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1. Purpose of Visit:
· To evaluate the performance of Foundation Phase (Grade 1-3) learners from the project schools during the last supervised year of the project. 
· To provide teachers with feedback about the progress of their learners and to assist them with decisions about the promotion of learners to the next grade or retention- in the same grade.

· To give the project stakeholders a detailed overview of the project results (2008-2010).
· To prepare teachers for the final unsupervised year of the project (2011).

2. Evaluation Methodology:
General Overview of data collection during the project-
Baseline data was gathered from Grade 3 learners (who did not receive intervention) at the project schools before the start of the project (2007). This baseline data will be used to make comparisons with the learners who are in Grade 3 at the end of the project. The results of the baseline testing have been discussed in a previous report (Report One: Visit Three, November 2008). A representative, randomly selected sample of learners is being evaluated annually during the project (2008-2010) and will also be evaluated after the formal intervention process has been concluded (2011); that is, when those learners who started Grade R in 2008 are in Grade 3. Data gathering is being implemented in a gradated fashion over the three years: - Grade 1 & 2 learners in 2008 and Grade 1-3 learners in 2009-2010. All learners will again be evaluated in 2011. 
Foundation Phase learners from Lowryville Intermediate were also tested. Permission was granted by the school to test all learners at this school this year. This was in contrast to last year (2009) where permission was not granted to test Grade 2 and Grade 3 learners until the Provisional Department of Education intervened to allow this testing.
Data Collection: Year 3
Sample-
Grade 1 learners
Number of Grade 1 Learners (2010)
	
	Lowryville (n=135)
	Eureka

(n=85)
	Total

(n=220)

	Number of learners tested
	30
	30
	60

	Percentage of population
	22.2%
	35.0%
	27.3%


The sample represented 27.3% of all the learners in Grade 1 at the project schools. The size of this sample was therefore adequate both from the perspective of statistical analysis (30 participants or greater) and of being representative of the population (10% of the population). There has been a small decline in the number of Grade 1 learners since 2008 (a total of 220 learners in 2010 compared to 233 learners in 2008).
Grade 2 learners

Number of Grade 2 Learners (2010)
	
	Lowryville 

(n=112)
	Eureka

(n=83)
	Total

(n=195)

	Number of learners tested
	30
	30
	30

	Percentage of population
	26.8%
	36.1%
	30.8%


The sample represented 30.8% of all the learners in Grade 2 at the project schools. The size of this sample was therefore adequate, both from the perspective of statistical analysis (30 participants or greater) and of being representative of the population (10% of the population). There has been a small increase in the number of Grade 2 learners since 2008 (a total of 195 learners in 2010 compared to 191 and 193 learners in 2008 and 2009 respectively).

Grade 3 learners 
Number of Grade 3 Learners (2010)
	
	Lowryville

(n=113)
	Eureka

(n=69)
	Total

(n=182)

	Number of learners tested
	30
	30
	30

	Percentage of population
	26.5%
	43.5%
	33%


The sample represented 33% of all the learners in Grade 3 at the project schools. The size of this sample was therefore adequate, both from the perspective of statistical analysis (30 participants or greater) and of being representative of the population (10% of the population). There has been a small decline in the number of Grade 3 learners since 2009 (a total of 182 learners in 2010 compared to 189 in 2009).
Test Battery-
The following test battery has been administered annually (2008-2010) to a representative sample of learners in the project and will also be administered in 2011, the year following the formal intervention phase. The same test battery was used to gather baseline data from Grade 3 learners in 2007.
i) UCT Graded Spelling Test: a norm-based test developed for learners in the Western Cape. Administered to Grade 1-4 learners.

ii) UCT Graded Reading Test: a norm-based test developed for learners in the Western Cape. Administered to Grade 1-4 learners.

iii) Ballard One-Minute Test (Addition & Subtraction): a norm-based test developed for learners in the Western Cape. Administered to Grade 1-4 learners. 

iv) Boehm Test of Basic Concepts: a norm-based test, however used without making direct reference to these American derived norms. Reference is made to local norms that have been developed through the author’s field work and experience with this test in South Africa (2004-2009). This test was developed to assess the understanding of 50 high frequency basic concepts in young learners. Administered to Grade 1-4 learners.

