targets that were differentiated to accelerate progress for students rated
“above” or “well above” the Reading and Writing Standards in 2010.

8.1.4 NS achievement targets address the progress rates of all students

Four of the 67 schools had targets in relation to the National Standards which included a focus on the progress of all
students. An example is provided below:

All students who were below or well below the standard in February will make more than one year’s
(accelerated) progress in relation to the writing standards. All of the students who were at or above the
standard in February will make at least one year’s progress in relation to the writing standards.

Specifying progress rates for all students can be considered desirable as it ensures all students are considered in
planning and resource allocation. The remainder of this chapter focuses on the student achievement targets that were
rated as addressing the National Standards in reading, writing and mathematics. That is, those targets represented by the
lightly shaded regions in Figure 36: 49 reading targets, 54 writing targets, and 57 mathematics targets. The percentages
included in the following sections represent the proportions of these targets that were found to have certain features.

8.1.5 NS targets specific and measurable.

Most National Standards student achievement targets in reading (92%), writing (89%), and mathematics (88%) were
rated as specific and measurable. Examples of these include:

To have 80% of students achieving at or above the National Standards in Mathematics by the end of 2011.

90% of Year 5 students will be reading at and above the National Standard by the end of the 2011 school
year.

Reduce the percentage of students performing below the National Standard [in Mathematics] by 50% after
the 2" and 3" year at schools, and at the end of year 4,5 and 7.

Those targets that did not meet this criterion did not specify either the standard that was being targeted, or the
proportions of students that were expected to achieve that standard. For example:

Increase the number of students achieving at or above the National Standard, yrs. 1-8 for reading.

To raise the rate of progress for all students deemed at risk of not achieving at the level of the National
Standards in writing.
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8.1.6 NS targets appropriate (challenging and achievable)

National Standards targets were rated as appropriate if they were considered to be both challenging and achievable in
relation to baseline achievement data. Half to two-thirds of the National Standards student achievement targets in
reading (55%), writing (65%), and mathematics (53%) were rated as appropriate. These examples include targeting a
shift from 62% of year 4 to 6 students ‘at’ or ‘above’ the Reading Standards in 2010 to over 80% in year 2011, and
raising the achievement of the 28% of students rated as below the Writing Standards in 2010 to “at’ or ‘above’ in 2011.

Twenty-two reading targets, 19 writing targets, and 27 mathematics targets were rated as not appropriate. Of these
targets, approximately half were not considered challenging as they targeted lower levels of achievement in 2011 than
in 2010, or aimed to increase achievement levels by less than 5%. Up to one-third of these targets were not specific and
measurable and so contained no defined level of challenge. Small numbers of these targets were not considered
achievable as they required significantly accelerated progress from the majority of students. For a few schools,
documentation did not include baseline data and for these schools the appropriateness of National Standards targets
could not be determined.

8.1.7 NS targets address students at all year levels

Approximately two-thirds of National Standards targets in reading (59%), writing (67%) and mathematics (60%)
addressed the achievement of students at all year levels. These targets tended to be consistent across all year levels of
the school, although some specified different achievement levels to be attained at different year levels. Examples of
both these approaches are given below:

In relation to National Standards [reading] achieving at or above: Target across the school 92%.

All students from Year 1 to Year 6 not meeting the National Standards in Reading from 2010 ““will be at the
expected standard” by Term 4 2011.

Year 1: At least maintain the current levels of achievement for at and above students. To shift the 4 students
who are Below to At. Year 2: At least maintain the current levels of achievement for at and above students.
To shift the 7 students who are Below to At. Year 3: At least maintain the current levels of achievement for at
and above students. To shift the 7 students who are Below to At... [Reading targets in same format for all
year levels, 1-8].

8.2 Descriptive information

Information about the Ministry of Education’s response to schools’ 2011 charters (which included student achievement
targets) was collected in the mid-year principal interviews. Eighty-nine principals were able to provide information
about the Ministry response, and of these, 66 schools’ charters had been accepted as meeting legislative requirements,
20 schools had been advised their charter was non-compliant and 3 schools had received a letter of receipt but no
notification of acceptance or otherwise at the time of the interview (August 2011).

Fifty-five of the 66 schools (83%) that had their charters accepted by the Ministry of Education as meeting legal
requirements were rated by this study as having targets that addressed the National Standards. Eleven schools (17%)
had their charters accepted but were rated by this study as not including achievement targets in relation to the National
Standards.

Principals’ perceptions of the usefulness of National Standards achievement data for setting targets were obtained in the
online survey. Of the 62 respondents, 64% rated National Standards data as very or moderately useful for setting
student achievement targets, while 23% rated it as minimally useful, and 13% rated it as not useful in this regard.

2 |egislative requirements for targets contained in section 61 of the Education Act 1989.
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9. Identifying students for intervention

Information about National Standards emphasises the importance of targeted teaching interventions in raising student
achievement. Early identification of students who are not making expected progress will allow these students to be

supported appropriately with a resultant increase in achievement rates. “Timely and targeted interventions will make the

difference.”?

This chapter uses evidence from principal and teacher surveys to describe the ways in which schools use National
Standards information to monitor student progress and achievement, and identify students for targeted teaching
interventions. The monitoring and evaluation question and performance criteria addressed are shown in Table 44.

Table 44: Monitoring and evaluation questions and criteria, identifying students for intervention

Intended outcome: National Standards achievement information is used by teachers and schools to monitor student
progress and achievement against the Curriculum. This enables students requiring teaching interventions to be
identified.

Monitoring and . Sources of
. . Performance criteria .
Evaluation Questions evidence

In what ways is information Schools collate National Standards achievement data.

from National Standards Collated achievement data provides a clear picture of school-
used by schools to describe  wide student achievement in relation to the NS.

student achievement and
progress?

Surveys: principal
and teacher groups
Schools systematically track the progress of individual

students against the National Standards.

In what ways is information Schools use National Standards data to identify students

from National Standards below the standard as requiring targeted teaching interventions

used to identify students within the classroom programme, and students rated at ‘well Surveys: principal
requiring targeted teaching below’ the standard as requiring further support in addition to

interventions? this.

2 http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/National-Standards/Key-information/Questions-and-answers.
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9.1 Evaluative criteria

9.1.1 Schools collate National Standards achievement data.

Principals were questioned about the extent to which they had collated students’ 2011 OTJs. Figure 37 summarises
these results.

Figure 37: Principals’ collation of 2011 OTJs

Achievement

Reading

Progress

Achievement

Writing

Progress

Achievement

Progress

Mathematics

T T T T T T T
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

H School-wide data Somedata

Approximately three-quarters of principals collated school-wide National Standards data to describe student
achievement in reading (78%), writing (77%), and mathematics (76%). These principals can be considered as using the
data effectively, as this collation will assist in the process of identifying groups of students who are not achieving as
expected.

In terms of using National Standards data to describe progress, around two-thirds of principals had collated school-wide
progress data in reading (66%), writing (65%), and mathematics (65%). These principals can be considered to be using
the data effectively, as can the smaller proportions of principals that had collated progress data for some students (12%
reading, 15% writing, 15% mathematics). Where groups of students have been identified as having similar needs, and
are receiving similar teaching support, it is a reasonable approach to track these students in groups.

9.1.2 Collated achievement data provides a clear picture of school-wide student achievement in relation to
the NS.

To date, it is not possible to ascertain whether collated data shows a clear picture of student achievement, as schools are
not required to report school-level data against the National Standards until the release of Boards’ reports to their
communities in 20127, This being the case, information was gathered on principals’ perceptions of collated data.

Principals were asked to indicate whether the collated data for their school showed achievement levels to be about what
they expected them to be, or higher or lower than this. These results are shown in Figure 38.

% National Administration Guideline 2A.



National Standards: School Sample Monitoring & Evaluation Project, 2011 75

Figure 38: Principals’ perceptions of the achievement levels in collated OTJ data
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Most principals found achievement levels in collated data were similar to their expectations. Results indicate that
principals found results in reading to be most in line with their expectations (79-81% as expected), while those in
mathematics were least in line with expectations (67-85% as expected).

Where collated reading data was not in line with principals’ expectations, it tended to indicate higher achievement
levels than principals expected. For example, at years 1-3 17% of principals noted achievement levels in reading were
higher than they expected, while 4% indicated they were lower. In mathematics this pattern was inconsistent across year
levels with more principals finding achievement levels at year 1-3 higher than they expected (22%) rather than lower
(11%), while at years 7-8 achievement tended to be lower than expected (10%) rather than higher (5%).

In terms of progress, the majority of principals (65% in reading, 62% in writing, and 63% in mathematics) reported that
collated National Standards progress data showed ‘most’ of their students had progressed approximately one year
standard. Of the remaining students, responses suggested that principals’ perceptions were that around half had
progressed more than one year level standard, and half had progressed less than this. These patterns were very
consistent across all three areas, and very similar to teachers’ perceptions of patterns of progress in National Standards
data.

When questioned abut the usefulness of National Standards data for identifying students for additional teaching support,
55% of principals rated it as moderately or very useful, 26% rated it as minimally useful, and 20% rated it as not useful.
Thirty-three principals chose to comment on the usefulness of National Standards data. Comments were varied and
three common themes were identified. These were that schools were already using data before the introduction of
National Standards (23% of respondents), that schools were complying with data requirements because they were
required to (6%), and that data sources other than National Standards were perceived as more reliable sources of
information (5%).
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Data gathered prior to National Standards was and is more reliable. We already used this data...and will
continue to do so. We report on NS because we have to, but don't really use this data for much else.

It needs to be noted that these things were happening anyway...assessment is not new, and data has always
been collected and used to assess needs, BoT, individual and school wide. We are mandated to use the
standards as a guide but no new behaviours as such have been employed, just different rubrics / illustrations
etc plus far more discussion

We are giving them minimal emphasis only because we have been forced to by the MoE. We currently have
very effective demonstrated processes in place for raising student achievement and see no reason to change
to something less defined. We will obey the law and that is all.

The data we want is better obtained through other more reliable tools such as PAT, e- AsTTle, GLOSS etc
However we are required to make our student achievement targets using national standards. Problem for us
is where is the reliability and validity in the NS as a measure? It’s not, but we are being quite pragmatic
about it!

9.1.3 Schools systematically track the progress of individual students against the National Standards

The groups of teachers were asked identify the measures they used to systematically track students’ progress in reading
from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011. Figure 39 shows these results.

