Edith Cowan University  - Draft Version

1. What was your first impression of the draft IEAP when you read it? 

The first impression of the draft Indigenous Education Action Plan (IEAP) is one of focus and clarity. The draft IEAP provides sufficient background on such matters as the COAG targets and brief overviews of relevant research findings to be informative while setting the context for the various actions then proposed. 

The draft IEAP presents as the next logical step from Australian Directions so there is a degree of continuity while also shifting to a more action oriented focus that appears to have taken up many of the suggestions made in the review of Australian Directions. It presents a comprehensive coordinated approach to improving Indigenous education outcomes across Australia as well as within the jurisdictions. 
2. What questions, issues or concerns did the draft IEAP raise for you? 

Questions, issues and concerns are largely considered under subsequent sections of this submission. In addition to the comments in the subsequent sections, some clarity about how a school becomes a ‘focus school’ would be useful, as would information about access to programs, services and resources if schools are not deemed to be ‘focus schools’.
3. Are there important issues that you feel have not been addressed in the draft IEAP? 

While the draft IEAP does make mention of partnering in the area of Health most especially at Ministerial Council level, the impact of health on educational outcomes has not been given enough focus. Of particular note are the continuing impact of otitis media and the increasing impact of foetal alcohol spectrum disorder.


It is particularly critical to identify a strategy for building these health partnerships, indeed all partnerships.  Gaps in provision, loss of momentum, and lack of sustainable practices and outcomes result from hastily arranged and short term partnerships which may be active for a period but then leave an environment with unfulfilled expectations and without sustainable practices.

4. What do you like about the draft IEAP? 

The six principles for the delivery of programs and services to Indigenous Australians agreed under the National Indigenous Reform Agreement are strongly supported as sound and consistent with the principles that have applied to Indigenous education for almost two decades. 

In regard to the specific proposals in the draft IEAP, the following comments are offered in response. Please note that elements of this feedback overlap with the feedback provided in the next section on strengthening the IEAP.
Readiness for School

· Outcomes – supported

· Targets – supported though one of the targets (ie proficiency in the five AEDI domains) relates to the ‘focus schools’ when this should really be applied to all schools with Indigenous students

· Performance Indicator – supported, albeit soft (ie enrolment and attendance rather than achievement)

· National collaborative action – strongly supported, especially in regard to the proposed development of a National Early Years Workforce Strategy and the use of the Early Years Learning Framework to ensure family and community engagement in children’s educational journey

· Systemic and school-level action – supported though could be strengthened with better links to other community services and instrumentalities so that early childhood development opportunities are not catered for exclusively by the Education systems (in essence, the work is largely premised on the AEDI but it’s basic principles are then seemingly overlooked)

Engagement and Connections

· Outcomes – supported

· Targets – supported, especially in regard to the target about the Indigenous students having personalised learning plans in place, though this would be stronger if specific targets were set rather than the soft ‘increased number’; target concerning ‘grade progression’ would be stronger if worded in terms of attainment

· Performance indicators – supported (these correspond with the stated targets)

· National collaborative action – supported though the apparent assumption that high quality secondary schooling only exists outside regional and remote areas is a bit defeatist and not necessarily accurate; links to Health strongly supported

· Systemic and school-level action – supported albeit point 15’s ‘involvement of Indigenous families, teachers and Indigenous education workers’ could be stronger; point 16’s provision for education providers to ‘review the role of Indigenous education workers to maximise their ability to work in partnerships with Indigenous students, their parents and teachers to improve educational outcomes’ puts too much onus on Indigenous support staff rather than recognising the greater role of teachers and the need for teachers to be culturally competent

Attendance

· Outcomes – supported

· Targets – supported though could be stronger if particular attendance rates/proportions were set rather than the softer ‘increased attendance’

· Performance indicators – supported

· National collaborative action – supported 

· Systemic and school-level action – strongly supported especially in regard to ‘evidence-based attendance strategies’

Literacy and Numeracy

· Outcome – supported though would be stronger if specific proportions were noted rather than the softer ‘increased proportions’

· Targets – supported though preference is for increased achievement rates in NAPLAN rather than simply participation rates. There is also a question of who will resource and enable this to happen. A substitute for a measure of learning is preferred to NAPLAN
· Performance indicators – supported

· National collaborative action – supported

· Systemic and school-level action – supported in terms of ‘focus schools’ but there is nothing proposed for schools that are not classified as ‘focus’

Leadership, Quality Teaching and Workforce Development

· Outcomes – supported

· Targets – supported though could be extended to pre-service education of teachers

· Performance indicators – supported though, once again, this could be extended to pre-service education of teachers

· National collaborative action – strongly supported especially in regard to the development of a National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Educator Workforce Strategy. 

· Systemic and school-level action – strongly supported

Pathways to Real Post-School Options

· Outcome – supported but actual targets would have been stronger than the current ‘improved progression rates’

· Target – supported

· Performance indicator – supported

· National collaborative action – supported – a framework is required
· Systemic and school-level action – supported
5. Have you any further advice that you feel might strengthen the Plan? 

In making the following suggestions, it is recognised that the draft IEAP is a significant step forward and that often change is better when introduced on an incremental basis. It is therefore acknowledged that at least some of the suggestions may be more relevant for the subsequent IEAP.
Readiness for School

· Targets – one of the targets (ie proficiency in the five AEDI domains) relates to the ‘focus schools’ when this should really be applied to all schools with Indigenous students

· Performance Indicator – soft (ie enrolment and attendance rather than achievement)

· Systemic and school-level action – could be strengthened with better links to other community services and instrumentalities so that early childhood development opportunities are not catered for exclusively by the Education systems (in essence, the work is largely premised on the AEDI but its basic principles are then seemingly overlooked)

Engagement and Connections

· Targets – in regard to the target about the Indigenous students having personalised learning plans in place, though this would be stronger if specific targets were set rather than the soft ‘increased number’; target concerning ‘grade progression’ would be stronger if worded in terms of attainment

· National collaborative action – the apparent assumption that high quality secondary schooling only exists outside regional and remote areas is a bit defeatist and not necessarily accurate.  A strong focus on post-compulsory education, including improved provision of vocational education for school age and post-compulsory schooling aged young people is recommended.  Pathways to further professional and work related education and training will be enhanced
· Systemic and school-level action – point 15’s ‘involvement of Indigenous families, teachers and Indigenous education workers’ could be stronger; point 16’s provision for education providers to ‘review the role of Indigenous education workers to maximise their ability to work in partnerships with Indigenous students, their parents and teachers to improve educational outcomes’ puts too much onus on Indigenous support staff rather than recognising the greater role of teachers and the need for teachers to be culturally competent

Attendance

· Targets – could be stronger if particular attendance rates/proportions were set rather than the softer ‘increased attendance’

Literacy and Numeracy

· Outcome – would be stronger if specific proportions were noted rather than the softer ‘increased proportions’

· Targets – preference is for increased achievement rates in NAPLAN rather than simply participation rates

· Systemic and school-level action – there is nothing proposed for schools that are not classified as ‘focus’

Leadership, Quality Teaching and Workforce Development

· Targets – could be extended to pre-service education of teachers

· Performance indicators – could be extended to pre-service education of teachers

Pathways to Real Post-School Options

· Outcome – actual targets would have been stronger than the current ‘improved progression rates’
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