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Dear Catherine
Subject: Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability

We are pleased to provide our report on the trial of a National Model for the collection of consistent data regarding
school students with disability. This trial is an important first step in developing nation-wide consistency as there is
currently no nationally consistent approach to the collection of information on students with disability. This makes
it difficult to compare the information collected by states and territories on the support provided to students with
disabilities in our schools.

Our approach to the trial included reviewing the National Model, developing a user friendly tool and guidance and
visits to 153 schools, of which 149 provided data in the trial. The trial successfully collected the desired data for
the school sample selected, and was well received by schools, their staff and Education Authorities.

This report focuses on the suitability of the National Model as well as the impact on schools and Education
Authorities to provide information in this form. The results of the trial show that the National Model collects
relevant information on students with disability consistently across jurisdictions and education sectors and is
suitable for national implementation in its current form. Our report goes a step further and suggests some possible
refinements to the National Model that could reduce the impact on schools and improve the efficiency of data
collection. Additional information on the material used throughout the trial is provided as separate supporting
documentation.

We would like to thank the principals and staff at all of the participating schools for their willingness to be part of
this important project. We would also like to thank the members of the Steering Committee, representatives of the
Education Authorities and your staff in the Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, in
particular Ms Carolyn Stanistreet and her team for their significant support and contributions to the trial.

This trial was completed within a short timeframe and without the dedication of those above the trial would not
have run as smoothly.

We trust that this report will make a valuable contribution to future disability and education reform.

Yours sincerely

Jeremy Thorpe Stuart Shinfield John Walsh
Engagement Partner Partner Partner & Chair, Expert Advisory Panel
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1 Executive Summary

In 2008, the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) agreed to work towards a nationally consistent approach to the
collection of information on students with disability. This approach took the form of a National Model developed under the
guidance of an expert advisory group which met in 2010.

The National Model was developed to gather comparable information about the numbers of students with disability and most
importantly, the level of adjustment provided to students with disability.

Integral to the model, is that students must have a disability under the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (DDA). The DDA
provides protection against discrimination based on disability. All education providers, under the Disability Standards for
Education 2005 (DSE), are required to make reasonable adjustment to ensure students with disability receive an education
equal to that of any other student. Reasonable adjustment is defined under the DSE as educational delivery or support that
differs from what is provided to meet the normal needs of a student of that age/level of study. An adjustment is reasonable if
it achieves this purpose while taking into account the students’ learning needs and balancing the interests of all parties
affected, including those students with the disability, the education provider, staff and other students.

This Model consists of a process to identify:

e school students with a diagnosed disability, or a disability ‘validated’ by an Education Authority,1 as defined by the
Disability Discrimination Act 1992, and then

e information on the level of adjustment provided for these students. The adjustments are classified as — extensive,
substantial, supplementary or no adjustments

e Supplementary information on the type of disability under four groupings was also collected — physical, cognitive,
sensory, and social/emotional and the extent of adjustments (measures or actions) taken by a school or provider to
assist these students to access and participate in education on the same basis as students without disability. Collecting
information on student’s disability is not the focus of the National Model, however, it provides more context to the
students’ needs for adjustments in schools and provides a level of detail that will be valuable to educators and policy
makers. The National Model is further explained in Section 3.

A nationally consistent Model for the collection of information on the adjustments provided to students with disability is
important because currently the information available varies across states and territories. This means that there is no
consistent information collected on the adjustments provided to students with disability and there is currently no valid national
measure of the number of students with disability in Australia.

A key step in the development of a nationally consistent Model is to trial the appropriateness of the Model developed and the
impact on schools in providing the necessary information. PwC was engaged by Department of Education, Employment and
Workplace Relations (DEEWR) to undertake this trial.

This report outlines the findings of the trial conducted with 153 schools across Australia, of which 149 completed the data
collection exercise and formed the trial ‘sample’. The trial process included the development of an online data collection tool
with comprehensive user guidance materials as well as face-to-face visits by PwC with representatives from all schools. The
data collected during the trial is representative of the sample schools only. The trial process is outlined in Section 4.

Objectives of the trial

The five key objectives of the trial were to:

e test the implementation of the National Model to ensure that data on students with disability and the level of additional
educational support provided to them can be collected in a nationally consistent way

o verify that each participating school and Education Authority is able to interpret and apply the National Model
consistently

e assess the impact of the data collection arrangements on Australian schools

e assess the impact of the data collection arrangements on Education Authorities

e provide suggestions for national implementation of the Model, given the findings of the trial.

Throughout this document the term ‘school Education Authority’ is used to refer to the governing body or organisation that represents schools within each
education sector. This term includes the Association of Independent Schools for the independent schooling sector and the Catholic Education Commission
for the Catholic schooling sector.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Executive Summary

Key findings

The trial of a National Model for the collection of information on school students with disability showed that the model is valid
and it provided results on the impact on schools and the utility of the Model for the school sample selected. The trial
demonstrated that the data could be collected within an acceptable timeframe and that data collection was effective using an
online data collection tool with guidance material.

Despite the tight timeframe given to participate, the trial was well received by schools, their staff and Education Authorities as
staff recognised the potential value of a nationally consistent approach. Schools understood the Model and found it relatively
easy to apply with the level of guidance and support provided.

In response to the objectives of the trial, we found that:

e data on students with disability and the level of additional educational support provided to them can be collected in a
nationally consistent way if schools are provided adequate guidance and time to complete

e participating schools and Education Authorities are able to interpret and apply the National Model in a consistent manner
which could be further improved with refinements to the Model

e there will be an impact on Australian schools and the Education Authorities of the data collection arrangements but there
are a number of practical options to reduce this impact.

Given the findings of the trial, we have suggested some possible refinements to the National Model and issues for
consideration for national implementation that could reduce the impact on schools and improve the efficiency of data
collection.

This has been an important exercise in the progress towards a national approach to better help schools as they support
students with disability.

Suitability of the National Model

PwC was able to translate the National Model into an online data collection mechanism, which resulted in data being
collected: across 149 schools and over 7,500 students; within target timeframes; and with only a small rate of identified error
across the data set.

The trial sample was not designed to be representative of the students with disability population. Rather sampling was
constructed to be representative of the education sector based on the following criteria. This sampling method was endorsed
by the Steering Committee (see Section 4).

jurisdiction

government, Catholic and independent schools
primary, secondary and combined schools
metropolitan, regional and remote locations
areas of socio-economic diversity

special and mainstream schools

Indigenous and non-Indigenous students.

