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Type

Explanation

Urban primary

Any primary school in North Coast, Metropolitan, South
East regions, plus Darling Downs South West, Central
Queensland, North Queensland, Far North Queensland
regions if Education Queensland zone is metro or provincial,
but excluding those with 1000 or more student enrolments

Very large, urban primary

Any primary school with 1000 or more student enrolments in
North Coast, Metropolitan, South East regions, plus Darling
Downs South West, Central Queensland, North Queensland,
Far North Queensland regions if Education Queensland zone
is metro or provincial

Rural primary

Any primary school in Darling Downs South West, Central
Queensland, North Queensland, Far North Queensland
regions, except where Education Queensland zone is metro or
provincial, but excluding schools with 50 or fewer students

Very small, rural primary

Any primary school with 50 or fewer students, in Darling
Downs South West, Central Queensland, North Queensland,
Far North Queensland regions, except where Education
Queensland zone is metro or provincial

Urban secondary

Any secondary school in North Coast, Metropolitan, South
East regions, plus Darling Downs South West, Central
Queensland, North Queensland, Far North Queensland
regions if Education Queensland zone is metro or provincial,
but excluding those with 1000 or more student enrolments

Very large, urban
secondary

Any secondary school with 1000 or more student enrolments
in North Coast, Metropolitan, South East regions, plus Darling
Downs South West, Central Queensland, North Queensland,
Far North Queensland regions if Education Queensland zone is
metro or provincial

Rural secondary

Any secondary school in Darling Downs South West, Central
Queensland, North Queensland, Far North Queensland
regions, except where Education Queensland zone is metro
or provincial

Combined

Any combined school, except when remote, plus schools of
distance education

Remote

Any school, except special schools and outdoor and
environmental education centres, defined as remote under
Education Queensland zones definition, regardless of sector
or student enrolment number

Special

Any special school, regardless of location or student
enrolment number

Outdoor and environmental Any outdoor and environmental education centre, regardless
education centres
of location or student enrolment number
Specific purpose

Barrett Adolescent Centre Special School, Lady Cilento
Children’s Hospital School and Woody Point Special School
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Appendix B Executive summary, School Improvement Unit
study tour 2016
The systems visited in this field study were selected according to their profile: Office for Standards
in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted), a recognised differential approach with many
similar characteristics to the School Improvement Unit (SIU); Scotland, which emphasises schools’
self-evaluation; the Netherlands with sustained results in Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA); Poland with the sustained improvement in relative gain in PISA; and Singapore
based on ongoing high performance and high relative gain improvement over the past five years
according to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). This review
considers the primary features of each system, based on field work undertaken in February 2016.
Review of the English system
Recently, Ofsted has made two significant changes. Firstly, it has opted to have fewer contractors,
that is, a more permanent workforce. Secondly, it has moved to a risk-based inspection approach,
while still maintaining strong compliance elements of its external evaluations with high stakes
outcomes. All external contractors are now employed by Ofsted. Inspections are a point-intime review based on observations and assessment of standards. No intervention or support
is provided. Ofsted is responsible for inspecting all aspects of education at all sites, including
regional offices and local authorities. Regional commissioners are increasingly working in
partnership with inspectors and influencing the additional funding available to support schools,
particularly those that require improvement. Self-evaluation is not compulsory. There has been
a move away from classroom observations to the inspection of notebooks. Most head teachers
who have consistent ‘requires improvement’ ratings are removed from their school and not given
another headship. Schools are still very hesitant to trust the inspectorate. Extensive training and
quality assurance processes are in place for Her Majesty’s Inspectors.
Review of the Scottish system
This system has a strong emphasis on self-evaluation undertaken each year by schools.
The process is supported by the local authorities and there is clear evidence of a support
and mentoring role by inspectors when the school is ‘travelling well’. Partnerships with
the local authorities play a key role for inspectors. Local authority scrutiny is a part of
the system that is reviewed by inspectors. Lay members are involved in the inspection
process, particularly with the students, families and non-educators, and they have become
a part of the inspectorate workforce. Resources are allocated to authorities to support
school-based quality improvement officers and attainment officers. The Curriculum for
Excellence initiative has been strongly adopted by all schools and local community groups.
Review of the Dutch system
The Dutch have a highly specialised inspection workforce, with each inspector assigned
to a particular sector, such as special education institutions, universities, and primary,
secondary or vocational schools. The inspectorate has responsibility across all elements of
education in the country, and inspects all educational institutions that receive government
funding. The worst performers are named publicly, but also receive additional resources
to facilitate improvement. School boards (such as Catholic Education Offices) have a key
responsibility for schools’ performance. The inspectorate works with these groups to
achieve improvement. Standards are identified by ratings in each domain.
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Review of the Polish system