Figure 39: Measures used to systematically track students’ progress in reading
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Eighty-four percent of teacher groups reported that they tracked student achievement against the National Standards
from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011 using students” OTJs. Most teacher groups also used instructional text levels
for this purpose (95%) while STAR was used by just over half the groups in the sample (56%). Least used were the
standardised assessments e-asTTle (37%), and PAT (34 % reading comprehension and 27% reading vocabulary). Other
measures groups of teachers identified using for this purpose were varied; common themes included the PROBE
reading assessment (11%) and the observation survey, also known as the 6 Year Net (6%).

Figure 40 shows the measures teachers used to track students’ progress in writing from the end of 2010 to the end of
2011.
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Figure 40: Measures used to systematically track students’ progress in writing
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Most groups of teachers (88%) noted that they used students’ OTJs to track progress in writing over the 2011 school
year. Over three-quarters of teacher groups also reported using writing samples (100%) and specific class observations
(90%) to track progress, while the standardised of e-asTTle assessment was used by just over half of respondents
(54%). Other measures identified by schools as used for this purpose included school-developed writing rubrics (7%),
and the literacy learning progressions (5%).

Figure 41 shows the measures teachers used to track students’ progress against the Mathematics Standards in 2011.

Figure 41: Measures used to systematically track students’ progress in mathematics
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Evidence suggests most groups of teachers (86%) used OTJs to track student progress in relation to the Mathematics
Standards. Over eighty percent of teacher groups also reported using specific class observations (88%) and the IKAN
assessment (81%) for this purpose. Smaller proportions of teacher groups reported using the standardised assessments
of PAT: Mathematics (56%) and e-asTTle (19%). Other measures teacher groups identified using included the NumPA
interview (19%), school-developed tests of basic facts (7%), snap shots assessment of strategy (5%) and teacher
developed assessments in strands of the curriculum other than number and algebra.

In summary, evidence suggests most teacher groups tracked student achievement from the end of 2010 to the end of
2011 using OTJs (84% reading, 88% writing, 86% mathematics). Other measures used by the majority of teacher
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groups included instructional text levels in reading (95%), the collection of writing samples (100%), specific class
observations in writing (90%) and mathematics (88%), and the IKAN assessment in mathematics (81%).

9.1.4 Schools use National Standards data to identify students below the standard as requiring targeted
teaching interventions within the classroom programme, and students rated at ‘well below’ the
standard as requiring further support in addition to this

Principals were asked whether their school had used National Standards data to identify students for additional teaching
support in reading, writing, and mathematics. Responses indicate 63% of schools had used this data to identify students
for further support in reading and mathematics, while 58% had done so for writing.

Principals described the students targeted and the nature of the programme(s) provided in reading (37 principals),
writing (35 principals), and mathematics (37 principals). Four main types of intervention were identified and these
results are summarised in Table 45.

Table 45: Teaching interventions identified by principals

Percentage of principals

Intervention
Reading Writing Mathematics
Additional teaching from qualified teacher 25%* 5% 17%**
Teacher aide support 12% 8% 8%
Focused in-class support (classroom teacher) 5% 4% 12%
Additional teaching programmes 18% 6% 5%

* includes 10% reading recovery.
** includes 6% cross-grouping of students

The reading intervention most commonly identified was the provision of additional qualified teaching support (25%).
This included support from reading recovery teachers, reading support teachers, resource teachers of literacy, and
resource teachers of learning and behaviour. The provision of additional reading programmes was also identified (18%).
These included Lexia Reading online, Rainbow Reading, and Toe by Toe.

We identified cohorts of students and have worked with RTLB to devise reading programmes to support the
students.

We run a very effective multi lit programme and Lexia Reading - we also do target teaching with the teacher
most experienced in this area - 2 reading recovery teachers for 6 year olds.

RTIit rainbow reading and toxic reading programmes / TAsupport / Board funded teacher for small groups.

In writing, teacher-aide support was most commonly identified (8%), while in mathematics, focused in-class support
(12%), and additional support form a qualified teacher (11%) were mentioned. Additional teaching programmes
identified included Lexia, Steps Spelling, and Word Power in writing, while in mathematics Coddbrics, Bump It, and
Spring into Maths were referred to.

Classroom support [in writing] provided by extra teacher, teachers aides and RTLit referrals

Below and well below students [in writing] are discussed at the beginning of each term at staff meeting and
the teacher targets specific learning areas. These are reviewed each term.

Teacher aide support with CODDSBRICS programme

Pupils needing support [in mathematics] were given 1 to 1 Teacher Aide support, and some small group and
in class support. Areas worked on were identified by the classroom teacher.
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In terms of the students identified for this support, just under a third of principals (30%) mentioned that students rated
as below or ‘well below’ the standards in reading, writing, or mathematics were targeted. A small proportion of
principals (8%) also noted the identification of year levels of students for additional support in these areas.

Those who are more than one year below the standard. Specialised programmes with teacher aides
Small group of five or six students who are identified as well below withdrawn from classes.

2011 Year 2-3 students. Classroom support provided by extra teacher, teachers aides and RTLit referrals.

In summary just under two-thirds of schools used National Standards data to identify students for additional teaching
support in reading (63%), writing (58%), and mathematics (63%). Small proportions of schools identified focused in
class support as an intervention in reading (5%), writing (4%), and mathematics (12%). Other interventions noted were
the provision of additional qualified teaching support, the use of teacher aides, and the provision of additional teaching
programmes. Students identified as targeted included those rated below or ‘well below’ the standards (30%) and those
in particular year levels (8%).

9.2 Descriptive information

Evidence suggests principals used a variety of tools to collate students’ 2011 OTJs. Just over two-thirds of principals
noted they used spreadsheets for this purpose (69%) while over half reported using the school’s student management
system (52%). Some principals reported using more than one tool.

Teachers were asked to describe the way they used OTJs to track students’ progress in reading against the National
Standards from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011. Seventy-nine groups of teachers made comments and the nature of
these comments was varied. Just under a third of these comments (32%) described or listed the data sources used to
track achievement, while just under a quarter of responses (22%) described where tracking information was stored.
Storage options described included using tracking sheets to store students’ data over time (9%), and the use of student
management systems (8%) and individual profiles (5%).

Individual teacher Inquiry Plans, running records, observations of students’ reading behaviours.
Running records, benchmarks, reading graphs, observations, anecdotal notes.
Tracking book Reading overview sheet for the year with running record results and comments.

Place on etap register and student profiles - compared data in term 1 and term 3.

Twenty-three percent of teacher groups described the ways in which tracking data was used. The uses identified
included the identification of target groups of students (10%) and grouping students for instruction (13%). Eight percent
of teacher groups also commented on the importance of in-class monitoring to inform tracking.

At least monthly running records, which take into account what the reading sounds like and comprehension
and regular movement through the colour wheel. As a team we introduced target children for reading - these
children were those who were at risk of not meeting the standard earlier in the year and we monitored these
children’s progress on a weekly basis.

They were used as a starting point, to form groups, to issue reading material.

Cross checked the various information, but daily observation against specific learning goals was the most
important.
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Teachers were asked to describe the way they used OTJs to track students’ progress in writing against the National
Standards and thirty-six groups of teachers chose to do so. One-third of the respondents described or listed data sources
used for tracking, and a similar proportion (34%) described the way tracking data is collated and stored. These storage
mechanisms included the use of a portfolio of student writing samples over time (17%), the school’s student
management system (11%), and use of a spreadsheet (6%).

Looked at assessment data, sample books, previous report
Class performance, asTTle writing and OTJ.
Samples of work with annecdoted information kept

Record OTJ's on Kamar and personal teacher assessment tracking records use e-asTTle goal setting for
each learner and conference with them

Gathered data on a spreadsheet or in a table across various portfolio samples and activities.

Forty-two percent of responses described the uses made of data tracking progress in writing. These included to inform
teaching (17%) to group students (11%), to set individual learning goals (8%), and to identify students for targeted
teaching (6%).

Informed teaching and grouping across classes. Across syndicates as a team looking at March data and
compared that to June, Sept and now November data for that cohort across Writing, Reading and Numeracy

OTJ form the basis of our planning, identification of students of concern, allocation of resources/ staffing
and money, Professional devel. needs. OTJ are revisited throughout the year to ensure we are meeting the
needs of our students.

Keep data and use this for learners to set individual learning goals for their writing. Monitor and check
throughout the year. Share successes with learners.

Thirty-seven groups of teachers described the way they tracked students’ progress against the National Standards in
Mathematics from the end of 2010 to end of 2011. Nearly two-thirds of these comments (65%) focused on the ways
data was collated and stored. These respondents identified use of the school’s student management system (30%), class
tracking sheets (11%), individual tracking sheets (11%), progress graphs in students’ end-of-year reports (8%) and
NumPA tracking sheets (5%) as important in this process.

Assessment data is recorded in MUSAC reports are then generated and given to lead teacher to discuss.
They are also discussed at syndicate level.

Used class lists to record and compare data throughout the whole year

Recorded in Classroom Manager and in reports to parents.

Just over a third of respondents (35%) identified staff that made use of the data. These included groups of teachers
(30%) and curriculum leaders (5%). Fourteen percent of teacher groups noted that mathematics progress data was used
to inform teaching and group students for instruction.

Every term children who are at risk are discussed at a staff meeting.

Centralised school wide data system, teacher planning and assessment tracking, maths curriculum team
(tracking regularly)

Initially testing was used to inform teaching and grouping.
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10. Other Information

10.1 Charter requirements

During the mid-year interview principals were questioned about the status of OTJs in their school for 2010 and 2011.
Eighty-three of the 100 principals interviewed indicated that their school had made OTJs in 2010, while 17 indicated
they had not. In terms of 2011 OTJs, 96 principals indicated these would be made, with most of these making OTJs for
all students (92 schools) but a small number making OTJs at some year levels only (2 schools) or in some areas only (1
school).

The survey asked principals when they included, or planned for the inclusion of, National Standards student
achievement targets in their school’s charter. Eighty-two percent of principals indicated that they had included National
Standards targets in their school’s 2011 charter for at least one of the National Standards areas. These schools are
meeting Ministry requirements to “include targets for student achievement in relation to the National Standards in their
2011 charters.”®* A further 11% of schools planned to meet this requirement in 2012, with 7% of schools having no
plans to include National Standards student achievement targets in their school charters.