This method of sampling provided results to inform conclusions for national implementation of the Model (further detailed in
Section 5):

e The data collected resulted in information being collected for 9.1% of the student population across sample schools.
Excluding the results of special schools in the trial, this result changes to 8.6% of the student population.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Executive Summary

Compared to existing data sources, the results of the trial suggest a similar, but slightly lower, prevalence of disability in the
student population. For example, the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) estimates that in 2009, 8.8% of people aged 5 to
14 years had a disability.2 Some of this variance may be explained by the different definitions of disability that are used
across these two estimates.

e If students whose parents/carers have not been included in a consultation process are excluded from the count as
expressed in the National Model, then the total number of students with disability in the trial reduces to 7,026 or 8.4% of
total trial enrolments.

e As aresult of the testing process, we found the National Model is suitable for collecting data on the adjustments provided
to students with a diagnosed or validated disability. The National Model collects relevant information on students with
disability consistently across jurisdictions and education sectors and is suitable for national implementation in its current
form. Below, we suggest some possible refinements to the National Model and considerations for national
implementation that could reduce the impact on schools and improve the efficiency of data collection.

Impact on schools

Feedback on the trial process was provided by 95% of trial schools through an impact assessment survey (see Section 6).
Key findings from the survey results include:

e The time to complete the online data collection exercise varied significantly, with a median time of 17.5 minutes per
student — 7.5 minutes to collect and prepare student information and 10 minutes to complete the data collection tool.

e More than 85% of schools reported that the user guidance and data collection tool were ‘easy’ or ‘very easy’ to use and
the school visit and help hotline were viewed as ‘very important’ to complete the data collection exercise.

e The greatest difficulty experienced by schools was in applying the National Model where a student did not have a formal
diagnosis, but was receiving ongoing and long-term support to access and participate in education directly related to a
disability.

Schools recognised the importance of the trial, but noted that the time provided to complete data collection was limited and
they were further restricted by schools holidays.

It is important to note that the prime objective of the trial was to test the application of the National Model and the impact on
schools and systems of providing this information. There may in some cases have been a bias in the selection of schools
towards those schools that would both actively participate and have the student demographics that would rigorously test the
boundaries of the Model. This may have implications for national implementation in that the process of providing information
may not be as well received by other schools as it was by the trial schools sampled.

Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 2010, Disability, Ageing and Carers, Australia 2009, Cat. No. 4430.0, Table 1. The Australian Institute of Health and
Welfare publish similar results.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Executive Summary

The collection of information through the National Model

The trial successfully collected relevant information on students with disability and the adjustments they are provided. While
the Model could be used for national implementation in its current form, we suggest there are three key areas regarding the

collection of information for further consideration. These suggestions seek to improve the quality of information collected and
provide greater guidance to schools. These are summarised below and discussed further in Section 7.

Collection of information
on adjustments

The Model currently includes four levels of adjustment — extensive, substantial, supplementary
and no adjustments. The definitions were included in the user guidance distributed to schools
(see Supporting Documentation).

To assist schools to determine the level of adjustment, we first asked them to identify the
adjustments provided to students from a list of ten adjustment types that included examples
(see Section 3.3). Schools were then asked to consider their selection of adjustments in
determining the overall level of adjustment.

Through the impact assessment survey, schools identified that this section of the National
Model was one of the most difficult to complete.

We suggest continuing to collect information on the types of adjustments to provide an
additional layer of detail beyond the level of adjustment that will be valuable to policy makers.
Further to this, we suggest adding clarity and relevant examples to the definitions of the levels
of adjustment provided in the National Model to improve the consistency of application.

Collection of information
on diagnosis or
validation

The Model currently collects information on students with a diagnosis from a recognised
practitioner and those where a disability has been ‘validated’ by an Education Authority.
However:

e Schools identified that the ‘validation’ decision-point in the National Model was the most
difficult to complete.

e  Of the schools sampled, students with disability validated by the Education Authority make
up 7% of the total number of students with disability.

It would be feasible to focus the National Model on students with a diagnosis only, but we
suggest keeping the validated students in the Model because the detail of information on
adjustments provided by schools would be lost. Instead, we suggest providing greater clarity
and support consistent across jurisdictions and sectors to enable schools to better capture this
group of students. If students with a validated disability were removed from the sample, the
percentage of students with disability decreases from 9.1% to 8.4%.

Collection of information
on disability

The Model asks schools to identify each student with disability as falling into one of the four
disability categories included in the Model — physical, cognitive, social/emotional and sensory.

Collecting information on student’s disability is not the focus of the National Model, however, it
provides more context to the students’ needs for adjustments in schools and provides a level
of detail that will be valuable to educators and policy makers.

To provide guidance to schools in this area, we collected information, additional to the Model,
on a list of ten disability types (see Section 3.3). Schools were then asked to select one as the
primary disability and a disability category from the four above.

Schools identified that they provide adjustments based on the needs of their students rather
than their primary disability or disability category. Therefore, they found it difficult to categorise
disability when they were uncertain of where it would fit. For example, learning disability and
intellectual disability categories were both often selected for similar disabilities. Further, Autism
Spectrum Disorder was identified disproportionately to the known prevalence of Autism in the
Australian population.

We suggest that further consideration be given to the level of detail on students’ disability
collected by the Model and that more work could be completed on the definitions and
examples of disability included.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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An efficient and consistent national implementation

National implementation of this data collection process requires consideration of the elements of the Model as discussed
above, but also to the approach of implementation.

Despite the tight timeframes given to schools, the trial was well received by schools and the objectives of the trial were met in
that information was successfully collected on students with disability and the adjustments they are provided. The success of
the trial was a result of the good will of the participating schools, but also of the considerable support provided in the short
timeframe. For example, each school had the opportunity for a two hour consultation with PwC. This was possible given the
sample of 149 schools but may be too resource intensive when implemented across almost 10,000 Australian schools.

Further, schools participating in the trial were selected by the Education Authorities and consideration was given to each
school’s capacity to participate and the level of support received through the trial.

There are a variety of different modes for national implementation of the National Model. From our experience through the
trial, we have identified seven key areas that warrant consideration regardless of the mode of implementation. These are
summarised below and further discussed in Section 8.