Principal capability and development in Singapore

There are three key functions of the Polish school improvement system: internal review,
support and external evaluation. An internal review is conducted by teachers in cooperation
with the head teacher. Key priorities are determined for the school in this way. The inspectorate
also identifies key areas that are deficient and highlights these for consideration. An external
inspection occurs over five days within the period of a fortnight, and is carried out by two
inspectors. The draft report is discussed with the head teacher and staff as part of the feedback
process. The final report reflects the views of the inspector and staff. 12 criteria are used and
student mental and physical safety is a priority. Inspections can be conducted more frequently
if the school is weak. The contributing factors for improved performance include the:

The Ministry of Education in Singapore has a leadership development stream for middle
managers, deputy principals and principals. Participants are selected after taking part in
a multifaceted entry program that includes interviews, tests and in-basket activities. The
head of department program is an allocated 16 weeks, and the program into principalship
is one semester. The program has two major parts. There are the technical aspects of
leadership, and then 30 per cent is based on implementation of an initiative in a school
over the period. Principals work in teams of six or seven, with a professor being a critical
friend who challenges their thinking. The aim is to implement a sustainable project with
no authority base, and to discover what thinking and processes sit behind this. It fosters
creativity and challenge. The program is focused on self-organisation, non-linear thinking
and emerging experience, discovering what learning has taken place. The program aims to
foster innovation and the thinking that sits behind innovation, through design thinking.
The Ministry of Education does not teach leaders to complete the tool that is used by the
inspectorate, but rather they teach the skills and processes of self-evaluation. Advanced
principal courses, organised by the civil service, run for two weeks.