Principals were also asked whether they had reported, or when they planned to report, National Standards information
in the Board’s annual report. Sixty-four percent of principals had reported both achievement and progress information
in at least one of the National Standards areas to their Board in 2011, and a further 24% had plans to do this for at least
one area in 2012. This 88% of schools will be compliant with NAG 2A which requires schools to “use National
Standards to report school-level data in the board’s [2012] annual report on National Standards” and specifies that this
needs to include “how students are progressing against the standards as well as how well they are achieving.”® Eight
percent of schools were planning to report achievement data in at least one area in 2012, but had no plans to report
progress data, while 4% of schools had no plans to report either achievement or progress information. This is largely
similar to the 2010 results.

10.2 Principals’ understandings and perspectives

Principals were asked to respond to a series of statements to determine the extent to which they understand the nature
and intended consequences of National Standards. Results are shown in Figure 42 alongside results from the end of
2010. Note that the statements shown in the figure are abbreviations of the statements used in the survey. The full text
for these survey items is included in Appendix F.

2 http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/National-Standards/Key-information/Information-for-schools/National-Standards-launch-pack/Timeline.

National Administration Guideline 2A, accessed from www.minedu.govt.nz/NZEducation/EducationPolicies/Schools/PolicyAndStrategy/
PlanningReportingRelevantLegislationNEGSANdNAGS/TheNational AdministrationGuidelinesNAGs.aspx#NAG2A

25
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Figure 42: Principals’ understandings of National Standards
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In general, principals’ understandings of the National Standards appear to have increased from the end of 2010 to the
end of 2011. The largest shift was in the proportion of principals that understand the mathematics standards are not
focused on students’ use of mathematical skills across all learning areas of the New Zealand Curriculum. Twenty
percent of principals in 2010 and 38% in 2011 understood this. There were also increases of greater than 10% in the
proportions of principals that understand National Staandards do not provide detailed information to inform teaching on
a day to day basis (from 33% to 46%), and teachers do not need to discuss the assessment results of all students in order
to moderate OTJs (from 51% to 62%). The proportion of principals that understand the intent of National Standards is
to increase students’ access to the breadth of the New Zealand Curriculum remains low (26% in 2010 and 24% in
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2011), and the proportion that misunderstand this increased by 8% (from 64% to 72%). There was also an increase in
the proportion of principals that misunderstand the reading and writing standards focus on students’ use of literacy
skills across all learning areas of the New Zealand Curriculum (from 14% to 24%).

The survey asked principals to rate how well supported they felt by the Ministry of Education in a number of areas.
Figure 43 summarises the responses of 74 principals.

Figure 43: Principals’ perceptions of the level of support provided by the Ministry of Education
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In general, principals felt more supported by the Ministry of Education in 2011 than in 2010. For example, 24% of
principals described themselves as moderately or well supported to report National Standards achievement to the Board
in 2010 and this proportion increased to 48% in 2011. Principals also reported feeling more supported to report to
families and whanau (increased from 38% to 60% moderately or very supported) and the Ministry of Education
(increased from 20% to 39%). Despite these increases more than half of the principals described themselves as
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minimally supported or unsupported for eight of the nine areas listed in 2011. Principals feel most supported to report to
families, with 60% rating themselves as moderately or very supported in this area.

Seventy-three percent of principals indicated their school had received support to implement the National Standards in
2011. This included those who had received support from Ministry of Education contracted PLD providers (45%), those
who had received support from independent providers (15%) and those who specified receiving support from others
(14%). Other support listed by principals included working with another school or cluster of schools, and general
collegial support from professional networks. Twenty-seven percent of principals reported their school received no
support to implement the National Standards in 2011.

Twenty-six principals chose to comment on the implementation of National Standards or the support they had received.
Themes in these comments were wide ranging, with one theme identified by more than 5% of respondents. Nine
principals (12% of respondents) commented on the need for more professional development support funded by the
Ministry of Education.

Need more!! Particularly at the teacher level, so that they have all the necessary knowledge and pedagogy
to shift, and our leaders have the skill to support ongoing progress.

It is unfortunate that Team Solution facilitators are no longer providing support as they have done a great
job in this school. If schools have to pay for this type of PD, there will be lip service only paid to OTJ's.

We try and get onto contracts to support literacy and numeracy but it is very competitive so we work as a
cluster with the [local] Principals association picking up and sharing through our clusters.

Principals were asked to rate their level of concern over the unintended consequences of National Standards. Figure 44
summarises these results and compares them to those from the end of 2010.

Figure 44: Principals’ level of concern over the unintended consequences of National Standards
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Results suggest principals remain concerned over the unintended consequences of National Standards, with League
Tables remaining the issue of most concern. Over 60% of principals rated all of the four issues listed as very concerning
and their comments reflect these concerns:

A national test is the only way to ensure consistency across schools but then we'll end up with a system
similar to those which are already failing overseas. League tables would be my biggest concern and will
inevitably not be able to show progress in a school correctly.

My greatest concern is the narrowing of the curriculum. Schools are focusing all their resources on NS in
Literacy and Numeracy. NS are aimed at ensuring students can access the curriculum but the implementation
has been counter-productive as schools are now only concerned with Reading, Writing and Maths.

Still worried about league tables widening the achievement gap, whereby parents of able students move their
children to schools higher up the league table, and successful teachers only wanting to teach in schools that
are perceived to be successful.

Note that the question asked principals to rate their level of concern, but did not address the likelihood of these possible
consequences occuring.

At the conclusion of the mid-year interview principals were asked if they would like to make any comments about the
National Standards and 90 principals chose to do so. Fifity-eight percent of these comments were generally negative in
regard to the National Standards, while 4% were positive, and 38% were neither positive nor negative. The following
comments illustrate this.

I still fail to see how they [NS] are going to raise student achivement. Measuring doesn't make a blind bit of
difference. Before NS | knew the kids who weren't achieving and | was working with those kids and families
already. If teachers could see the benefit to kids in raising student achievement they would support NS whole
heartedly - like they did with the numeracy project - but that isn't happening. If that isn't happening then it's
a job for ero - don't make all schools do NS for the benefit of the few who aren't effective already.

I think they're a good thing. The moderation and professional discussions around it has been great - good
PD and helped teachers get to know their kids better. I'm pleased with the way things have gone.

There has been a lot of hoo-ha about them. We see them as a small part of a big-picture. They are a tool for
teachers to help evaluate where students are at and where they are going. There's very little new about them
and | wonder why there's been such a stink about them. We're not overly worried and we're also not overly
celebrating them. We haven't changed much at all.

Themes in responses were wide ranging, and those identified by more than 5% of respondents are outlined in Table 46.
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Table 46: Themes in principals’ comments on National Standards

Theme Number of principals
Labelling students as below/well below is detrimental to them and their families 19
The variation in OTJs between schools is a concern 18
Our school is complying because it's a legal requirement 14
The NS have been poorly implemented 13
League tables are a concern 12
NS won't raise student achievement 11
We are doing what we can to make the standards work usefully for our school 11
I don't like NS 8
The students at our school have very low standards of achievement on entry 6
NS have generated productive professional discussions on teaching 6
Our school had benchmarks for student achievement prior to NS 6
Some students will never achieve the NS 5
I am concerned the NS are effectively narrowing the curriculum 5
The reading standard for students after one year of instruction is too high 5
Our school doesn’t need NS to know which students are not achieving 5
It is important that progress data is taken into account 5
I am in favour of the NS 5
It has taken a lot of time/work to implement NS at out school 5

Seven themes were identified by over 10% of respondents. These themes are illustrated in the following principals’
comments:

Below judgments also create angst in family and students ...a kid who is promoted 5 reading levels in 6
months still gets a below judgement and feels like a failure.

We here err on a harsh judgement ... we never gild the lily... but what happens when our data is compared
to other schools? This is my huge concern, and it's a big problem nationally. Other concern is kids don't
progress at the same rate ... it's not right to label a kid as a failure at 6 years old.

We do it because we have to; we're not overly enthusiastic about it.
It was bought in way too quickly ... no support for teachers. Teachers are muddled and fuddled. Over time |
think they'll can them...- but we'll see what happens after 10 years. Teachers know where their kids are

already ... don't need NS to tell us that.

But the reporting part of it is going to be damaging for us... our data is never going to look good, we've got
over 50% transience every year ... the newspaper won't look at our progress data which is actually great.

They're still not going to make any difference to achievement... data won’t make any difference ...the $
should have been spent resourcing remedial programmes.

It's been great in terms of making us look at where we're at. There's lots of things we don't agree with, but it's
there...so let's use it to help us see where we can focus on. We've got to make it useful for us.
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10.3 Board perspectives

The Board of Trustees survey asked respondents to rate their level of confidence that the school is effectively
implementing National Standards. Most Board Chairpersons rated themselves as very confident in this regard (68%),
while 25% rated themselves as moderately confident. Small proportions of respondents rated themselves as minimally
confident (5%) or unsure (2%).

Figure 45 shows survey respondents’ level of agreement with three statements.

Figure 45: Board of Trustees understanding of school actions
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In general, most Boards feel they have a good understanding of National Standards and what the school is doing to
implement them. Results indicate respondents felt more positive in this regard in 2011 than 2010. Fourteen percent
more Board of Trustees Chairpersons agreed their Board has a good understanding of National Standards (85%
compared to 71%), and 10% more agreed the Board has a clear picture of school implementation actions (95%
compared to 85%). Most 2011 respondents (92%) felt they already received clear information about student
achievement before the introduction of National Standards, an increase from the 2010 result (85%).

Most respondents (92%) indicated their Board of Trustees had received reports on students’ progress and achievement
relative to National Standards. Of those who had received reports, almost all (98%) also indicated the information they
received provided a clear picture of student achievement in all three areas, with a small proportion (2%) rating these
reports as unclear. Sixteen respondents chose to comment on the achievement reports they had received and these
tended to comment on report content.

Each area of all curriculum have given reports during the year. Total assessment data given and variance

report against our targets. Broken down from school to gender and reported on Maori, Pasifika and special

needs or at risk.

We had several breakdowns including by year, gender, and ethnicity.
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Respondents to the Board of Trustees survey were asked whether National Standards achievement levels in their school
were lower than expected, higher than expected, about the same as expected, or whether they didn’t understand the
results. Figure 46 shows these results.

Figure 46: Board of Trustees rating of NS achievement information against expectations
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About thee-quarters of respondents indicated that the National Standards achievement information they had received
showed achievement levels in reading (75%), and writing (78%) were about what they expected. Sixty-eight percent
noted mathematics achievement levels were as expected. Where achievement levels were not congruent with
expectations, most Boards felt levels were higher than expected rather than lower. This difference was greatest in
reading (19% higher than expected and 7% lower), and smallest in writing (12% higher than expected and 10% lower).
Comments were focused around the levels of achievement being in line with expectations.