Enhanced messaging of One element of the trial was to provide a count of the number of students with disability based

the National Model on the definition of the National Model and collect information on the adjustments these
students receive. A small number of schools were not confident that the students counted
were appropriately included or excluded as a result of the application of the National Model.
This was typically for two reasons:

¢ While students may receive ongoing and long term adjustments for a variety of reasons
including socio-economic disadvantage or indeed being gifted, the fact of adjustments
being made is not an indicator of disability as such. A diagnosis of ‘disability’ requires that
there be an underlying disease, disorder or injury that is affecting an individual’s abilities.

e The National Model considers adjustments provided by a school, but not the overarching
needs of a student.

For national implementation, we suggest greater messaging of the purpose of the National
Model and the associated data collection to address the concern raised by schools.

Support to schools For the purposes of the trial, we provided a high level of support to schools through face-to-
face school visits, comprehensive user guidance, and telephone and online support. Optimally
the same level of support would be provided to schools to achieve the same consistent
response. However, the level of support could be adjusted based on the implementation
timeframe and school resources. For example:

¢ In the first year of implementation, a series of regional workshops would provide a similar
level of support to face-to-face school visits. The workshops could be conducted on a
staggered basis to reduce the impact on resources. To complement these regional
workshops, central telephone and online support would aid consistent and efficient data
collection.

¢ In subsequent years, regional workshops could possibly be replaced with online learning.
e Written user guidance and web-based support would be required on an ongoing basis.

Future data collection Data collection for the trial was not linked to any existing data collection process. For national
process implementation, grouping this data collection with other processes is an option. However,
some key principles should be considered:
o the ability to preserve consistency across jurisdictions and education sectors
e consistent data collection through common support and training
e existing data collection processes in states and territories.
As this is not a simple counting process at the school level, the National Model would best be

grouped with other student level data collections (if not run as a stand-alone data gathering
exercise).

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Timing of data collection

As mentioned above, schools noted that the time provided to complete data collection was
limited and was further restricted by school holidays.

For national implementation, we suggest implementing the data collection process on a
staggered basis across jurisdictions to ensure that schools have sufficient time to access
support and complete data collection and to ensure that collection does not need to take place
over school holidays.

This approach will be particularly important in the first year of implementation, as we expect
that the collection process will become more efficient over time.

Special schools and
special units

The trial sample included six special schools. These schools indicated they had difficulty
selecting the appropriate level of adjustment for each of their students as special schools are
by nature a reflection of a wide range of adjustments as the entire curriculum and environment
is adjusted to accommodate a high needs population.

We suggest that user guidance should be reviewed to ensure that it is equally applicable to
special schools.

Consent

For the trial, we were advised by Education Authorities as to the appropriate levels of consent

required — “opt-in”, “opt-out” and “for information” consent approaches were used depending
on the jurisdiction and sector. Further information on consent is provided in Section 6.4.

For national implementation it would be optimal for jurisdictions to agree on one form of
consent to improve consistent application of the Model.

We suggest that either an “opt-out” or “for information” consent approach would improve the
depth of detall at a student level in the data.

Student records

Given the sample in the trial, de-identified information at a student level was collected, so that
the privacy of individual students and schools was maintained. School staff did not report any
problems with entering information at a student level, which allows for greater detail from
which to base analysis and recommendations. National implementation will not necessarily be
limited to de-identified data. Collection of identifiable data would deliver certain advantages,
including:

¢ schools may be more efficient in subsequent years as entries could be more easily updated
and tracked

¢ this information would allow for greater detail to be reported on long term tracking of
student outcomes.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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2  Background

The Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (DDA) provides protection in Australia against discrimination based on disability. The
DDA makes it un-lawful for an education authority to discriminate against someone because that person has a disability.

The Disability Standards for Education® legislation was enacted in 2005 to clarify the legal obligations of all education
providers by specifying how education is to be made accessible to students with disability. Under this legislation, education
providers have an obligation to make changes that are reasonable to accommodate the needs of a student with disability.

In determining the particular adjustments that are reasonably required, the legislation mandates that education providers
consider the nature and impact of the student’s disability and how it affects the student’s ability to participate. The aim of this
adjustments-focused appraisal process is to identify and address or remove any barriers to a student’s education and to
increase their academic and social participation.

2.1 The need for a National Model

While students with disability have a wide range of skills, capacities and learning needs, there is no evidence at the national
level about the diversity of this population of students and the level of adjustment provided to them.

Currently, there is no national understanding of school students with disability or their educational needs and provision of
support. Jurisdictions do not collect and report information about school students with disability in the same way. State and
system level data generally capture the number of school students with disability that receive targeted funding according to
the funding model in that state or system.

The development of a nationally consistent approach for collecting information on students with disabilities will provide rich
information about the diversity of the population of students with disabilities, the level of adjustments they are provided with
and, potentially, the outcomes they achieve. This information will enable Education Authorities to measure the impact of
additional educational assistance over time. It will enable them to make informed judgements about the most effective
strategies to improve learning outcomes for students with disability and enable them to better target initiatives and support.
This, in turn will assist teachers to achieve equality of opportunity and more equitable education outcomes for students with
disabilities. A nationally consistent approach for collecting information on students with disability will also provide evidence to
inform future policy at the national and jurisdictional level.

2.2  Working towards a nationally consistent approach to the
collection of information on students with disability

On 29 November 2008 the Council of Australian Governments (COAG), agreed to work towards a nationally consistent
approach to identifying students with disability.

During 2010, an expert advisory group, chaired by DEEWR and including representatives from the state/territory Education
Authorities, the Catholic and independent education sectors and other experts in the field of education for students with
disability, developed a nationally consistent Model to identify school students with disability based on the functional needs of
the student.

On 18 November 2010, the Australian Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Senior Officials Committee

(AEEYSOC) agreed to trial a proposed National Model for the collection of information on students with disability who receive
adjustments to participate in education. Figure 1 illustrates the model that was agreed at AEEYSOC.

Figure 1: Model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability

3
Australian Government 2005, Disability Standards for Education Canberra, ACT.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Background

This document contained an image outlining the Model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with
disability. It has been removed and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the information is available to
people with various information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of this publication.

The image contained three concentric circles — the first represented school students, the circle inside that represented
students who meet the definition of disability under the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 and a third circle inside that
representing students who are provided with adjustment in school.