• importance of professional development of teachers
• contribution of teachers to the internal review process
• change of emphasis in the method of teaching (more problem solving and skills
development).
Mathematics has become compulsory and English is mandatory from kindergarten. European
Union funding has supported these initiatives. Everyone can access the nursery program for
children at the age of three. Polish education acknowledges high-performing teachers through
the Charter Teacher program that takes three years to achieve. Public universities are free and
open to all Polish students regardless of background, but entry requirements include a rigorous
external examination. Teacher quality has been strongly emphasised under the new Polish
system, established in 2008.
Review of the Singaporean system
The Singaporean system is based on the School Excellence Model where there is strong school
autonomy. Since 2013, Singapore has moved from the European accreditation system and its
processes now have their own flavour, such as stronger recognition of culture and innovation.
The tool it uses has moved to a strong teaching and learning focus, along with innovation and
character development. Schools undertake an extensive biennial self-evaluation utilising a
tool with enablers (three-quarters of tool) and results (one-quarter of tool) categories. A team
of evaluators visits for no more than three days out of the two weeks allocated to an external
review. It verifies the school findings and challenges where there is a difference. During the
verification process, the team conducts in-depth data analysis, engages in discussions with
the school leadership team, provides feedback and undertakes report writing. The teams
are led by an evaluator who has been seconded, usually for more than three years, the
superintendent, and a school leader from another school. Schools are given an assessment
ranking. School leadership teams undertake intensive training on how to complete a selfevaluation. Results consist mainly of data tables that outline the current performance. Bonuses
and performance pay are largely determined by the outcomes of this evaluation. An external
evaluation is conducted every six years.
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Concluding comments
All inspection systems have similar elements of review but use different terminology. The
National School Improvement Tool (NSIT) is consistent with the inspectorate standards
of jurisdictions visited. There are different levels of emphasis, but the most common
discrete priority area is staff and student safety and wellbeing. However, consideration
of the relationship with the community, as a part of a review process, is less common. All
systems visited give schools a rating against standards. Only the Scottish inspectorate
took a coaching and support role. Each system had responsibility for all aspects of
education, with a strong emphasis on independence in each system. Although selfevaluation is an option in each system when preparing for an inspection, in Scotland and
Singapore it was required to be undertaken as part of a regular cycle.
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Appendix C National School Improvement Tool domains
1. An explicit improvement agenda: The school leadership team and/or governing
body have established and are driving a strong improvement agenda for the
school, grounded in evidence from research and practice, and expressed in terms
of improvements in measurable student outcomes. Explicit and clear school-wide
targets for improvement have been set and communicated to parents and families,
teachers and students, with accompanying timelines.
2. Analysis and discussion of data: A high priority is given to the school-wide analysis
and discussion of systematically collected data on student outcomes, including
academic, attendance and behavioural outcomes, and student wellbeing. Data
analyses consider overall school performance as well as the performances of
students from identified priority groups; evidence of improvement/regression over
time; performances in comparison with similar schools; and, in the case of data
from standardised tests, measures of growth across the years of school.
3. A culture that promotes learning: The school is driven by a deep belief that every
student is capable of successful learning. A high priority is given to building and
maintaining positive and caring relationships between staff, students and parents.
There is a strong collegial culture of mutual trust and support among teachers and
school leaders, and parents are treated as partners in the promotion of student
learning and wellbeing. The school works to maintain a learning environment that is
safe, respectful, tolerant, inclusive and that promotes intellectual rigour.
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8. Effective pedagogical practices: The school principal and other school leaders
recognise that highly effective teaching is the key to improving student learning
throughout the school. They take a strong leadership role, encouraging the use of
research-based teaching practices in all classrooms to ensure that every student
is engaged, challenged and learning successfully. All teachers understand and use
effective teaching methods — including explicit instruction — to maximise student
learning.
9. School–community partnerships: The school actively seeks ways to enhance student
learning and wellbeing by partnering with parents and families, other education and
training institutions, local businesses and community organisations. Parents and
families are recognised as integral members of the school community and partners
in their children’s education. Partnerships are strategically established to address
identified student needs and operate by providing access to experiences, support
and intellectual and/or physical resources not available within the school. All
partners are committed to the common purposes and goals of partnership activities.
Procedures are in place to ensure effective communications and to monitor and
evaluate the intended impacts of the school’s partnerships.
Extract from Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER). (2012). National School
Improvement Tool (NSIT). Melbourne: ACER. Retrieved from https://www.acer.edu.au/files/
NSIT.pdf.

4. Targeted use of school resources: The school applies its resources (staff time,
expertise, funds, facilities, materials) in a targeted manner to meet the learning and
wellbeing needs of all students. It has school-wide policies, practices and programs
in place to assist in identifying and addressing student needs. Flexible structures
and processes enable the school to respond appropriately to the needs of individual
learners.
5. An expert teaching team: The school has found ways to build a school-wide,
professional team of highly able teachers, including teachers who take an active
leadership role beyond the classroom. Strong procedures are in place to encourage
a school-wide, shared responsibility for student learning and success, and to
encourage the development of a culture of continuous professional improvement
that includes classroom-based learning, mentoring and coaching arrangements.
6. Systematic curriculum delivery: The school has a coherent, sequenced plan for
curriculum delivery that ensures consistent teaching and learning expectations and a
clear reference for monitoring learning across the year levels. The plan, within which
evidence-based teaching practices are embedded, and to which assessment and
reporting procedures are aligned, has been developed with reference to the Australian
Curriculum or other approved curriculum, and refined collaboratively to provide a
shared vision for curriculum practice. This plan is shared with parents and families.
7. Differentiated teaching and learning: The school places a high priority on ensuring
that, in their day-to-day teaching, classroom teachers identify and address the
learning needs of individual students, including high-achieving students. Teachers
are encouraged and supported to monitor closely the progress of individuals, identify
learning difficulties and tailor classroom activities to levels of readiness and need.
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Appendix D Analysis of School Improvement Unit review reports

Level one:

Level two:

The school review reports were primarily produced as a qualitative outcome for schools.
An established and appropriate data analysis method was implemented. It was consistent
with the data being used and the overall objectives of the research. The data were coded
utilising NVivo 10 data analysis software. The process, including the coding framework
applied to the data, is detailed below.