We expected our results to be good which is what they were as we set them higher then the nat standards.

We expected the achievement to be lower than it had been in the past when measured against national
standards and that was the case.

Targets were approx. what we thought they would be. We have made excellent progress from data gathered
at start of year especially our seven group who had low entry levels.

Overall the complete result did confirm where we believe our school is positioned.

Over 90% of respondents indicated they had received reports of student progress in relation to the National Standards in
reading (92%), writing (90%), and mathematics (93%) from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011. Around 10% of
respondents (8% in reading, 10% in writing and 10% in mathematics) indicated they had not received progress reports,
but comments indicated most of these Boards (8%) were expecting to receive these in due course.

Progress was reported to the middle of the year. We expect further progress to be reported at our next
meeting. Data has not yet been finalised.

Only from the end of 2010 to middle of 2011. We are giving the teachers more time before we see and
analyse the end of year result.

Results to year end not collated yet.
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Most of those who had received this information believed it provided a clear picture of student progress in reading
(95%), writing (93%), and mathematics (95%).

Just over half (54%) of the respondents to the Board of Trustees survey indicated they had taken some action as a result
of receiving information about student progress and achievement in relation to the National Standards. Twenty percent
of respondents indicated they are planning to take some action, while 26% have nothing planned at this stage. Forty-
eight respondents left comments describing these actions (either taken or planned). Common actions noted were using
the information to inform planning processes (23%), identify students for targeted teaching support (16%), and identify
areas for teacher professional development support (11%). Eight percent of respondents also noted the actions listed
were undertaken before the introduction of National Standards.

We discuss and encourage planning to lift the lower performers. This is not different to earlier reporting, as

National Standards have not provided a better tool to assess student achievements. It will improve

standardisation across schools | am sure.

Action plans have been designed to lift underachieving students. We have used the information in updating
our 3yr strategic plan and annual plan

...Target groups (mainly in the senior school) have been identified and targeted small group teaching is a
focus for these students next year to move them up the expected levels. BoT is actively working with staff to
plan and implement PD focus and to support the staff in the implementation of planned initiatives.

Looking where to target learning and staff this was done before national standards were introduced anyway.

Respondents to the Board of Trustees survey were asked to rate the level of usefulness of information from National
Standards for a variety of purposes. Figure 47 summarises these results.

Figure 47: Boards’ perspectives on the usefulness of student achievement information from National

Standards
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In general, most Boards regarded information from National Standards as useful. The majority of respondents rated this
information as moderately to very useful for reporting student progress and achievement to Boards of Trustees (76%),
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identifying teachers professional development needs (60%), and setting school-wide achievement targets (71%). In
comparison with results from 2010 there has been a decrease in the perceived value of this information for identifying
teachers’ professional development needs. Fewer respondents rated it as very useful for this purpose in 2011 (17%),
while more respondents rated it as minimally useful (35%). Twenty-three respondents chose to leave comments about
the usefulness of information from National Standards. The one common theme in these responses was that these
actions were already being taken before the introduction of National Standards (21% of respondents).

We had stringent and thorough measuring and reporting in place prior to national standards so they have
had little impact on changing our approach how we use our results.

As we already received clear information about student achievement before National Standards were
introduced we don't see any advantage to us as a Board.

We have been doing these before nat standards came along, and as already stated we set our goals higher
then the nat standards average.

Ninety-six percent of respondents to the Board of Trustees survey indicated they had received training and support to
implement the National Standards. Three main sources of support were cited. Eighty-six percent of respondents
indicated they had read material from the New Zealand School Trustees Association, 43% identified they had worked
with Ministry of Education Board of Trustees training providers, and 30% noted they had participated in webinars.
Fourteen percent of respondents also noted they had received advice and information from the school principal and
senior staff.

Respondents to the Board of Trustees survey were asked to rate their level of concern over possible unintended
consequences of National Standards. Figure 48 shows these results.

Figure 48: Boards’ level of concern over the unintended consequences of National Standards

The demotivation of |
students who are 2010 @
consistenthy below |
the standards 2011 E
2010 9%
League tables .
2011 13%
2010 11%
Marrowing of the i
curriculum
2011 8%
2010 18%
Mational testing 1
2011 17%
20% 0% 100%
OMNotconcerning = Minimally concerning W Moderately concerning W Very concerning

Results indicate that Boards are concerned about the unintended consequences of National Standards. Around three-
quarters of respondents rated themselves as moderately or very concerned about the four issues listed. Boards appeared
to be more concerned about student demotivation and the narrowing of the curriculum in 2011 than in 2010. Eight
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percent more respondents rated themselves as moderately or very concerned about student demotivation in 2011 than in
2010, while 13% more rated themselves this way in regard to narrowing of the curriculum. In general, the level of
concern about these possible consequences is lower among Boards than it is among principals. For example, over all
four possible consequences 83% - 96% of principals rated themselves as moderately to very concerned, while 67% -
77% of Board of Trustees Chairpersons rated themselves in this way.

Twenty-four respondents chose to comment on the National Standards in general. The three common themes in these
comments were a lack of support for National Standards (7%), positive support for National Standards (5%), and the
view that the implementation of National Standards was poor (5%).

Our compliance with National Standards should not be read as support of it.

National standards do not add to our understandings - conversely they add considerable burden for very
little gain, especially during a rushed implementation.

[Our] School is a small school in a rural area. National Standards can promote the school into a good

position on league tables because of the small class sizes and the attention teachers can give individual
students to help raise them to National Standard. This suits our school, which we are currently trying to
‘recruit’ more students into.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Project methodology

Antecedents

Transactions

Outcomes

10.

11.

12.

13.

Monitoring and evaluation questions

1. To what extent are the National
Standards understood as a set of
common expectations for student
achievement?

2. What processes are employed by
schools to maintain consistent
application of the National
Standards?

In what ways do teachers use
information from a variety of student
assessments to make overall
judgments?

What processes are used to moderate
OTJs?

How dependable and consistent are
teachers’ overall judgments?

What changes in student achievement
in reading, writing and mathematics are
observed as National Standards are
introduced?

What changes in teachers’ professional
knowledge and practice are observed
as National Standards are introduced?

In what ways is information from
National Standards used by schools to
set achievement targets?

In what ways is information from
National Standards used by schools to
describe student achievement and
progress?

In what ways is information from
National Standards used to provide
targeted teaching interventions?

In what ways is information from
National Standards used to identify
teachers’ professional development
needs?

How do schools use information from
National Standards to report to and
communicate with parents?

To what extent do parents understand,

value, and use National Standards
information about their child?

Intentions

National Standards
provides clear information
about student
achievement for Boards of
Trustees, which can be,
used in decision making
and resource allocation
processes.

Teachers make
defensible, trustworthy
judgments against the
National Standards.

National Standards
achievement information
is used by teachers and
schools to monitor
student progress and
achievement against the
Curriculum.

As a result of using
National Standards to
monitor achievement and
progress some students
will be provided with
targeted teaching
interventions.

Student achievement will
improve.

Schools use National
Standards assessment
information to
communicate clearly with
families about their child’s
achievement and
progress.

National Standards
information is used to
identify teachers’
professional development
needs. This enables
these to be addressed
more effectively.

Data sources
Online survey: principals and
BOT representatives
Principal interviews

Schools’ achievement targets
and analysis of variance
reports

Student achievement data
Online assessment scenarios
Online surveys: teachers and
principals

Principal interviews

Student achievement:
OTJs

Teachers: online surveys

Schools:

achievement targets

analysis of variance reports
online surveys: principals
individual interviews: principals
end-of-year reports

Whanau:
online survey: parents
end-of-year reports
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Appendix B: Principal interview schedule

Questions to schools who provided OTJ data in 2010

To supply OTJs to us last year you uploaded them to the database / entered them directly into the database
/ provided us with a spreadsheet. Would it be convenient for you to do the same this year?

Questions to schools who did not provide OTJ data in 2010

Did your teachers make OTJs in reading, writing and mathematics in 2010? If yes, did you use a rating
scale (at, above, below, well below) a best fit judgment, or some other method?

Will your teachers make OTJs in reading, writing and mathematics at the end of this year? If yes, what is
the most convenient way for you to provide this data to us?

Questions to all schools in the sample

Did your teachers make OTJs mid-2011 for year 4-6 students? If yes, was this a prediction of end-of-year
achievement, or a current state judgment?

Are you planning to make end-of-year OTJs in 2011? If yes, will you use a rating scale (at, above, below,
well below) a best fit judgment, or some other method?

When are the OTJs for students in years 1-3 being made? If OTJs for students in years 1-3 are made on
anniversary to school entry, when are these reported to parents?

When do you think your school will be in a position to provide OTJs and copies of students’ reports at the
end of the year? When would it be suitable for us to send an email reminder?

Is there another person in your school you’d like us to copy into that reminder?

Last year we had a disappointing response rate to the teachers’ survey. Do you have any suggestions for
how we could improve this?

Did you get a response from the Ministry of Education when you submitted your student achievement
targets for 2011 (as part of your charter)? If yes, what was the nature of the response from the Ministry to
your student achievement targets?

Are there any other comments you’d like to make about the National Standards?
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Appendix C: School documentation analysis criteria

Criteria

Includes targets in relation to the National Standards in Reading
National Standards reading targets address students at all year levels
National Standards reading targets specific and measurable
National Standards reading targets appropriate (challenging and achievable)
Includes targets in relation to the National Standards in Writing
National Standards writing targets address students at all year levels
National Standards writing targets specific and measurable
National Standards writing targets appropriate (challenging and achievable)
Includes targets in relation to the National Standards in Mathematics
National Standards mathematics targets address students at all year levels
National Standards mathematics targets specific and measurable

National Standards mathematics targets appropriate (challenging and achievable)

National Standards targets focus on students who are below or well below the relevant
standard

National Standards targets include a focus on progress for ALL students
National Standards targets include a focus on sub-groups of students
Sub-group targets focus on students who are below or well below the NS
Below or well below sub-group targets focus on Maori students
Below or well below sub-group targets focus on Pasifika students
Below or well below sub-group targets focus on students with special needs
Below or well below sub-group targets focus on students by gender
Below or well below sub-group targets focus on other students

Sub-group targets focus on students who are at or above the National Standards

Code

o

P OFRP OFRP OFP OFR OFRORFPRORFROFR OFR ORFRORFRORORFRORFROIPROROROIPRPRIOIPRO-ERrOoLPR

Desc.