Levels of adjustment were also represented as either Supplementary Adjustments, Substantial Adjustments or Extensive
Adjustments. All adjustments were either physical, cognitive, sensory and social/emotional.

In February to April 2011 Craglyn Consulting was engaged by DEEWR to consult with Education Authorities and develop the
descriptors for the National Model. In April 2011 the Steering Committee agreed to the Model for the purposes of the trial.

In April 2011, PwC was engaged by DEEWR to undertake the trial of the National Model as it has been developed to date.
The trial was conducted across a sample of 149 schools across Australia to assess the appropriateness of the National
Model and the impact on schools of the data collection process.

The five key objectives of the trial were to:

e test the implementation of the National Model to ensure that data on students with disability and the level of additional
educational support provided to them can be collected in a nationally consistent way

o verify that each participating school and Education Authority is able to interpret and apply the National Model
consistently

e assess the impact of the data collection arrangements on Australian schools
assess the impact of the data collection arrangements on the Education Authorities
provide recommendations for national implementation of the Model, given the findings of the trial.

The trial has been overseen by a Steering Committee chaired by DEEWR, with representatives from the state/territory

Education Authorities, the Catholic and independent education sectors and the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and
. . 4

Reporting Authority (ACARA).

The outcomes of the trial documented in this report will inform recommendations to Education Ministers in October 2011.

Committee membership during the trial is documented in Appendix E.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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3  Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data
on school students with disability

3.1 Overview of the National Model

The National Model for the collection of information on students with disability consists of a process to identify the number of
students with a diagnosed disability, or a disability ‘validated’ by an Education Authority,5 as defined by the Disability
Discrimination Act 1992, then for those who consent to participation, collect information on:

o the extent of adjustments (measures or actions) provided by the school to assist these students to access and participate
in education on the same basis as students without disability. The adjustments are classified as — extensive, substantial,
supplementary and no adjustments (for full descriptions see Appendix B).

e the type of disability under four groupings — physical, cognitive, sensory, and social/emotional.

In addition to these core elements, the trial collected additional information on types of adjustments (across ten categories),
disability types (across ten categories) and student demographic information.

Figure 2 further explains the key elements of the National Model, in particular to determine if data on a student should be
collected, or not, based on:

whether there is a diagnosis from a recognised practitioner
where there is no diagnosis, but there has been a validation of a disability from an authorised representative of the school
Education Authority. We note that a validation can be determined if adjustments are being made that are linked to a
disability and are required to access and participate in education

e whether a consultation process with parents or carers around the adjustments required and support needs of a student has
been undertaken and an individual support plan is in place.

Following these steps assists in determining if a student should be included in the data collection. Additional information on the
National Model is provided in Appendix B.

5
Throughout this document the term ‘school Education Authority’ is used to refer to the governing body or organisation that represents schools within each
education sector. This term includes the Association of Independent Schools’ (AlS) for the independent schooling sector and refers to the Catholic Education
Commission (CEC) for the Catholic schooling sector.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Figure 2: The process for the collection of information regarding students with disability

This document contained an image outlining the process for the collection of information regarding students with disability. It has been removed and replaced with a

description of the image to ensure that the information is available to people with various information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of this
publication.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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3.2

Overview of the process for data collection

School to receive data collection tool and user guide.

School to collect consent where necessary.

PwC to visit school to explain the trial, the National Model and the data collection tool.

PwC will contact each school to arrange a time to visit the school for approximately 2 hours to talk through the Model, the

data required and how to complete the data collection tool.

Process to complete data collection tool

Review the school information and add users to the database

The school information will be pre-populated in the database,
please review this information and confirm this is correct.

The principal of your school will receive user access to the
database, the principal is then able to add other system
users.

Decide which students meet the criteria of the model

The school should work through the flow chart of the Model
to decide which students are included in the data collection
exercise

Review the sample questions and answers or talk to our
team if you are not sure.

Step 1. Enter student information

Create new student and verify that they have a disability as
confirmed by an appropriate individual, either a recognised
practitioner or the education authority.

Enter demographic information about the student.

Step 2. Enter disability information

Confirm that the required consultation process was
undertaken and that the student has a support plan

Select the disability category and sub category and provide
additional narrative if necessary to explain these

Step 3. Enter adjustments (repeat steps one to three for next student)

Select the adjustments received by the student and provide
additional narrative if necessary to explain these

Confirm the overall level of adjustment; supplementary,
substantial or extensive.

Step 4. Review the information

Review the information prepared and mark as complete

The principal should review the information and mark as
reviewed prior to submission to PwC

School to complete Impact Assessment Survey

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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4  The trial process

The trial of the National Model took place between April and August 2011 and included four
key phases: development, pre-trial, trial and post-trial tasks. The trial was based on a sample
of 149 schools. This section outlines our approach to the trial and related governance
arrangements and outlines the trial sample.

4.1  Approach to the trial

As mentioned in Section 1, the five key objectives of the trial were to:

e test the implementation of the National Model to ensure that data on students with disability and the level of additional
educational support provided to them can be collected in a nationally consistent way

o verify that each participating school and Education Authority is able to interpret and apply the National Model
consistently
assess the impact of the data collection arrangements on Australian schools

e assess the impact of the data collection arrangements on the Education Authorities
provide suggestions for national implementation of the Model, given the findings of the trial.

In order to achieve these objectives, we implemented a seven stage approach to the trial, across four key phases of work.
The approach was designed to effectively engage stakeholders to increase participation and commitment to the trial. A
priority was also to minimise risk and streamline the process to ensure timely delivery at each stage within the trial.

In total, 153 schools participated in the trial, with four schools opting not to continue their participation in the trial following the
school visit. These four schools were from different jurisdictions and education sectors. As a result, the final trial sample is of
149 participating schools. A list of the characteristics of sample schools is included in Appendix D.

Figure 3 summarises the outputs from each planned stage of the trial. Overall each stage of the project was delivered within
the agreed timeframes and with minimal changes from the original work plan.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Figure 3: Outputs from each planned stage of the trial

This document contained an image outlining the outputs from each planned stage of the trial. It has been removed and replaced with a description of the image to
ensure that the information is available to people with various information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of this publication.

The image outlined the following
Stage 1- Inception and Planning (Development Phase)

Key activities: Inception meeting review the draft model of the definition of students with disabilities; Develop an Impact Assessment Strategy, Risk Management
Strategy and Communications Strategy; Meet with each Education Authority to discuss expectations of the trial and key issues; Develop criteria for identifying sample
schools; Develop Project Plan; Present Project Plan to DEEWR and the Steering Committee.