Leadership

Key improvement strategies
Leading people

Conceptual organisers

Elements of improvement

School funding and budgets
School culture

The coding process
Once a school review report had been compiled by the school review team, it was then forwarded
to the School Improvement Unit (SIU) reports team for editing to ensure readability, consistency
and accuracy of information. Basic school statistical data were also added during this quality
assurance process. A data-cleansing process also occurred, where the data were converted into a
standard format that could be directly uploaded into the NVivo 10 software ready for coding.

Utilising data

Coding was the initial stage of data analysis. Reports were analysed line by line, word
by word, to identify key words or phrases that connected the reviewer’s account of their
experience at the school (Goulding 1999; Holton 2010). They were then broken down into
distinct smaller text units.
The coding process consisted of a single stage application, which applied the coding framework to
the text of the school review reports. Codes were only applied to specific areas of the review reports:
the findings in each of the nine National School Improvement Tool (NSIT) domains became the
main dataset. Their improvement strategies were also coded to enable advice on the prevalence
of particular types of improvement strategies, but were not included in the main dataset as they
mirrored the findings. The executive summaries of reports were ignored to avoid data duplication.
Coding involved a close examination of each clause, sentence or paragraph in the review
reports in order to identify the single most appropriate conceptual category to describe what
was occurring within the datum. Each review report was read closely, and codes assigned that
were best representative of each piece of information (Bryant & Charmaz 2010; Creswell 2003).
In this way, the data were fractured into usable units of information.

Learning

Teaching

Inclusive strategies
High expectations of students
Individualised, flexible learning
Exceptional learning strategies
Student empowerment
Challenging learning experiences
Pedagogy

Curriculum

The coding process was not a matter of applying a simple description or theme to the data,
but was centrally concerned with converting the data theoretically (Strauss & Corbin 1998). In
order to achieve this conversion, three questions based on Punch (2013, p. 184) were asked
throughout the open coding process:
• What is this datum an example of?

• What category or property of a
category does this datum indicate?

• What does this datum stand for or
represent?

Learning
environments

Program support mechanisms
Learning resources

Partnerships

Shared responsibility for student
success
Reasonable adjustments
Teacher aide support
Conducive learning environments
School–community partnerships

The coding framework
The genesis of the coding framework (see Table D.1) was both inductive and deductive.
Firstly, the level one codes of leadership, learning, learning environments, partnerships
and teaching were inductively drawn from salient literature in school improvement,
specifically the work of Masters (2012). Secondly, sub-level codes, specifically the
elements of improvement, improvement processes and particular issues, were developed
inductively from the school review reports, before and during the coding process when
new codes were required as new conceptual data were raised in subsequent school review
reports.
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Collaborative teaching and learning
Community engagement
Collaboration with parents

Level three:

Improvement processes

Level four:
Specific issues

Evidencing an improvement agenda Articulation of the
improvement agenda
Dissemination of the
improvement agenda
Attendance
Behaviour and discipline of
students
Constructive interactions
Disengagement
Sense of belonging
Staff wellbeing
Student demographics
Student wellbeing
Access to data
Collecting and analysing data
Data literacy and engaging with data
Sources of data used
Using and communicating data

NAPLAN data
Parents
School leadership team
Students
Teachers

Student learning goals
Student feedback
Continuous improvement of teaching Induction
Teacher aide professional
development
Feedback on teaching performance
Professional learning communities
Collaborative curriculum practices
Assessment
Moderation
Professional development in
curriculum planning
Curriculum implementation
Evidence of a mandated curriculum
Curriculum addresses priority areas
or is locally relevant
Human resources
Non-human resources