No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
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Appendix D: Criteria for end-of-year report analysis
Criteria Code Description

1 Report explicitly mentions NS

Report doesn’t mention NS, but includes other achievement data, which is sufficient to

2A . .
make an OTJ. No further analysis required.
Use of NS o Report doesn’t mention NS, but includes other achievement data which is insufficient to
make an OTJ. No further analysis required.
2C Report doesn’t mention NS and has no other achievement data. No further analysis

required.

Only those reports in category one above, that is those reports that explicitly mention the National Standards, were

analysed in further detail. The further criteria applied were:

Criteria

Achievement in relation to NS is sufficient®®

Progress over time is shown on a scale. (Can be diagrams or words, naming of skills
learnt not enough.)

If yes, which scale(s)??’

If yes, Mid 2011 to end 2011 or end 2010 to end 10117

Clarity®®

Next learning steps included in at least 2 learning areas

School actions to support student learning described in at least 2 learning areas. (Must be
explicit that it's the school that going to do them).

Descriptions of actions families can take to support student learning

Achievement in relation to NS is described using best fit

Code
0

1
0
1

Description
No

Yes

No

Yes

Name of scale

b O r»r O b O »r O P, O +» O

Mid-end 2011
End10 - end11
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Information about where the student sits in relation to NS and details of something of significance to OTJ in terms of what they can/can’t do.
(Not necessarily narrative, doesn’t need to identify which specific standard — assume they have used the appropriate one.) Something of

significance to OTJ may include:

e Reading : Something about ability to decode and how they respond, understand, and use what they have read. Reading level/age not enough

on it’s own.

e Writing : Something about ability to encode (including planning, revising and publishing) and ability to use writing for a variety of purposes

across the curriculum. Information about spelling not enough on it’s own.

e Mathematics: something about numeracy strategy, ability to solve problems, other aspects of mathematics curriculum. Information about

knowledge (eg basic facts) not enough on its own.
27

specific scale.
28

NS, curriculum levels, e-Asttle, STAR, PAT, reading colours, reading recovery levels, reading chronological ages, numeracy stages, school

Information about reading, writing, mathematics is easy to understand: text, tables, and graphs. No unexplained jargon, concise.
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Criteria

Achievement in relation to NS is described using a scale

Achievement in relation to NS is shown using diagram / table

Achievement in relation to NS is shown using words

Similar format to other reports from the same school

Coherence between different formats from the same school (assumed coherent if
similar format)

Code

r O B O b O +»r O B+ O

Description
No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes
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Appendix E: Inter-rater reliability information

Criteria f;?:l;nt}z: Agreement rate
Use of NS - 1.00
Achievement in relation to NS is sufficient 1.00 1.00
Clarity 0.85 0.94
Next steps / learning goals 0.85 0.94
Descriptions of school actions 1.00 1.00
Descriptions of families' actions 0.92 0.96
Achievement in relation to NS is described using best fit 1.00 1.00
Achievement in relation to NS is described using a scale 1.00 1.00
Achievement in relation to NS shown using diagram/table 1.00 1.00
Achievement in relation to NS shown using words 0.93 0.98
Similar format among year levels - 1.00
Coherence among year levels - 0.84

Note that these statistics are based on the independent coding of 50 reports. Where Spearman’s rho is not provided, it
could not be calculated because one or both of the raters showed no variability. For these criteria the agreement rate was
used as a measure of reliability.
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Appendix F: Online surveys

Board of Trustees Survey, November 2011

Welcome. Thank you for taking the time to compete this survey, It should take a few minutes and will help us provide
the Ministry of Education with valuable information about Boards' perspectives on the implementation of National
Standards. When answering guestions please describe the perspectives and opinions of your Board of Trustees in
general, rather than your own personal view.

The information you provide will be confidential to Maths Technology Lid. and no school or individual will be
identifiable in any of the project's reports.

*1. What is the name of your school? (This is only collected to track responses.
Individual schools will not be identified in any report.)

S

* 2, Please identify your role on the Board of Trustees.

O Chairgarson

O Beard member

O Stall representative

*3, What training and support has your Board of Trustees received to implement the
National Standards? Tick all that apply.

D Participated in webinars

|_! Warkid with Ministry of Education BOT training providers

D Read material from the New Zealand Schood Trustess Associafion

[] e

D Other, please describe

Othar:

‘ -1
=

*4, Has your Board of Trustees received any reports about students' progress and

achievement relative to the National Standards?

O ves
O

Student achievement information
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*5. In your view did the reports received by the Board provide a clear picture of
student achievement in relation to the National Standards?

Yes Doasn't apply

— O O e
s o S O
bt O O O

Ploasa toll us morg
*6. Please indicate whether, in general, reported achievement levels were lower,
higher or about what the Board expected them to be.

Achisvemant agains! National Standards

Reading 2 |
Wiriting 1 I
Mathamatics > |

I you have any commants ploads nole tham hade

| .

*7. Did the reports received by the Board provide a clear picture of student progress
from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011 in relation to the National Standards?

Yo Doasn't apply

o O e O
Winiting O O O
i O O O

I yas, plodsa toll us Mans
* 8. How has the Board of Trustees used the National Standards progress and
achievement information it has received? Tick all that apply.

O W hovi taken some action, ploads describa bobow
O Wea are planning 1o take some action, please describe below
O W have nothing planned al this stage

Achons plonnod of lakon
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Board of Trustees Survey, November 2011

*9, Please rate your agreement with the following statements.

Stro 5 I
rongly Agren Neitral  Disagres i
ngroo disngroo

National Standands ane intended 1o (it achisvemant in reading, writing O O O O O

and miaths by boaing claar aboul whal students need o achikeve, and by
whin

Cur Board has a good understanding of Mational Standards

QO L O QO
Our Board already received cloar information about studant O O o O O

achigvemant bafore National Standards were introduced,

Our Board hag 6 cloar piotuna of whiat thi school is dolng 1o implamant O O O O O O

National Standards,

sls! =)

*40. How useful does the Board think information from National Standards will be for
each of the following?

Viory usaul Modoeratoly useful  Minimally usoful Mol usetul

O @)

Sotting annual school-wide langets Tor student
achigvement

Reporting student progress and achievemen! 10 Boards
of Trustess

Idisntitying studants for additional teaching suppar

Q0 OO
QO
OO O O

Identifying teachers’ professional development needs

O
O
If you hanse any comments please nobe them hare,
i
*11. A range of possible unintended consequences of National Standards have been
identified. In your view to what extent are these a concemn to the Board?

Modarataly Minimally
Vary concaming Mot concerning
COnCeming concerning

Namowing of the curriculum
League tablas

Thir demotivation of students who are consslantly
below the standards

National testing

O 00O
O 00O
O OO0

W you have any comments nota them hare

LY o 000

*12. At this point, how confident is the Board that the school is effectively
implementing National Standards?

O Very conlident

O Moderately confident

O Minimally confident

O Mot confident
O Uimsure
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13. If you have any other comments about National Standards please note them here.
—_—

-
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Principal Survey, November 2011

Introduction

Waloomea
Thank you for taking the tirme 10 participale. We valug your responsos and undoerstiand this i a busy timg of the year for you,

The main purpose of this survey is to gather information about the Implementation of National Standards al your school. and your perspeclives
of this. Responses from the 100 schools In the manitoring sample will grovige valuable information about the implamantation

*1. What is the name of your school? (This is only collected to track responses.
Individual schools will not be identified in any report.)

| -

*2. Have teachers met this year to discuss and moderate students’ OTJs?
O Yus
O e

If no, plaadd commant;

Moderating OTJs

‘

* 3. Please indicate the areas in which teachers at your school have moderated OTJs,
or when you first plan to do this.

Happaned 2011 Planned for 2012 Mo plan for this yat

Teachars moderating OT.Js in reading o o O
Teachars. moderating OT.Js In writing O O O
Teachor moderating OTJs in mathematics O O O

* 4. How were your teachers grouped for moderation discussions? Tick all that apply.
Rizading Wiling

All teachers in the school

All taachars working with a paniculir yaar level of sledants

All teachers working in & syndicate

Small groups of inachers working at the same year jevel

Dot apply &8 wi didn't moderate this area

OO0OO0d
OO0O0O00E

Othar, plaase spocify
Oiher
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* 5. Which statement best describes how OTJs in READING were selected for
moderation at your school? Tick all that apply.

|:I A random selection of OTJs were moderatod

D Tha OTJs rear the boundaries bobwean the levels of the standards were moderatad
D Thie OT s with inconsislen] assessmant avidence were moderatod

[:] Al OTJs ware modorated

D Dosan apply a8 we didn't moderate reading OTJa

D Orhaie, plimie spaciy

Cilhar

* 6, Which statement best describes how OTJs in WRITING were selected for
moderation at your school? Tick all that apply.

D A random salection of OTJa wata modorated

D The OTJe nisar the boundares balwoen the levels of the standards wera modarniod
D Tha OTJa with inconsisient sasossmant avidence wera modaratod

D AN OTJs wore madaratid

D Doesn't apply a8 we didnt moderabe writing OT Js

D CRhar, planse Spacily

L]

* 7. Which statement best describes how OTJs in MATHEMATICS were selected for
moderation at your school? Tick all that apply.

D A random saléction of OTJs were moderated

D The QTJs near the boundaries batween the levels of the standards were moderatad
D The OT.J8 with inconsistent assasemant avidence wene moderatsd

D Al OTJa ware moderaled

D Doasn' apply as we didn®l moderate mathematics OTJs

D Cther, please specify

Oilhar

* 8. What proportion of 0TJs were moderated? Please provide an approximate
percentage (from 0% to 100%).

Reading | ; ]

Writing | |

Mathamatics [ |
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*9, Has your school engaged in any moderation processes with other school(s) this

Doesml apply a5 we didn
moderate this anea

O O
@) O
O O
*10. Please rate your level of confidence in the accuracy of OTJs made by your
teachers.

:
000 ¢

Modarately Minimally Haven't mada
Wi fident Mot confidant Mot
il confidant confident OTJs ity

Reading ®) O O Q O O
Witing O O O O O O
Mhenatcs O O O @) O O

*11. Please rate your level of confidence in the consistency of your school's OTJs in

each area.
Viary confident Modaratoly confident  Minemally confident Mot confidant Mot applhicablo

Readng O O O O O
Wiy O O O ) O
athamats O O O O O

12. If you'd Hkatumahemycmtsahoutnnﬁmﬂngﬂﬂsplpaumhtﬂmhm.

S

National Standards Data

|L

*13. Please indicate whether you have you collated, or are you planning to collate,
students’ OTJs?