Interpretation of results-

The results will initially be interpreted using mean scores obtained from the raw data. For the scholastic battery (UCT Graded Spelling Test, UCT Graded Reading Test, Ballard One-Minute Test) mean scores will be compared with the norm scores of the battery. These tests have been standardized using South African learners. The validity of the Ballard One-Minute Test was evaluated this year alongside a more comprehensive mathematics test developed by Schools Development Unit (2005), University of Cape Town. These results were not ready at the time of the writing of this report. The mean scores for the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts have been compared annually and also compared to a set of working norms for South African children. The results of the project will be statistically analysed and written up in February 2011.
3. Results: 
Grade 1
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Refer to Figure 1 and to Figure 2. Learners from Lowryville attained higher scores than their peers from Eureka in 2008 and 2009 (24.3 & 40.3 compared with 14.7 & 29.24 respectively). See Appendix 1. Learners from Eureka however attained higher scores than their peers in 2010 (Figure 1). This was the first time since the start of the project that learners from Eureka attained higher scores than those from Lowryville. They attained higher mean scores on all four tests in 2010. The biggest difference was in Reading (5.84 points), while there was a 1.14 point difference for Addition, 2.4 for Subtraction, and 4.36 for Spelling. Learners from Eureka obtained a mean scholastic score total of 49.73 compared with learners from Lowryville who obtained a mean score total of 35.73. According to the norms at the end of the year Grade 1s should attain a cumulative mean score total of 43.5. Eureka’s results were above norm in two of the four scholastic areas assessed, namely Reading and Mathematics (-), while Lowryville’s results were above norm for reading. In Mathematics (+) learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 2 level (1st term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a pre-Grade 1 level. In Mathematics (-) learners from Eureka scored on Grade 1 level, while learners from Lowryville scored on a pre-Grade 1 level. In Spelling learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 1 level (4th term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a Grade 1 level (3rd term). For Reading learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 2 level (3rd term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a Grade 2 level (2nd term).

The scores of Grade 1 learners from Eureka had improved by 35.03 points (72%) since the start of the project (2008), while the Grade 1 learners from Lowryville had improved by 11.43 points (32%).
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The mean Boehm-R results for learners from Lowryville and Eureka were 34.87 (70%) and 39.37 (79%) respectively. While learners from Eureka were on average functioning 1.37 points above norm, learners from Lowryville were on average functioning 4.87 points below norm. Grade 1 learners from Eureka had improved by 8.17 points (21%) in their knowledge of Basic Concepts, while Grade 1 learners from Lowryville had experienced a decline of 0.53 points (-1.5%) in their knowledge of Basic Concepts since the start of the project (2008). See Appendix 2.
Grade 2
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Refer to Figure 3 and to Figure 4. The results of learners from Lowryville and Eureka were comparable at the start of the project in 2008 (37.59 & 37.6 respectively). Learners from Eureka however attained higher scores than their peers at Lowryville in 2009 and 2010 (64.1 & 70.8 compared with 58.8 & 45.45  respectively). See Appendix 1. Learners from Eureka attained higher mean scores on all four tests in 2010. The biggest difference was in Reading (11.12 points), while there was a 3.63 point difference for Addition, 3.56 for Subtraction, and 7.03 for Spelling. Learners from Eureka obtained a mean scholastic score total of 70.80 compared with learners from Lowryville who obtained a mean score total of 45.45. According to the norms at the end of the year Grade 2s should attain a cumulative mean score total of 81. The results of learners from Eureka were below norm in three of four scholastic areas assessed, the exception being for Reading. The results of learners from Lowryville were below norm in all areas. In Mathematics learners from Eureka and Lowryville scored on a Grade 1 level for addition (3rd and 1st term respectively), while for subtraction they scored on a Grade 2 (1st term) and pre-Grade 1 level respectively. In Spelling learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 2 level (2nd term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a Grade 1 level. For Reading learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 3 level (2nd term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a Grade 2 level (3rd term).