Stage 2- Develop data collection tools (Pre-Trial)

Key activities: Scan existing data sources and data collection tools; Design a conceptual framework for data collection; Design the online data collection tool providing a
single source and repository of information with a focus on making it user friendly; Prepare comprehensive user guidance as an effective and simple set of instructions to
support the tool; Internal testing of tool; Construct a Project Management Office(PMO) to assist in the effective organisation of school visits and be the central point for
trial participants.

Stage 3 — Prepare for trial (Pre-Trial)

Key activities: Confirm and agree participating schools as part of a model to ensure a nationally representative sample; Present tools and guides to DEEWR and the
Steering Committee; Finalise tools and user guides.

Stage 4 — Pilot Trial (Trial)

Key activities: Distribute data collection tool and guidance; Visit 18 schools across three regions the Kimberley in Western Australia and Hobart and the North West in
Tasmania; Collect data and seek feedback on process; Catalogue lesions learnt from pilot; Prepare brief report for DEEWR and the Steering Committee; Refine data
collection tools and guidance as required; Finalise data collection tools and guidance with DEEWR and the Steering Committee.

Stage 5 — Roll- out full trial (Trial)

Key activities: Training of the field team through a day long ‘train the trainer’ session; The PMO scheduled visits with 135 school consultations; School visits were
completed in a 7 week period from 13 June to 27 July 2011; Provide ongoing assistance to schools for duration of trial through a dedicated hotline and online support;
Collect and aggregate data from 149 schools in total (17 from the pilot and 132 from the full trial); Send out an Impact Assessment Survey to 149 schools and receive
142 responses; Send out an Impact Assessment Survey to 26 Education Authority representatives and receive 19 responses.

Stage 6 — Analysis and assessment (Post-Trial)

Key activities: Collate the responses from the data collection, school visits and impact assessment surveys; Perform a series of 16 data quality test to identify any
abnormalities in the data set; Where issues are identified worked with schools to rectify abnormalities; Test hypotheses set by authorities; Compare data collected to
current statistics on students with disability; Consolidate results of the impact assessment surveys to comment on the burden on schools and the suitability of the
National Model; Identify areas where the National Model or national rollout could be improved.

Step 7 — Reporting (Post-Trial)

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Key activities: Weekly status updates and monthly progress reports; Pilot reports summarising the results of the pilot trial and recommendations for the full trial; Draft
report that is presented to DEEWR and the Steering Committee for consolidated feedback; Final Report including findings across the pilot and full trial for consideration
by AEEYSOC and MCEECDYA.
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4.1.1 Governance arrangements

As part of our approach to the trial we engaged with a number of key stakeholders as part of the management of the trial
process, including DEEWR, the Steering Committee and our internal Expert Advisory Panel. Figure 4 outlines the
governance arrangements in place as part of the trial.

Figure 4: Governance arrangements in place as part of the trial

This document contained an image outlining the governance arrangements in place as part of the trial. It has been removed
and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the information is available to people with various information
accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of this publication.

The image contained four boxes on three rows. The Steering Committee box was at the top, the DEEWR and PwC Core
Team boxes were on the same level and below the Steering Committee and the Expert Advisory Panel was on the third row
below the other boxes.

There were arrows from the Steering Committee box down to the DEEWR and PwC Core Team boxes, and an arrow from
this box going up to the Steering Committee box. There were arrows between the DEEWR and PwC Core Team boxes (on
the same level) and an arrow down from the PwC Core Team box to the Expert Advisory Panel, and an arrow from the
Expert Advisory Panel up to the PwC Core Team box.

DEEWR

Throughout the seven stages of the trial PwC worked closely with the DEEWR team. Conference calls were held with the
core DEEWR team on a weekly basis to discuss progress in the trial and resolve any issues. Once a month these meetings
were held face-to-face so more detailed discussions could be had. A weekly reporting dashboard was also developed to track
trial progress and highlight issues for immediate attention to ensure timeframes and milestones were met.

Steering Committee

The Steering Committee included members from:

e each state and territory government education department

e the national representatives for Catholic and independent schools

e the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA), and
e DEEWR.

o Afull list of Steering Committee members is provided in Appendix E.

The dates of Steering Committee meetings attended by PwC and their purpose are outlined in Table 1.

Table 1: Steering Committee meeting dates

Meeting Date Purpose
1 30 March Introduction and initial opportunity for input into the approach.
2 6 May Agree the planning and inception deliverables.
3 13 May Discuss and agree data collection tools and user guidance.
4 7 June Present pilot trial report and agree final data collection tools.
18 July Provide an update on the progress of the trial and any initial findings to date.
6 28 July Provide an update on initial findings and data analysis following the completion of the trial.
7 30 August Presentation and feedback on the draft report.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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Expert Advisory Panel

We assembled an Expert Advisory Panel to provide input and guidance across all stages of the trial. The expert panel
members have extensive knowledge of the disability and education sectors and were able to provide input in dealing with the
sensitive issues considered in this trial.

e John Walsh (Chair) has extensive knowledge and experience in the disability sector. He has worked closely with the
Australian Government in establishing the definition and cost of disability and interactions with accident compensation. In
2010, John was appointed as an Associate Commissioner to the Productivity Commission to investigate the feasibility of
a National Disability Insurance Scheme and other options to fund lifetime care and support for people with disability.

e Maree Dyson is a consultant with more than 20 years in the disability and serious injury sectors in Australia and New
Zealand. Maree is a member of the Australasian Evaluation Society and has been an expert adviser to the Advisory
Committee on Australian and International Disability Data of the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare.

o Therese Morgante is a consultant with over 15 years in the disability sector providing both direct support services to
people with a disability as well as policy advice.

e  Michael White has held executive positions in education, health and community services departments in a number of
state jurisdictions in Australia.

4.1.2 Changes made as a result of the pilot trial

Prior to undertaking the trial in all sample schools, PwC undertook a pilot in 18 schools across three regions: the Kimberley
region in Western Australia, Hobart and the North West region in Tasmania. The purpose of the pilot was to test our
approach, data collection tools and support mechanisms.

As a result of undertaking the pilot trial a number of changes were made to the data collection tool and the user guide to
improve their usability. The key changes made are outlined in Table 2.