O | hanesy collated students 2011 OTJs
O I .am planning to collate student” 2011 OTJs
O | am planning to coflale students’ 2012 OTJs

O | have no plans 1o collate students’ OTls

MNational Standards Data
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Principal Survey, November 2011

* 14, Please indicate the tools you used, or are planning to use to collate National
Standards data (students' OTJs). Tick all that apply.

D Student Management System

D Spreadshest, for example Excell

D Other {phaase specify)

*15, For each area please indicate the extent of the National Standards data you have
collated, or are planning to collate to describe ACHIEVEMENT levels.

Echool-wide dala collated Some dala collaled No data collated

faadg O O O
wriing @) O O
Matrs O O O

Where some dala has béeen collatied please descnbe

*16. Please indicate whether collated National Standards data showed achievement
levels in READING where higher, lower, or about what you expected them to be.

Achievement against Mabonal Standards

Yoars 1.3 ] ]'
Yoars 4-6 | "}
Yoars 7-8 j i |

*17. Please indicate whether collated National Standards data showed achievement
levels in WRITING where higher, lower, or about what you expected them to be.

Achievement against National Standards

Yiars 1-3 ] "|
Years 4-6 | "]
Years T-8 | 'l

*18. Please indicate whether collated National Standards data showed achievement
levels in MATHEMATICS where higher, lower, or about what you expected them to be.

Achisvemant against Nalional Standards

Years 13 i ]'
Yoars 4-6 | - |
Years T-8 I o |
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*19, For each area please indicate the extent of the National Standards data you have
collated, or are planning to collate to describe students' PROGRESS.

School-wide data collated Some data collated Mo data collated

= O O O
O ) )
s O O O

Whene some data has been collated pleasa describe:

*20. Please indicate the approximate progress made by students in your school
against the READING Standards from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011

Some students Most students Al students

Linakde to comment

Progresasd approxmately one year standard O O O

Progressed mone than ong yoar standard O O O
Progrossed less than ong year standand O O O
N progress O O O

%21, Please indicate the approximate progress made by students in your school
against the WRITING Standards from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011

Some siudenls Moat studants Al sludents

0000

Unable to commeant

Progrésasd approsimatoly ong year standard o O O

Progressed mone than ono yoar standand O O o
Progressed lss than one year standard O O O
Mo progress O O O

*22, Please indicate the approximate progress made by students in your school
against the MATHEMATICS Standards from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011

Soma studanls Mk students AN Students Unable to comment
Progresaad approximaloly one yoar standard O O O o
Progressad mong than ona year standand O O O O
Progressed less than ona year standand O O O O
Noprogess O O O O

* 23, Has your school used National Standards data to identify students for additional
teaching support in READING?

O Yes

O Na

If yes, please describe the sludents largeted and the nature of the programme(s) provided,

0000

B

g
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*¥24, Has your school used National Standards data to identify students for additional
teaching support in WRITING?

O Yes

O e

If yes, please describe the students targeted and the nature of the programme(s) provided

* 25, Has your school used National Standards data to identify students for additional
teaching support in MATHEMATICS?

O ves
O

if yes, please describe the students targeded and the nature of the programme{s) provided

-
-

*26. In which areas has your school used National Standards achievement data to
identify teachers' professional development needs? Please tick all that apply.

Plaase describe

j
*27. How useful have you found National Standards data for each of the following in
20117

Modgratel
Very wsaful T Minimally useful Mot useful Doasn't apply
sl
Satting annual school-wida targols for student O O
achievement
Repaorting studen] progress and acthievemeant 10 Boands O

of Trustees

00 OO
OO O O
OO O O

O
dentifying students for addiional teaching suppon O O
O

Idenlifying teachers” professional developmend needs O
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28. If you'd like to make any comments about National Standards data please note them
here.

* 29, Please indicate the extent to which you think low student achievement is

currently an issue in each area.
In your school In Mew Zoaland

Reaging [ =
T = [ =

Implementation and support

*30, Please indicate the areas in which National Standards school-wide student
achievement targets have been included in your school's charter, or when you are
planning to do this.

Included in 2011 Planned for 2012 Mo plan fof this yel

Reading trgots in charter O’ O O
Winting targots in chartor O O O
Mathprnatios. Largots in chartor, O O O

*31. Please indicate the areas in which National Standards student achievement
information has been reported to the Board of Trustees, or when you are planning to do
this.

Risportad in 2011 Plannad for 2012 Mo plan lor this yol
Riading achigvamant reportad
Reading progross raported
Writing achiovomant reported.
Writing progrods ropartad
Mathomatics achievemant roportad

OO00000
OO00O00
OO00000O

Mathdmatics progross repartad
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*32. How well supported do you feel by the Ministry of Education in the areas listed
(including support through advisors, published material, online information and

resources).

Wl supported Modarately dinimally b
e supporied supported e

Making OTJs

Moderating OTJs

Repaorting to familes / whanay

Reporting to students

Satting student achisvement largets relative to National Standards
Reporting Mational Standards achavernan to the Board
Reporting Mational Standards achievement 1o the Ministry

Using information from National Standards (o idenlify students for
largeted teaching intervantions

Using information from Nabonal Standards to identily teachaers’
professional development needs

O 00000000
O OOO0O0000O0
O O0O0O0O0O0OO0
O 00000000

Pleasa comment

B

* 33, Who did your school receive support from this year to implement the National
Standards? Tick all that apply.

O Ministry of Education contracted PLD providars, a.g. Schoal Support Services, Leaming Meadia Limited, Evaluation Associates.
O Indepandentprivate consultants

O one

O (Other, please specify

Oier source of support:

* 34, When did your school last participate in in-depth school-based support in these
areas?

Lasi in-depth PD at this schoaol

Assassmant iy I
Literacy > I
MNumeracy » |
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35. If you would you like to make any other comments on the implementation of
National Standards or the support you have received please note them here.

Understandings and opinions

*36. Please indicate whether you think each statement about National Standards is
true or false, or whether you are not sure.

g
g
=

Nalional Standards doscribe cuman! loveds of studonl achiovamand in Now Zenland

Mational Standarchs ane intandod o provide datalied infarmation about students’ noxl laming siegs which can
inform teaching on a day 1o doy basis

Natlonal Standards ana intended 1o Increase studonis’ sccess to the broadih of the Now Zealand Cusricubem

Thas fending and writing standards focus axclusivaly on tha skills and knowladge of classrocm English programmies

OO0 OO

00 O O 000 OO
o0 01000 o0k

Tha reading and wriling standards focus on slisdonts’ usa of literacy skills across all the lparming aroas and key
competencies of the curmigulum

The matharmatics standards ane direclly aligned to i malhamatics and slatisbcs learning amea of (ha New Loalang O
Currigulum

Tha mathamatics standands s focused on sludents’ use of mathemalical skills noross all the leaming aroas and kay o
comgpatondlies of the currculum,

Toachoerm will need (o ducuss the assessmant resulis of all students in order o moderate OT Js within sach school O
Teachers should use ALL the assessmant information thay hve gathered hroughout the year in order 1o make O
OTds

*37. A range of possible unintended consequences of National Standards have been
identified. To what extent are these a concemn to you?

Modaratoly Kinimally
Viary concaming Mot concaming
BORCHTING COMGBITING

Marrowing of the curriculum O O O O
Laague talklas O O O

Tha dermativation of sludents who ane consiatiently balow the standards O O

Nalkonal 1asling O

Plamss commiant

OO
000

38. If you would you like to make any other comments about National Standards please
note them here.
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Skip logic was emplyed in the teacher survey wherever question numbering is not consecutive. Respondents chose to
focus on standards at particular year levels or answer questions in relation to reading, writing, or mathematics.

Teacher Survey, November 2011

Introduction

Walcoma
Thank you for taking the tma to participats, we valug your responses. We undarstand thig s o busy tma of e yiar for vou and hapa you
onjoy the afterncon lea provided as @ small thank-you for your time,

The main purpose af this survey is to invesiigate the consistency of teachers’ OTJs. Responses from the 100 schools in the mondoring sample
will prowide valuable information about this aspect of the implemaentation of National Standards.

Tha survy is designed 1o be completed by small groups teachars who work with aimilar vear levels of sludents, The mosl appropriale grouping
to usa will depand on the size of your school, and the number of teachers présent, In larger schools this may be syndicates, or groups within
syndicated. n smaflor schools it will ba mare appropaate for the whols stafl to work togather. Usa your discration o group teachars in a way
that suits your staff

You will be asked to rate students’ achievemant against the National Standards using assessmant evidence provided, Please note thal we
hanve prasentod assessmant information in o particular way for the purposes of this survey, YW do nol expect thal this will necessarnly reflect (he
way you collect information in your school to make OTJs. If you havent made any OTJs this year wa'll direct you pasi the quastions which ask
you b0 rabe students against the standarnds.

Bafore you begin we sugges! you assemble any resaurces you normally use to moderate OTJs, Thase might include, for axample, the National

Siandards documaents and lllustrations, tha Mew Zealand Curriculum, ralevant currleulum documents such as the Litaracy Leaming
Progressiona or the Number Framewark, and school-daveloped documaniation

Whan you're ready to proceed click an the nesit bulton to bagin

*1. What is the name of your school? (This is only collected to track responses.
Individual schools will not be identified in any report.)
l =

*2. pid you make any Overall Teacher Judgements (OTJs) in reading, writing, or
mathematics this year?

I no, please tall us more,

Mathematics Standards

This section asks you lo rate assessment infarmation against the Natonal Standards in Mathematics, As & group, you will be asked to:

1. Rate individual samples of assessmant information against the Mational Standards.
2 Make an OTJ on the basis of several diferent pleces of assassmani information,
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*E.PhasechuosewﬁmmﬂmunﬁcsstandrdymrdliketuMwimSﬂaﬂa
standard that is close to the year level of the students that you work with.