IPS school councils
Parents and Citizens’ Associations
(P&Cs)
School clusters

Table D.1: Coding framework for review reports, SIU, 2015
Note: conceptual organisers based on Masters 2012.
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The coding framework was also influenced by ongoing consultation and peer review with
experienced education professionals. To ensure codes were rigorous, they were discussed
with the Director-General, Executive Director, regional directors, selected school principals
and SIU colleagues as part of targeted research conversations. The application of codes
was tested as part of the peer review, a series of interim reports in Terms 1, 2 and 3 in
2015. The codes could be traced back to the data in which they were grounded (Charmaz
2006; 2014), thereby providing an audit trail.
The hierarchical relationships between codes were determined by considering the causes
and consequences of what was happening within the data, interpreting concepts/activities
as different aspects or dimensions of a common code, and establishing their position
in a larger process (for example, leadership) or as a stimulus-response association (for
example, utilising data, data literacy and engaging with data) (Punch 2013).
Clear definitions for codes were established to assist in the reliability of the coding
process. Definitions for level one codes were derived directly from the literature, while
further code level definitions came from a combination of the literature, the NSIT and
the type of data contained within each. The definitions of level one and two codes are
presented in Table D.2.
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Code

Definition used to guide the coding process

Leading people

All aspects in the leadership of the teaching team, collaborative practices,
goal setting, communication and leading the expert teaching team.

Learning

These are student-focused strategies (what the student experiences):
promoting a belief that all students can learn successfully; enhancing
student motivation and engagement; setting explicit and high standards for
student learning; exploring and understanding students' starting points and
learning needs; and providing flexible programs and pathways to address
individual needs (Masters 2012, p. 27).

Learning environments

Ensuring safe and supportive learning environments; maintaining positive
and respectful relationships; creating classroom cultures in which learning
is a priority for all; and celebrating student progress and success (Masters
2012, p. 28).

Learning resources

Resources for learning, both human and non-human, used within the student
learning environment.

Partnerships

Partnering with parents and families to improve outcomes for students and
establishing relationships with local community organisations and businesses
in the interests of improved student outcomes (Masters 2012, p. 27).

Pedagogy

Pedagogy is teacher and teaching focused (what the teacher experiences);
all aspects of teachers' teaching practice, including the types of pedagogical
frameworks used and their implementation; includes the feedback and
performance review of teachers' teaching practice.

Program support mechanisms

Additional support programs where required, for example, school-wide
programs and specialist support programs.

Reasonable adjustments

Specialised support required to ensure equity in learning so that students
experience positive interdependence in the classroom and that the teacher feels
supported in his/her efforts to promote student success (York et al. 1992).

Code

Definition used to guide the coding process

Challenging learning experience

Students (non-exceptional) being challenged by the cognitive load expected
of them in their learning.

Collaboration with parents

School building partnerships with parents and families.

Collaborative teaching and
learning

Partnerships that include teaching or learning activities; includes activities
and interactions with cluster schools and feeder schools.

Community engagement

One-way engagement model where the school engages with the community
or members of the community engage with the school.

School–community partnerships

A dual engagement model where both partners benefit from the engagement
activities; includes Parents and Citizens’ Associations and playgroups.

Conducive learning environments

Explicit teaching and/or embedded pedagogical frameworks.

School culture

Curriculum

The types of curriculum used and how they have been planned and
implemented; includes Australian Curriculum, Curriculum into the Classroom,
Queensland Curriculum (QCAR or QCARF) and Queensland Curriculum and
Assessment Authority.

The collective values, beliefs and principles of the school; a set of shared
assumptions that guide what happens in the school, defining appropriate
behaviour for staff, students and parents.

School funding and budgets

All aspects of school revenues and expenditure; funding priorities of
individual schools and concerns regarding funding and resources.

Shared responsibility for student
success

The whole school shares responsibility for student learning outcomes.

Student empowerment

Students are empowered in the learning process by being encouraged to
take part in their own learning processes through the setting and meeting of
learning goals/plans or taking action on feedback on their own learning.

Teacher aide support

All aspects in the engagement of teacher aides in the support of the learning
environment.

Teaching

What the teacher does (what is taught and how it is taught); includes driving
high-quality teaching practices; making decisions about what should be
taught and ensuring curriculum sequencing and coherence; assessing and
monitoring student learning and providing feedback to students and parents;
and professional learning focused on continual improvements in teaching
effectiveness (Masters 2012, p. 27).