Table 2: Amendments to the data collection tool and user guide

Data collection tool

Revised format for selecting and adding adjustments, so that schools selected from ten adjustment types, with the additional
sub-types used as examples in the user guidance.

Changed the school year level drop down options to reflect the fact that Western Australia and Tasmania use both of the
terms Kindergarten and Preparatory, with Kindergarten the equivalent of pre-school in other states and Preparatory the
official first year of primary school.

Changed to the functionality around marking students as reviewed so that principals do not have to go into each student
record but can click ‘finalise & submit’ after confirming that all students have been reviewed. There is now a new button on
the homepage ‘mark all students as reviewed’ prior to submission. The school will not be able to submit until all student
records are marked as reviewed.

The design of the ‘generate school pack for printing’ button was reviewed, as it was not compatible with all systems. This
changed so that an email pack was generated in pdf form which was sent to a user's email address within 10 minutes.

User guide

Inserted screen shots to align with the revised process of adding adjustments through one pop up screen.

Removed the orange circle (‘student has a diagnosed disability from a recognised practitioner’) in the diagram which
summaries the National Model on page 4 of the user guide.

Removed a list of disabilities that a recognised practitioner may diagnose on page 16 of the user guide. Inclusion of a
Specialist Educational Psychologist and ‘other’ category in the list of recognised practitioners.

‘Kindergarten’ explanation inserted on page 19 of the user guide to correspond with the update of the tool from discussion
with WA and Tasmania.

Greater clarity provided to special schools, regarding a baseline to consider their school and adjustments they provide for
students.

For dual enrolled students, the following guidance was provided “the student should be included in the trial at the school
location where they spend the majority of their time. You only need to include the adjustments that are made at your school”.

Trial of a model for collecting nationally consistent data on school students with disability
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4.2 The trial sample

The aims of the trial were to test the application of National Model and the impact of the Model on schools. In order to make
robust judgements on these aims, our approach included undertaking a trial of the Model at 149 schools across Australia. A
list of the characteristics of sample schools is included in Appendix D.

PwC designed the trial sample to include main student groups and school types across jurisdictions (but not within
jurisdictions) with some adjustments made to ensure that each jurisdiction has a minimum number of participating schools so
not to reveal the identity of any one school. As a result, the sample included 15 regions, with a greater weighting of the
sample in the largest jurisdictions and an oversample in the smallest jurisdictions (see Figure 5). The 15 regions were
selected to ensure geographic representation. However, the schools within each region were identified and invited by
Education Authorities, which may have led to some bias in the sample.

Figure 5: School sample framework

This document contained an image outlining the school sample framework. It has been removed and replaced with a
description of the image to ensure that the information is available to people with various information accessibility needs. The
image is included in the PDF version of this publication.

The image contained a map of Australia showing that; 12 schools in Perth (metropolitan area) and 6 Schools in the Kimberley
region (remote) were identified in Western Australia; 7 schools in Darwin (metropolitan) and 6 schools in Alice Springs
(remote) were identified in the Northern Territory; 14 schools in Mackay (regional/rural) and 13 schools in the Moreton Shire
(Brisbane — metropolitan) in Queensland were identified; 12 schools in Moree (regional/rural), 18 schools in Sydney Eastern
Suburbs (metropolitan were identified in New South Wales), 8 schools in Canberra (metropolitan)were identified in the
Australian Capital Terrtiory; 15 Schools in Melbourne (metropolitan) and 10 schools in Mildura (regional/rural) were identified
in Victoria; 5 schools in North West Tasmania (regional/rural) and 6 in Hobart (metropolitan) were identified in Tasmania; 9
schools in Salisbury (metropolitan) and 8 schools in Mount Gambier (regional/rural) were identified in South Australia.
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PwC also considered the extent to which the sample is representative across seven other demographic factors, including:

Education sector - Government, Catholic and independent
Type of school - primary, secondary and combined

Special schools and mainstream schools
Size of school - under 200, 200 to 500 and over 500 students
Aboriginal status of the students
Geographic distribution - metropolitan, regional/rural and remote
Socioeconomic status - using the ABS Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) index

Table 3 shows these demographic factors as represented in the sample and in broader national data, including information
from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) and the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA).
It is important to note that in some cases the sample data is compared to national ‘student’ data and in other cases national
‘population’. Also, in some instances we have oversampled in specific areas to provide sufficient data that will lead to reliable

results. For example:

e Catholic and independent schools were oversampled to provide a sufficient number of non-government schools in each

region so not to reveal the identity of any one school in the data results.

e Secondary and combined schools have been oversampled to capture the impact on larger schools across the selected
regions (typically secondary and combined). For this same reason schools with more than 500 students have been

oversampled.

e Schools in the most remote locations have been oversampled so that data results can be displayed by remoteness
without revealing the identity of any one school, but also to capture the impact the National Model will have on schools in
remote areas. As a result, schools in the most disadvantaged areas of Australia have also been oversampled.

e School with Indigenous populations have also been oversampled to ensure that testing of the National Model on this
population group can be undertaken without revealing the identity of any one student or school.

Table 3: Australian schools by sector and sample of schools in trial

Criteria

Australian schools
(2010)

% of Australian
schools

Sample schools

% of sample schools

School sector

Government 6,743 71% 85 56%
Catholic 1,708 18% 32 22%
Independent 1,017 11% 32 22%
Total 9,468 100% 149 100%
School type'

Primary 6,357 70% 69 46%
Secondary 1,409 16% 41 28%
Combined 1,286 14% 39 26%
Total 9,052 100% 149 100%
Special schools

Mainstream 9,052 96% 143 96%
Special School 416 4% 6 4%
Total 9,468 100% 149 100%
School size?

Under 200 students 6,938 73% 31 21%
200 to 500 students 1,075 11% 48 32%
More than 500 students 1,459 16% 70 47%
Total 9,472 100% 149 100%
Indigenous students

Indigenous 162,831 5% 689 (students) 10%
Did not wish to answer - - 45 (students) 1%
Non-Indigenous 3,348,044 95% 6,414 (students) 89%
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Total 3,510,875 100% | 7,148 (students) | 100%
Socio-economic diversity3

Most disadvantaged 4.49m 23% 62 42%
(decile score <3)

Moderately disadvantaged 8.06m 41% 48 32%
(decile score 24 and <7)

Least disadvantaged 7.26m 36% 39 26%
(decile score 28)

Total 19.81m 100% 149 100%
Remoteness®

Remote 0.50m 3% 12 8%
Regional/rural 6.04m 31% 49 33%
Metropolitan 12.87m 66% 88 59%
Total 19.41m 100% 149 100%

Note®: Figures do not include special schools.