O Afer 2 years 8 school
O By the end of Year 4
O By the end of Year 6
O By the and of Year 8

O We didnl make mathamatics OTJs this year

Rating Samples of Assessment Information (Y4)

Mathematics Standard, By the end of Year 4

Please note thal the three pieces of assessment information provided have been colfected from a range of children. They are not all taken
from the same child
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Sample &
Please lvok at Emma’s Glo55 recording sheet below and decide together the most appropriate rating against the by the end of Year 4

Mathematics Standard. Record your answer in the question below,

Hmﬂh‘ﬂﬂt—ﬁmh@ G H I J K L (Crde as appropriate)
Mame __ghgq Year Ll _ #" '3‘v1-'li'-.."la -": n
Stage Summany

: P |
Mﬂm
m--:num

 Ratios and Preportions
Ghobal Sage for Expeciations

Foligew The matractions on the relative GIaSs form, and Orcle the sorategy Hage 5 whioh WU e the
student Brafly recoed the sirategies shared by the wudest in the space prosded

| Tonk 1 - Add J Sub Stage 17 ETﬂl—mﬂ.‘Im?
oeraon: Gof § couderd |[Gbmnaenn 2 4.8
v | kaswa fact

| Deciion: Stage O €008y | Decision: Stage 1 _Stage S—
Task 1 - Add j Sub Stage 4/57 | Taxh 4. Mull | Db Stage 57 Task 5 - Prop | Ratios Stage 57

hwcations B4 b Qhwervations. Qw7 Distrvations l‘ of 20
(Pe2)+ 4 141 alh logio s 20
V | Wtle:2? vV | g,54545220,
| Ducision: Stage 3 Stage & Go 00) Decivon: __ stage f(Goo0) | Decion:_stages 55
Tash § = Add [ Sob Stage 67 Task 7- nm.‘m;nn ‘! ';llhl—'m-}?lﬁ:w
Oparotens [e 9. P9 | Sueoaton n et 12,
3_?;3. 13413 =26 i JD;F ﬂ'
x | 26412 23%.. | did. emgt.
| ewl W
“Erﬂmg}“ri Ga om | Decion: Brage 6 Gaon | Decwion: tage § Goon |
| Tosk9 = 'I'vllll.ﬂ D Smge T7 Tk 11 = llhhﬂﬂi?? |
LQhservaions Ghereatgny

Deciion: Stage & Stage 7 Goon | Decislon: Stage & Stage 7 Go on | Decluon: Rage & Stage 7 Goga |
Task 12 — Mult f Div Stage 87 | Task 13 - Prop [ Ratios Stage 87
| Desarvationy Qs ovaTnd:

L Deciuon: Stage 7 Stage £ Deciikon: Stage 7 Sage B __L}
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*12.Asa group, it is our judgment that Emma's GloSS performance should be rated
as:

O Above tha ond of Year 4 standard, i, the DestAt standard i the ond of Year 5

O AR tha and of Year 4 standard, &, (ha Bast-0t alandard B tha end of Year 4

O Below the and of Year 4 standard, i.e. the bast-fit standard is after 3 years at school

O Wall Below he end of Year 4 standard, i@, the bast-fit standard s afler 2 years at school

Samplo B

Please look at Tere's recording sheot for the describing locations task and decide together the most appropriate rating against the end
of Year 4 Mathematics Standard. Record your answer in the guestion below.

Danny's Deliverios

E'lch"r, P delweres lor e anmmals. Help ham by wriling down B locaten of asch snimal ard the direcion be needs
0 BFarewd 10 frl thaerg:
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*13.Asa group, it is our judgment that Tere's performance in the describing locations
task should be rated as:

O Above the end of Year 4 standard, |.e. the best-fil standard s the end of Year §

O AL ther and of Year 4 standard, i@, the best-fit standard i the end of Year 4

O Balow the and of Year 4 standard, i.a. the best-fit standard is after 3 years at school

O Well Balow the end of Year 4 standard, i.e, the best-fit standard s afler 2 years at school

Sample C
Please look at Sam's recording sheet for the measurement task and decide together the most appropriate rating against the end of yoar
4 Mathematics Standard. Record your answer In the question below.
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<Oy WS84
Measuring toy cars
This task is about measuring lengths.
Here is how three children measured some toy cars. They wsed the ruler under each car
lo measure its length, Some of the rulers were broken so they had to think carefully

a) How long is the car above? _ 3 cm

b} Howlongisthecar sbove? /U em

kol

¢) How long is the car above? L) m
——— e e
=000

*14. As a group, it is our judgment that Sam’s performance in the measurement task
should be rated as:

O Above the end of Year 4 standard. i.e. the best-fit standard is the end of Year 5
O AR the and of Year 4 standard, e, the bast-fil standard is the end of Year 4
O Below the end of Year 4 standard, e the best-fit standard is after 3 years at school

O Well Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the best-fit standard i after 2 years at school
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*15. Did you have difficulty arriving at a consensus rating for the three samples?
Please choose the best description for the level of agreement within the group.

O Roady agreamant
Ol Agreemant quickly negaotiated

O Consaderable negoliation required

O Mo agreament

Pleasa idenify the cause of any disagreeamant

=

s
*16. Please identify any resources you used in the process of rating the samples. Tick
all that apply.

D Professional knowledge of teachers involved

D Tha Mathemalics Standards

D MNational Standands lllustrations: Mathematics

[:I The Maw Zealand Curricuium

D Tha Mumeracy Project Diagnastic Inberview (Book 2)
D The Gelting Started Numeracy Book {Book 3}

D The Mumbor Frameawork {Book 1)

D School-developed annolaled work samples

El School-developed descriptions of performancs

Other (please specify)

Making an OTJ (Y4)

Mathematics Standard, By the end of year 4

The table below summarnses four pieces of assessment information from one child: Moana. She ks in year 4 and the assessment information
hias bean codlactad at the end of the year. As a group, pleasa look al all of the information and use it to make an OTJ. Note that the table
gives both bestfit ratings and ratings against the and of year 4 standard, Record your answar in (ha quastion below,
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Year 4: Moana

Assessment Strand / Score Best-fit | Rating against the end
standard | of the Year 4 standard

GloSS interview | Numberand Algebra | 3 Above

IKAN Numberand Algebra | 3 Above

Graphing task Statistics 3 Above

PAT: Scale score 38.4patm. | 4 At

Mathematics stanine 6

* 17, Based on the assessment information provided it is our OTJ that Moana should
be rated as:

O Abowve tha end of Year 4 Slandard, i, the best-Ni standard is the énd of Year 5
O At the end of Year 4 standard, i.8. the besifil standard is the end of Year 4
O Below the end of Year 4 standard, i.e. the besi-fil standard s afler 3 years al school

O Well Below tha end of Year 4 slandard, i.e. the basi-M standard is afler 2 years al school

* 18. Please indicate the level of importance you placed on each piece of assessment
information when making the OTJ.

Usad to confirmidisconfirm
the OTJ

GloSS inferview O O O O
I O O O O
Graphing task O O O O
PAT: Mathematics O O O O

*19. Did you have difficulty arriving at an OTJ? Please choose the best description for
the level of agreement within the group.

O Ready agreement

O Agreement quickly negotiatad

Very important Moderately imporiant hinimaily important

O Considerable negotiation required

O Mo agreemeant

Flease identify the cause of any disagreemant
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Writing Standards

This secticn asks you 1o rale assessment information against the National Standards in Writing. As @ group, you will be asked 1o

1. Rale individeal samples of assessment information agains! the Mational Standards
2. Make an OTJ on the basis of several diffarent peces of assesamaent information,

* 36. Please choose which writing standard you'd like to work with. Select a standard
that is close to the year level of the students that you work with.

O Adter 2 years at school
O By the end of Year 4
O By the end of Year 6
O By the end of Year 8

O We didnl make wriling OTJs this year

Rating Samples of Assessment Information (Y4)
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Piease note that the three pieces of assessment i mbmwmdmmmmmmmmauﬂmMymnmaﬂmn
from the same child.

Sarnple A

As part of an EnglishiSocial Studies inquiry about New Zealand cultural identity Cam wrote a description of a “kiwi™ who has impacted
on the development of the nation’s cultural identity. Please leok at Cam's writing sample and the teacher’s chservational notes below
and decide together the most appropriate rating against end of Year 4 Writing Standard. Record your answer in the question below.

|
\Frec gy el aihll Kwi Glodk
ad tpu C.mb( Teil ot e wos &

|Kini- é%ms i{hS .-Z?/ﬁt' qumbmzs up
\ gl :
lpﬁgﬁsﬁm&a I.A[n‘)(, ﬂﬁicfﬁ P'udfj C}"F Muc{:

md Hs s;,ar{s kand Cub b‘jﬁ (/a/ .
I (J& that Wer @n \
/%ﬁ?uaf(?gé that Fed dcﬁ @ﬁj
| f“mS s\ H‘iﬂ fowry (=< OneS (Z‘V’er
l5 vfms?aﬁé ‘oxcPlons @ lot  Frod dayg
s W waS  the funnys Mang
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oY,

Teacher observational notos

® worked independently
& plans to publish and ndude on class blog
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*45.Asa group, it is our judgment that Cam's writing sample should be rated as:
O Abowe the end of Year 4 standard
O At the end of Year 4 stangard
O Balow the and of Year 4 standard

O Well Below the end of Year 4 standard

Sample B

As part of their scientific investigation into New Zealand bird life and their adaptions for the environment, Lilia wrote a descriptive
report on a particular bird. Please look at Lilia"s writing sample and the teacher's observational notes bolow and decide together the
most appropriate rating againsi the end of Year 4 Writing Standard. Record your answer in the question below.
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Teacher observational notes

® Lilia sasd sha chose the bubbde plan bacause it helgs her “organise her ideas batter™
® wanls o publish on class blog and inciude a labeled diagram of pukeko body pars

*46. As a group, it is our judgment that Lilia’s writing sample should be rated as:
O Above the end of Year 4 standard

O At the end of Year 4 standard

O Below thi end of Year 4 standard

O Well Below the end of Year 4 standard

Sample &

As part of a Social StudiesEnglish unit, Libby's class have been writing retells of myths and legends. Please look at Libby's writing
sample and the teacher's observational notes below and decide together the most appropriate rating against the end of Year 4 Writing
Standard. Record your answer in the question below.,
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Tescher observational notes

® used a 4 picture plan and ticked off each one as she wiole
o used class word hist lor Tane, Rads, canoe

*47. As a group, it is our judgment that Libby's writing sample should be rated as:

O Above the end of Year 4 standard
O At the end of Year 4 siandard
O Balow the end of Year 4 standard

O Well Balow the end of Year 4 standard
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*48, Did you have difficulty arriving at a consensus rating for the three samples?
Please choose the best description for the level of agreement within the group.

o Roady agreemant
O Agreasiment guickly negolinted
o Considarable nagotialon required

O Mo agresment

Plonse ideniify the cause of any disagredsment
| =

=
*49, Please identify any resources you used in the process of rating the samples. Tick
all that apply.