The scores of Grade 2 learners from Eureka had improved by 33.20 points (47%) since the start of the project (2008), while the Grade 2 learners from Lowryville had improved by 7.86 points (17%). 
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The mean Boehm-R results for learners from Lowryville and Eureka were 40.62 (81%) and 42.80 (86%) respectively. While, learners from Eureka were on average functioning .80 points above norm, learners from Lowryville were on average functioning 1.38 points below norm. Grade 2 learners from Eureka had improved by 5.6 points (13%) in their knowledge of Basic Concepts, while Grade 2 learners from Lowryville had improved by .59 points (1.5%) in their knowledge of Basic Concepts since the start of the project (2008). See Appendix 2.

Grade 3
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Refer to Figure 5 and to Figure 6. Learners from Eureka attained higher scores than their peers from Lowryville in 2009 and 2010 (84.88 & 116.93 compared with 69.86 & 80.23 respectively). See Appendix 3. Learners from Eureka attained higher mean scores on all four tests in 2010. The biggest difference was in Reading (18 points), while there was a 1.97 point difference for Addition, 4.33 for Subtraction, and 12.4 for Spelling. Learners from Eureka obtained a mean scholastic score total of 116.93 compared with learners from Lowryville who obtained a mean score total of 84.88. According to the norms at the end of the year Grade 3s should attain a cumulative mean score total of 112. The results of learners from Eureka were below norm in three of four scholastic areas assessed that is with the exception of reading, while the results of learners from Lowryville were below norm in all areas. In Mathematics (+) learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 3 level (1st term), while learners from Lowryville scored on Grade 2 level (4th term).In Mathematics (-) learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 3 level (1st term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a Grade 1 level (1st term). In Spelling learners from Eureka scored on a    Grade 3 level (2nd term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a Grade 2 level (3rd term). For Reading learners from Eureka scored on a Grade 5 level (4th term), while learners from Lowryville scored on a Grade 3 level (4th term).

The scores of Grade 3 learners from Eureka had improved by 58.7 points (50%), while those of Grade 3 learners from Lowryville had improved by           22 points (27%) compared with the baseline scores for Grade 3 in 2007.
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The mean Boehm-R results for learners from Lowryville and Eureka were 44.87 (89%) and 44.03 (88%) respectively. Learners from both Lowryville and Eureka were on average functioning 1.55 points below norm. Grade 3 learners from Lowryville had improved by 2.4 points (5.3%) in their knowledge of Basic Concepts, while Grade 3 learners from Eureka had improved by 1.56 points (3.5%) in their knowledge of Basic Concepts compared to the baseline scores (2007). See Appendix 4.