Note?: Data provided by Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA).

Note® Based on Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) 2006 data. Index used is Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage.
Note®: Australian Bureau of Statistics, Australian Regional Index (ARIA).
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5  Trial outcomes: Students with disability

This section outlines the key results of the trial data, provides an estimate of the number of
students with disability based on the results of the trial sample and details the procedures put
in place to measure the quality of the data collected as part of the trial.

5.1  Results of the trial

5.1.1 Count of students with disability

The National Model actually goes beyond the diagrams included in Section 3, and distinguishes which students should be
‘recorded’ and which should be ‘counted’.

‘Recorded’ students are those that meet either of the following two conditions of the National Model:

Whether there is a diagnosis from a recognised practitioner.

e Where there is no diagnosis, but there has been a validation of a disability from an authorised representative of the
school Education Authority. We note that a validation can be determined if adjustments are being made that are linked to
a disability and are required to access and participate in education.

‘Counted’ students are those that meet the above two conditions, but also the following key condition:

e That a consultation process with parents or carers around the adjustments required and support needs of a student has
been undertaken.

Therefore, in following this application of the National Model, students whose parents/carers have not been consulted are
excluded from the ‘count’, in Figure 6. This is represented in the second column and results in the total number of students
with disability in the trial reducing to 7,026 or 8.4% of total trial enrolments.

e The third and fourth columns do not impact on the ‘count’ of students but show the number of students with disability that
have had a consultation and receive adjustments (third column) or have had a consultation, receive adjustments and
have a individual support plan or similar (fourth column).

It is important to note the impact of excluding students that have not had formal consultation. While it is a requirement of the
Disability Standards for Education 2005, there were still 553 students where, reportedly, no consultation has taken place.
Looking at these students, 20% of them are Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander students. Further consideration should be
given to whether this step in the National Model actually discriminates against disadvantaged students.

Figure 6: National Model Count

Disability (diagnosis Consultation Adjustments Planning
and validation)

If Yes 7,579 (9.1% of total 7,026 (8.4% of total 6,838 (8.2% of total 5,901 (7.1% of total
trial enrolments) trial enrolments) trial enrolments) trial enrolments)
If No Not in trial count 553 188 937
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5.1.2 Proportion of students with disability

The overall proportion of students with disability was 9.1% for the schools participating in the trial. Figure 7 shows that the
proportion of students with disability varies widely from 13.4% in Salisbury, South Australia to 7.3% in the Sydney Eastern
Suburbs, New South Wales. Caution should be used when interpreting these results as the sample is not statistically
significant relative to the student population and the percentage displayed for each region is not indicative of the actual
proportion of students with disability within each state or territory. However, there is consistency in how the Model was
applied across jurisdictions. A comparison to data collected by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) on children aged 5 to

14 years shows that 8.8% of children in this age group have a reported disability.6

Further, from the students identified, 67.7% of students were male and 32.3% were female, which again is consistent with the
ABS estimates. Based on this information it appears that despite different definitions of disability being used, the estimate of
the proportion of students with disability is similar.

When only looking at students in mainstream schools (i.e. excluding students in special schools), there were 7,151 students
with disability identified (8.6% of total enrolments in the mainstream schools sampled).

Figure 7: Proportion of students with disability by region for the selected sample

State Region Proportion of students with Number of schools in sample
disability for the selected
sample
NSW Sydney Eastern Suburbs 7.3% 18
Moree & surrounds 9.2% 12
ACT Canberra 8.8% 8
VIC Melbourne 9.6% 15
Mildura/Swan Hill 11.3% 10
SA Salisbury 13.4% 9
Mt Gambier 9.4% 8
WA The Kimberley 8.7% 6
Perth 7.4% 12
TAS Hobart 7.6% 6
North West Tasmania 8.9% 5

Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 2010, Disability, Ageing and Carers, Australia 2009, Cat. No. 4430.0, Table 1.
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NT Alice Springs 9.2% 6
Darwin 8.8% 7

QLD Mackay 7.9% 14
Moreton Shire 10% 13

Overall Total 9.1% 149

5.1.3 Disabilities

Schools were asked to select the disabilities that a student has from the list outlined in Figure 8. Schools were also asked to
select a primary disability or the disability defined as ‘the disability which inhibits the student’s ability to access and engage
with education the greatest'.

Overall, the greatest number of students with disability in the sample schools have a learning disability (33%), intellectual
disability (18%) or Autism Spectrum Disorder (16%) (see Figure 8). Together, students with these primary disabilities make
up over two thirds of the sample. It is noted that the spread of disabilities (regardless of primary or otherwise) displays a
similar pattern to the primary disability results above. Students that have a physical disability, vision impairment or chronic
long-term or conductive hearing loss make up less than 8% of the sample. It is important to note that the disability type
classifications for the purposes of the trial include speech and language disorders as a learning disability, which may
contribute to the results shown.

Figure 8: Primary disability of students by state in the selected sample

This document contained an image outlining the primary disability of students by state in the selected sample. It has been
removed and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the information is available to people with various
information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of this publication.

The image showed the proportions of students with learning disability, intellectual disability, Autism spectrum disorder, mental
health (psychiatric) disorder and or social or emotional disorder, physical disability, vision impairment and chronic long-term
or conductive hearing loss; severe behaviour disorder, chronic medical condition and global development delay in each state
and territory.

Schools were asked to identify the recognised practitioner who diagnosed the primary disability of each student. If the student
had not been diagnosed, schools also had the option to enter students who were validated by the Education Authority.

Figure 9 shows the spread of who diagnosed or validated a disability. Overall, 7.3% of students were validated by the
relevant Education Authority. This low proportion suggests that schools have accurately interpreted the intent of the National
Model is to capture students with disability, not to capture all students that are provided with adjustments for other reasons.

Schools were only asked to provide information on the recognised practitioner who diagnosed the primary disability and, as
such, no data was collected on who diagnosed or verified other disabilities identified.