Utilising data

All aspects in the gathering and use of data to inform practice, such as
decision making by school leaders or teachers in their teaching practice; the
data literacy skills required for the effective use of data in schools.

Exceptional learning strategies

The experiences of exceptional learners only; strategies to assist those
students who are identified as exceptional learners; whether those
exceptional students are being challenged in their learning.

High expectations of students

Excellence is expected of all students in all aspects of their learning and
behaviour.

Inclusive strategies

All students are included in learning so that they are successful in their
educational and social endeavours (York et al. 1992). York et al. (1992)
identify the following teaching innovations as inclusive: cooperative learning,
whole language, multilevel instruction, curriculum overlapping, peer tutoring,
and creative problem solving.

Individualised, flexible learning

Student learning experiences are differentiated and tailored to the specific
learning needs of the student.

Key improvement strategies

Items or priorities within the school improvement agenda.

Leadership

Leadership includes establishing a clear vision and direction for the school;
promoting a collective sense of responsibility for improving student learning
and outcomes; monitoring school performance data; encouraging reflective
practices; providing hands-on instructional leadership; and managing and
targeting school resources to improve outcomes for students (Masters 2012,
p. 27).
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Table D.2: Definitions for codes, SIU, 2015
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Within two weeks of
• Publish the executive summary on your school website.
receiving the review report • Discuss the key findings and improvement strategies
from the review with your leadership team, staff and
school community.
Within four weeks of
• Discuss the draft action plan with your assistant regional
receiving the review report
director or principal supervisor.
• Email the draft action plan to the School Improvement Unit at
SIUMB@dete.qld.gov.au for feedback from your case manager.
• Don’t forget your case manager is only a phone call or
email away and is happy to provide advice and support.
Three-month check-in
• Meet with your case manager, assistant regional director
and school leadership team to:
• monitor the implementation of the action plan
• discuss the evidence which will be used to evaluate
progress at the next check-in.
• Following the discussion, the case manager emails
feedback to the principal and assistant regional director
or principal supervisor.
• Email the final action plan (with signatures) to the School
Improvement Unit.
Six-month check-in
• The case manager will meet with school staff, students
and other members of the school community to gauge the
school’s progress against the action plan.
• The option of a nine-month visit is discussed.
• Following the discussion, the case manager emails
feedback to the principal and assistant regional director
or principal supervisor.
Nine-month check-in
• The case manager will seek further evidence of progress
(optional, as needed)
against the action plan.
• Written feedback is provided.
12-month check-in and
• The case manager and an internal reviewer from the
evaluation
School Improvement Unit visit the school to evaluate the
effectiveness of the school’s response to its review after
12 months.
After the 12-month
• The School Improvement Unit emails an evaluation
evaluation
report to the principal and assistant regional director or
principal supervisor.
• The School Improvement Unit will make one of three
determinations:
1. The School Improvement Unit will finalise its support
of the school if the school, with regional support, is
making positive gains.
2. The School Improvement Unit will identify additional
targeted regional support for the school.
3. The School Improvement Unit will schedule the school
for a second priority support review. Another program
of three-monthly check-ins to follow.
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List of initialisms and acronyms
ACER