D Prefessional knowledge of leachars imvolved

D Tha Writing Standards

I:l Mational Standards Ilustrations: Witing

D Thie Mew Zeakand Curmiculum

D The Literacy Leaming Progressions

I:l School-guveloped annotated work samples
D School-doveloped descriptions of performance

Other (ploase spocify)

[

Making an OTJ (Y4)

Writing Standard, By the end of year 4

Thie table bedow summarises lour pieces of assessmend information from one chilld: Esther, Sha is in yoar 4 and the assessmant information
has been collscted Bl the &nd of the year. AS B group, please look ot all of the information and use it to make an OTJ against the end of Year
4 Witing Standard lor Esther. Recond your angwer in the quidlion balow.
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Esther, Year 4

Assessment NZC Leaming Area and Context/ Score | Rating agamstthe end
ofthe Year4 standard
Imaginatve English, Roald Dahl author study, recount | At
recount of a surprising event by a fictional
character
Factual report Science, Living World, a factual repont At

summarising information learnt in an
inquiry into birds in the local environment

Informative Health and Phyvsical Education, a At
description description of safe practices for learning

ZVIMNastics
e-asTTle Writing | Overall level 3B Above

*50. Based on the assessment information provided it is our OTJ that Esther should
be rated as:

O Above the and of Year 4 standand
O Ak thie ond of Year <4 standard
O Below the ond of Year 4 standard

O Well Balow tha ancl of Year 4 slandard

*51. Please indicate the level of importance you placed on each piece of assessment
information when making the OTJ.

U to
ary Imporimnt Modarately impartant  Minimally impertant  confirmidisconfiom the
oTl

Imaginative recount O O o O
Factual repoe O o D O
Infermativa descripbon O O O O
e-asTThe Wriling O O O O

*52. Did you have difficulty arriving at an 0TJ? Please choose the best description for
the level of agreement within the group.

O Ready agrearmant

O Agroemant guickly nagotiated

O Considovabla negotiation required

O Mo agreement

Pleass identify the cause of any dissgreamant

[ - -
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Making and Moderating OTJs

*69. This section of the survey is focused on making and moderating OTJs. Please
select the area you'd like to focus on.

Making and Moderating Reading OTJs

*70. Please describe the process you use to make 0TJs against the National
Standards in reading.

*71. Which sources of information do you use to make students reading OTJs, and
how important is each source?

Instructional text leveis (. O O O O
PAT: Reading comprahansion O O O O O
PAT Reading vocab O @) O O O
STAR O O O O @)
PM Berchmark O O @) O O
euTTo O O O O O

Oehart (phaass spocify)

*72. When making a student's end-of-year reading OTJ did you consider their
previous OTJs?

O Yos

O m

i yes. pleass holl us more
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*73.0n average how many different pieces of assessment evidence were used to
inform a student's reading OTJ?

*74, Please indicate the time from the OTJ of the most recent and least recent piece of
assessment evidence used to inform students reading OTJs.

0-2 vk 34 woaks 512 wisidin 3-6 monihs Longor than & monihs

- O O ) O O
B O O O O O

*75, Approximately how many students did each teacher make reading OTJs for at the
end of the year, and approximately how long did this take?

Approximate number of reading OTJs made I l

Average number of minules taken to make one reading OTJ [ ]

*76. Please rate your level of confidence in the accuracy of the reading OTJs made at
your school.

O Vary confident

O Moderately confident

*77. Which type of discussions were teachers at your school involved in to moderate
reading OTJs? Tick all that apply.

m Working with other teachans informally

D Systomatic discussions sorosshaithin yoar ety

[ vone

*78. Please describe the process used to moderate reading OTJs at your school.
z

=
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*79, On average how many different pieces of assessment evidence would you say
were discussed for a student in the moderation of their reading OTJ?

*80. Approximately how many students did each teacher moderate reading OTJs for at
the end of the year, and approximately how long did this take?

Approxmale number of reading OTJs modarated [ |

Averago number of minules taken to moderate ona reading OTJ [ |

*81. Please rate your level of confidence in the consistency of reading OTJs at your
school

.
O Very confident

O Maoderately confident

82. If you have any other comments you would like to make about making or
moderating OTJs please note them here.
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Tracking Students’ Progress in Reading

*109. Which measures did you use to systematically track students' progress in
reading from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011? Tick all that apply.

|:| OTds
D Instructional laxt levals
[___l PAT: Reading comprehension

D PAT: Reading vocab

[:l Other (plaase specity)

*112. Please describe the way you used OTJs to track students' progress in reading
from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011.

*113. Please indicate the approximate progress made by your students against the
Reading Standards in from the end of 2010 to the end of 2011.

Some sludenls Most students Al students Unable to comment
Progressed approximately one year standard

Progressad mare than ore yaar standard

Prograssed bess than one year standard

OO000O
o000
0000
OO000O

Mo progross

Tracking Students’ Progress in Reading
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Impact and Value of Working with National Standards

*118. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about
changes in your work as a result of National Standards.

Strongly Agree Meutral  Disagree Sty Mgt sure
agrea disagres

We are mone systematic about our collection of evidence about O O O O O O
Sludherts’ progress.
We have had to collect more evidence of student progress and O O O O O o
achigvement
We have a beller undersianding of students nead lo be achieving at O O O O O O
the level{s) we teach
We have more knowledge of effective strategies for leaching O O O O O O
We have rased our expectation for the achievement of the stusents we () B, ) O O O
teacn
*119. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about the

impact of National Standards on students and families.

Stronghy Stronghy

el Agree Meutral  Disagree disgpe Mol Sure
Families seem more engaged with the reports on their child's progress O O O O O O
and achievemeanl
Students who ane not achieving well appear less positive about thelr O O O O O O
reports than in previcus years
Students who ane achieving weil appear more positive about their O O O O O O
reports than in previous years.
*120. How useful have you found progress and achievement information from
National Standards for each of the following? Moderately
Viery usaful Mirimally useful Ned usatul

useful

Communicating with students O O O O
Communicating with families O O O O
* 121, Please indicate whether you think each statement about National Standards is
true or false, or whether you are not sure.

Mot sure

-
g
]
g
&

Mational Standards describe current levels of student achigvemant in New Zealand.

Mational Standards are inlended fo provide deladed information aboul students’ next learming
steps wiech can inform leaching on a day to day basis

Mational Standards are intended to increase students’ access o the breadth of the New Zealand
Curricuum

The reading and wnting standards focus exclusvaly on the skills and knowledge of dassroom
English programmes

The resading and writing standards focus on students’ use of literacy skills across all the leaming
mnwmrwmmmm

The mathemalics slandards are directly aligned o the mathamatics and statishcs leaming anea ol
the Mew Zealand Curmculum

The mathematics standards are focused on students’ use of mathamalical akills across all the
loameng areas and ey compalencies of the curriculum

Toachers will fbad (0 disciss the assossment resulls of all studsents i order to moderate OTJs
within sach school

Qa0 O Ot L)
Q0 O OaC) O
O 0 Q0 O:Q0 OO
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Demographic Information

122. If you have any other comments you would like to make about working with the
National Standards please note them here.

*123. Please indicate the teaching experience of each teacher in your group.
Less than 1 yiar 1-5 ymars Mone than 5 years

Taachar 1 O
Teacher 2 O
Teacher 3 O
Teachar 4 o
Teacher 5 O

If more than 5 eachars, please sl exdra lachers hona:

O000O0
O0000

.

*124. Please indicate how long each teacher in your group has been teaching at your
current school.

Less than 1 yoar 15

Teachor 1 o
Teacher 2 O
Taacher 3 O
Teacher 4 O
Taachad 5 O

i more than 5 eachers. ploase list exira leachars héna

ars Mora than 5 yoars

=

O0000
O000O

"

*125, Please indicate the year levels of the students in each teachers class, Tick all

that apply.

et [ [0 O O O O O O O 0O
mez [ 0O 0O O O O 0O 0O [0 O
o Tl || I Tl L el (Sl TR (] |
e B S N S N I I IS VS O S N N
e 1T TS L T ST 1 IS IS 1SS

=

if rore than 5 teachaers. please list exira teachars here:

4 ¥ |
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Appendix G: Differences between 2011 and 2010 student achievement data

Reading OTJs, 2011 less 2010

Year Level

0 N o o B~ W N P

Gender

Male

Female

Ethnicity

Asian
NZ European
NZ Maori
Pasifika

Other

Decile band

1to 3
4t07
8to 10

855
1136
1214

815

942

834
1851
1704

4747
4579

776
6344
2135
1276
-121

2576
3360
3390

Well Below

Well Below
0
0

Well Below

Well Below
-2
2
0

Percentages of students rated

Below At
-1 1
-6 -5
-2 0
-2 0
-1 0
-1 -1
0 4
-1 -2

Percentages of students rated

Below At
-1 0
-2 -1

Percentages of students rated

Below At
1 -6
-1 0
-2 -4
-4 3
3 3

Percentages of students rated

Below At
-6 -9
0 4
0 -1

Above

12

Above

-11

Above
17
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Writing OTJs, 2011 less 2010

1 -6 9 0 -3
2 1109 0 -5 3 1
3 1180 -2 3 -2 1
4 770 4 0 -5
5 903 -2 4 2 -4
6 792 -5 -1 5
7 1870 -1 -4 1 4
8 1672 4 -7 0 2
R R
S Wellgelow  Below At Above
Male 4636
Female 4501 0 -3 1 0
--————
Asian 763 -1 1 2 -2
NZ European 6175 -3 0 2 1
NZ Maori 2116 3 -1 -3 0
Pasifika 1261 2 -7 4 1
Other -134 4 2 3 -8
e T
| Wellgelow  Below At Above
1t03 2559
4t07 3225 0 0 1 -1

8 to 10 3353 =1 1 5 -4
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Mathematics OTJs, 2011 less 2010

1 -6 5

2 1107 0 -4 2 1

3 1175 0 -6 2 5

4 767 0 0 4 5

5 891 -1 5 -1 -3

6 753 -2 -2 4 0

7 1830 3 -6 4 -2

8 1702 2 -2 0 0
e e e
C Wellgelow  Below At Above

Male 4599

Female 4470 0 0 1 0
--————

Asian 753 -1 3 3 -4

NZ European 6123 -1 -1 1 1

NZ Maori 2113 3 -1 -4 2

Pasifika 1268 0 -7 5 2

Other -140 4 0 3 -7
T T
C Wellgelow  Below At Above

1to3 2565
4to07 3181 2 -1 1 -2

810 10 3323 -2 1 6 -6
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