Figure 9: Students diagnosed or validated by a recognised practitioner or the Education Authority for the
selected sample

This document contained an image outlining students diagnosed or validated by a recognised practitioner or the Education
Authority for the selected sample. It has been removed and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the
information is available to people with various information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of
this publication.
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The image showed 18.7% were validated by a paediatrician; 16.6% by a registered psychologist; 16% by a speech
pathologist; 10.7% by specialist educational psychologists; 8.4% by a clinical psychologist; 7.3% by an Education Authority;
6.0% by a medical specialist; 5.4% by a developmental paediatrician; 3.5% by other; 3.0% by an audiologist; 2.2% by a
psychiatrist; 0.6% by an ophthalmologist; 0.6% by a neurologist; 0.5% by an optometrist; 0.4% by a neuropsychologist; 0.1%
by an orthopaedic surgeon.
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5.1.4 Adjustments

Schools were asked to assess the overall level of adjustment for each student across four categories — extensive,
substantial, supplementary or no adjustments made.

Figure 10 shows that 14% of students with disability identified in this Model receive an extensive level of adjustment. Greater

than average proportions for ‘extensive’ are shown for Perth, Hobart and the Sydney Eastern Suburbs. This was expected
given the presence of special schools in those regions.

Figure 10: Level of adjustment provided to students by region in the selected sample

This document contained an image outlining the level of adjustment provided to students by region in the selected sample. It
has been removed and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the information is available to people with
various information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of this publication.

The image showed the following:

NSW

Sydney Eastern suburbs — 19% extensive, 18% substantial, 61% supplementary and 1% no level of adjustment
Moree and surrounds — 16% extensive, 21% substantial, 60% supplementary and 3% no level of adjustment
ACT

Canberra - 10% extensive, 23% substantial, 59% supplementary and 8% no level of adjustment

VIC

Melbourne - 5% extensive, 25% substantial, 67% supplementary and 2% no level of adjustment

Mildura/Swan Hill - 6% extensive, 38% substantial, 52% supplementary and 3% no level of adjustment

SA

Salisbury - 13% extensive, 26% substantial, 59% supplementary and 1% no level of adjustment

Mt Gambier - 17% extensive, 19% substantial, 59% supplementary and 5% no level of adjustment

WA

The Kimberley - 10% extensive, 18% substantial, 71% supplementary and 1% no level of adjustment

Perth - 34% extensive, 26% substantial, 37% supplementary and 3% no level of adjustment

TAS

Hobart - 23% extensive, 16% substantial, 51% supplementary and 10% no level of adjustment

North West Tasmania - 8% extensive, 13% substantial, 74% supplementary and 5% no level of adjustment

NT

Alice Springs - 8% extensive, 22% substantial, 63% supplementary and 7% no level of adjustment

Darwin - 11% extensive, 40% substantial, 43% supplementary and 6% no level of adjustment

QLD

Mackay - 11% extensive, 34% substantial, 46% supplementary and 8% no level of adjustment

Moreton Shire - 21% extensive, 28% substantial, 48% supplementary and 3% no level of adjustment

Overall

14% extensive, 25% substantial, 57% supplementary and 4% no level of adjustment

(Note: percentages may not total 100 due to rounding)
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Figure 11 shows that for the selected sample, schools in the independent sector are providing supplementary adjustments to
63% of their students with disability and extensive adjustments to 9%. Conversely, the Government sector is providing
extensive adjustments to a much larger proportion of its students with disability (19%).

Figure 11: Level of adjustment provided by sector in the selected sample

This document contained an image outlining the level of adjustment provided by sector in the selected sample. It has been
removed and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the information is available to people with various
information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of this publication.

The image showed the following:

Government Sector: 4% no adjustment, 50% supplementary, 27% substantial and 19% extensive adjustment.

Catholic sector: 4% no adjustment, 65% supplementary, 23% substantial and 9% extensive adjustment.

Independent sector: 4% no adjustment, 63% supplementary, 23% substantial and 9% extensive adjustment.

(Note: percentages may not equal the total due to rounding)
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Figure 12 shows the adjustment category selected given the number of adjustments made for a student. This shows that the
likelihood of ‘extensive’ being selected increases when the number of adjustments increases.

It is important to note that it is reasonable that some students could receive a high number of adjustment types but to such a
small extent that the overall level is considered ‘supplementary.” Conversely, it is just as reasonable that some students may
receive a smaller number of adjustments but to such an extent that they are classified as ‘extensive.” Despite this, the pattern
of adjustments shown is in line with the definitions included in the National Model.

Figure 12: Level of adjustment provided by number of adjustment types selected per student in the selected
sample

This document contained an image outlining the level of adjustment provided by number of adjustment types selected per
student in the selected sample. It has been removed and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the
information is available to people with various information accessibility needs. The image is included in the PDF version of
this publication.

The image showed that:

No selected adjustment types: 2% supplementary and 98% no level of adjustments

1 adjustment type: 3% substantial, 89% supplementary and 7% no level of adjustment

2 adjustment types: 12% substantial, 86% supplementary level of adjustment

3 adjustment types: 4% extensive, 31% substantial, 64% supplementary level of adjustment

4 adjustment types: 9% extensive, 40% substantial, 51% supplementary level of adjustment

5 adjustment types: 15% extensive, 48% substantial, 37% supplementary level of adjustment

6 adjustment types: 30% extensive, 53% substantial, 17% supplementary level of adjustment

7 adjustment types: 55% extensive, 37% substantial, 8% supplementary level of adjustment

8 adjustment types: 76% extensive, 21% substantial, 3% supplementary level of adjustment

9 adjustment types: 89% extensive, 10% substantial level of adjustment

10 adjustment types: 67% extensive, 11% substantial, 22% supplementary level of adjustment

Overall: 14% extensive, 25% substantial, 57% supplementary and 4% no level of adjustment
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Figure 13 show the number of students identified at each year level and the level of adjustment provided to those students.
The results show that 27% of the identified students with disability in the first year of mandatory, full time schooling are
receiving an extensive level of adjustment. Note that this chart shows the number of recorded students in each year level for
the schools in the sample and the proportion receiving each level of adjustment. Variations in the number of recorded
students should not be interpreted as different rates of recording of students with disability across year levels. In the trial, no
information was collected on the number of students in each year level at each school, therefore we are unable to analyse
the rates of inclusion by year level.

Figure 13: Level of adjustment by year level for schools in the selected sample

This document contained an image outlining the level of adjustment by year level for schools in the selected sample. It has
been removed and replaced with a description of the image to ensure that the information is