   4. Interpretation of the Results-
From the data gathered during testing it was apparent that there had been encouraging improvements in the learners’ performance in the Foundation Phase (Grade 1 to Grade 3). Whereas 30% of learners had been above or close to grade level at the start of the project, 55% were above or close to grade level at the end of the project. Foundation Phase learners from Eureka had however made more scholastic progress than learners from Lowryville. It was therefore interesting to note that although Grade 1 learners from Lowryville were stronger (by 9.6 points) at the start of the project (2008), Eureka learners had made more progress (by 32.05 points) by the end of the project in Grade 3 (2010).
The general trend that started to emerge in 2009 has consolidated; that is, with the main exception of Grade 2 learners from Lowryville (to be discussed in the next section); there has been a consistent stepwise improvement in all scholastic results. Results year-on-year (2009 to 2010) indicated that gains in reading accounted for 44% of improvements, spelling for 34%, and mathematics for 22% of the total improvements. Reading scores for learners from Eureka were on average on or above Grade level, whereas only Grade 1 learners from Lowryville were on grade level for reading. Spelling scores for learners from Eureka were on average within 1-2 terms of grade level, whereas only Grade 1 learners from Lowryville were within 2 terms of grade level for spelling. Mathematics scores for learners from Eureka were on average within one year of Grade level, with one group (Grade 1) above grade level for subtraction and another group (Grade 2) a year below grade level. This is in contrast to learners from Lowryville who were on average one year or more below grade level for mathematics. The results thus reflected sustained improvements in the scholastic performance of learners during the project, but particularly for learners from Eureka.
In Grade 1 (both project schools) it was found that 73% (44) of learners could proceed (some with support) to Grade 2. This was a 35% improvement on the number of learners who could progress to Grade 2 in 2008. In Grade 2 (both project schools) it was found that 38% (23) of the learners could proceed (some with support).This was a 6% improvement on the number of learners who could progress to Grade 3 in 2008. It should be noted that while learner promotion from Eureka had improved by 19% since the start of the project, learner promotion from Lowryville had declined by 3% since the start of the project. On average 50% of the learners at Eureka could be promoted in 2010. In Grade 3 it was found that 53% (32) of the learners could proceed (some with support) to     Grade 4. This was a 33% improvement on the number of learners who could progress to Grade 4 compared with the baseline sample (2007).
Another important area of improvement for these learners was their knowledge of Basic Concepts. Improvements in this area have been shown to signify important advances in language abilities and cognitive processing, both essential for school learning. While the Boehm results of the Grade 1 and Grade 2 learners from Eureka were above grade level for the first time, those of learners from Lowryville were found to be below grade level. The scores of the Foundation Phase learners from Eureka had improved on average by 12.5%, while learners from Lowryville had improved by 1.8% since the start of the project. While learners’ knowledge of basic concepts in Grade 3 at both schools had improved since the start of the project, it was still marginally (1.55 points) below norm at the end of the project.
5. Conclusion
The results reveal a systemic and meaningful change in the cognitive functioning of the learners at the project schools. While at the start of the project the majority of learners from both schools should have been retained in the Foundation Phase, by the end of the project the majority were eligible for promotion to the next grade. This was with the exception of Grade 2 and Grade 3 learners from Lowryville. With each year that passed the learners in a particular grade performed better than those who had been in that grade the previous year. The most striking improvements at both schools were the results of the Grade 1s. By the end of the project these learners had begun to approximate the level expected of an average Grade 1 learner. It is thought that the improvements in the Grade 1 learners (at both schools) were largely the result of the project interventions in Grade R. For example, results of the Test of Basic Concepts Knowledge of Grade 1 learners have improved progressively since the start of the project (average scores of 15.1 in 2008 to 17.01 in 2010). It is expected that such improvements would extend to Grade 2 and eventually to Grade 3. It is therefore expected that the Grade 2s (particularly from Eureka) would experience another stepwise improvement and that the majority of learners would be promoted to  Grade 3 in 2012. 
The project results at Eureka provided an interesting counterpoint to the results at Lowryville where the project was not implemented optimally. Teachers in Grade R and Grade 1 at Lowryville had continued with the project and the associated interventions, but had not been monitored since 2009. Grade 2 and Grade 3 teachers had however refused to continue with the project since the start of 2009. In addition, the severe disruptions caused by the Public Servants strike at the school this year possibly also contributed to the particularly weak results in Grade 2 and Grade 3. For example, only 27% of the Grade 2 learners and 37% of the Grade 3 learners were on or above grade level.
The project results (particularly at Eureka) suggest that learners who have participated in the project have strengthened with each year. The Grade 3 learners still have deficits and require additional intervention, however the Grade 1 learners have in most cases already closed developmental gaps. It is now up to the teachers who have participated in the project to continue to transfer the knowledge and skills gained during the project and to implement the kind of interventions required to promote learning throughout the Foundation Phase. If such interventions cease, it is possible that performance levels would return to those found at the start of the project.
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