Australian Council for Educational
Research

AIP

annual implementation plan

AITSL

MSS

Mean Scale Score

NAIDOC

National Aborigines and Islanders
Day Observance Committee

Australian Institute for Teaching
and School Leadership

NAPLAN

National Assessment Program —
Literacy and Numeracy

APA

Annual Performance Assessment

NEA

National Education Agreement

ARD

assistant regional director

NERA

ARR

apparent retention rates

National Education Reform
Agreement

ARTIE

Achieving Results Through
Indigenous Education

NMS

National Minimum Standard

NSIT

National School Improvement Tool

ASoT

Art and Science of Teaching

OECD

ATAR

Australian Tertiary Admission
Rank

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

OEEC

outdoor and environmental
education centre

C2C

Curriculum into the Classroom

CARS

Comprehensive Assessment of
Reading Strategies

Ofsted

Office for Standards in Education,
Children’s Services and Skills

CEC

community education counsellor

OP

Overall Position

COAG

Council of Australian
Governments

P&C

Parents and Citizens’ Association

PAT-R

Progressive Achievement Tests in
Reading

PIRLS

Progress in International Reading
Literacy Study

DET

Department of Education and
Training

DPP

developing performance plans

EAL/D

English as an additional language
or dialect

PISA

Programme for International
Student Assessment

ECEC

early childhood education and
care

PLC

professional learning community

PROBE

Prose Reading Observation,
Behaviour and Evaluation of
Comprehension

QCAA

Queensland Curriculum and
Assessment Authority

QCE

Queensland Certificate of
Education

EQ

Education Queensland

FTE

full-time equivalent

GRG

Great Results Guarantee grant

HOC

head of curriculum

HOD

head of department

HOSES

head of special education
services

QCIA

IBD

International Baccalaureate
Diploma

Queensland Certificate of
Individual Achievement

QSS

Queensland state schools

ICP

individual curriculum plan

QTU

Queensland Teachers' Union

ICSEA

Index of Community SocioEducational Advantage

SAFE

SCORE, Accuracy, Fluency,
Expanded Vocabulary

ICT

information and communication
technology

SCORE

LOTE

language other than English

Skim and Scan, Connect and
Question, Organise Your Thinking,
Read and Reflect, be the Expert

MOU

Memorandum of Understanding

SDA

school/student disciplinary
absence

227

I

Appendix E Next steps after a priority support review

2015 Annual Report

Department of Education and Training

Service Delivery Statement

SIU

School Improvement Unit

SMART

Specific Measurable Achievable
Realistic Timely

SOS

School Opinion Survey

STARS

Endnotes
01

School improvement and reviews in Queensland schools

1.

Subsequent annual reports will be able to present comparison of findings over time.
These will be limited in part by the cohort of review schools varying at each time period.

Strategies to Achieve Reading
Success

2.

STLaN

support teacher literacy and
numeracy

A specific typology of schools has been developed by the SIU which combines school
type, size and location. See appendix A, SIU school types, for details.

3.

SWD

students with disability

SWPBS

School Wide Positive Behaviour
Support

In its National Indigenous Reform Agreement of 2008, COAG established and funded
the program in order to achieve six health, education and employment targets which
would ‘close the gap’ in Indigenous disadvantage in Australia.

4.

TAFE

Technical and Further Education

TaLSIF

Teaching and Learning School
Improvement Framework

While the precise reviewer mix varies between review types, priority support and full
school reviews proceed in an identical fashion. However, upon completion, schools
receiving a priority support review continue to receive formal support from the SIU for
the following year.

THRASS

Teaching Handwriting, Reading
and Spelling Skills

5.

TIMSS

Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study

The school review process is the subject of a joint statement between the department
and the Queensland Teachers’ Union, see www.qtu.asn.au/files//7714/5335/5716/
School_reviews.pdf

6.

U2B

upper two bands

VET

vocational education and training

YMCA

Young Men’s Christian
Association

These data include location, education region, year school opened, year levels,
current enrolment, percentage of Indigenous students, percentage of students with
disability, Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) value, year
principal appointed, number of teachers, nearby schools, significant community
partnerships and unique school programs.

7.

Owing to the nonstandard format of self-determined review reports not undertaken
by the SIU, they were often not able to be analysed in the same way as other review
reports. This means overall findings do not include findings from some of the more
high-performing schools.

8.

This principle has been maintained under the SIU school review regime. It is
recognised that this approach limits the evidence collected by school reviews about
the performance of the principal as leader and key leadership concepts.

9.

Senior officers in regional or central office may request emergent reviews when
significant issues, for example, a sudden decline in performance data or a major
community concern, need to be addressed.

02

School improvement outcomes across Queensland state schools

10. Note that schools with higher attendance rates tend to have students from higher
socioeconomic status families.
11. Although the strategies outlined were found to be effective or potentially effective
practices in the 2015 review schools, schools need to consider their own local
context, including their priorities and the age of students, when determining which
(if any) of these approaches might address the specific attendance issues in their
school.
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