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Image descriptions:

●
University of Melbourne Graduate School of Education logo: University of Melbourne logo to the left (which has an image of a winged woman holding a laurel wreath, overlaid on a blue shield with the Southern Cross constellation in the bottom left corner), with a vertical banner in the middle on which is written "Graduate Schools", and on the right is written "Melbourne Graduate School of Education".

●
Victoria State Government Department of Education and Training logo: A large downward facing blue triangle, over which "Victoria" is written in all capitals, with "State Government" beneath it. "Education and Training" are written to the right of a vertical blue line separating these two elements of the logo.

●
SWANS logo: Image of two stylised swans, one smaller and one larger, facing each other, with "Swans" written in the bottom right corner in script beneath the larger swan.

●
Australian Government Australian Research Council logo: Image of the Australian crest to the left, with "Australian Government" written to the right, a black underline beneath it, and beneath the line, "Australian Research Council" is written.

●
ABLES logo: An image of six interlocking inverted "V" shapes in different jewel colours, stacked into a pyramid shape, with "ables" written at the bottom in all lower-case text.

Slide 1 Notes:

Hello, and thank you for coming to this presentation on the assessment and development of digital literacy of students with additional learning needs—preliminary findings from a current PhD study. This study is being undertaken at the Assessment Research Centre, located in the Melbourne Graduate School of Education. It is supported by University of Melbourne and the Australian Research Council through a Linkage Grant, with the Victorian Department of Education and Training as our Industry Partner in the Linkage Grant.

My interest in this area stems from my work as a specialist teacher of students with vision impairment, some with additional disabilities, as well as a provider of professional learning, often in inclusive technology use, to the teachers of these students. Seeing firsthand the difference that access to, and skill with, digital technologies makes for these students, and learning what their teachers need to know in order to support their students" learning, has been a powerful motivator to undertake this work.

After an overview of the study, this presentation will focus largely on the preliminary findings. The study itself is still active, with a completion date for my PhD in April 2018, so there is still more to come.

Slide 2:

Title: Background

Content:

●
Challenge of accessing opportunities for learning due to impairment/s meeting barriers (Slee, 2014)
●
Digital technology use: enables students with disabilities to access opportunities for learning
●
Digital literacy: a 21st century skill (Griffin, McGaw, & Care, 2012)
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To offer some background for my study, I'll begin with these main points.

It is well documented that students with disabilities continue to be at a significant disadvantage in school, due to the challenges they experience in accessing learning as a result of the impact of their impairment/s meeting social, informational and physical barriers. For students with vision impairments, who may have additional disabilities, the situation is no different.

The use of digital technologies can serve as a powerful compensatory process for these students, to bridge the gap between them and the social, informational and physical opportunities for learning that might otherwise be inaccessible due to the impact of the environment on their impairments.

Learning to use digital technologies, and using digital technologies to learn, can be understood as "digital literacy". This is not the only definition of the term, and not the only term used to describe those two related abilities. But for this study, it is the simplified definition I use. And digital literacy is recognised as a 21st century skill for all students, regardless of disability, even though very few who discuss and research it agree upon a common construct, a set of components, or the terminology.

But the intersection of teaching students with disabilities, and teaching digital literacy, can be particularly problematic for teachers. Reports such as Held Back and the 2012 Report on the Review of the Disability Standards for Education state the challenges faced by teachers when trying to include students with disabilities in the curriculum, including lack of professional learning, resources, skills in assessment, and limited access to qualified professionals. These challenges translate into students with disabilities being left out of opportunities to learn and having their learning go unnoticed.

It is also well-documented that many teachers struggle to teach digital literacy, due to issues with understanding digital literacy, not having the skills or self-efficacy to use digital technologies for learning, and having few options for assessing and understanding the digital literacy capability of students. One result of this struggle is that the digital literacy of students is declining, according to 2015 National Assessment Program data.

So this combination of challenges requires additional supports for teachers of students with disabilities. Teachers need to know what digital literacy means for this cohort of students, how to recognise and assess the digital literacy capability of their students, and how to know what to teach now, and what to expect their students to be ready to learn next—an assessment based on an evidence-based learning progression.

But at the moment, no assessment or learning progression designed for the purpose of describing digital literacy learning for students with disabilities exists, particularly those students with more profound levels of impairment who cannot participate in traditional forms of assessment.
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Title: Research questions 1 & 2

Content:

1.
What is digital literacy, and why is it important for students with disabilities?
2.
To what extent can a measure of digital literacy be developed to describe a learning progression of digital literacy for students with disabilities?
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So this is the gap that this study seeks to fill. This study aims to develop and validate measures to support the teaching and learning of digital literacy capability for students with disabilities. The study is also investigating constraints on digital literacy learning of students with disabilities due to student background characteristics, as well as constraints on the use of the measure by teachers due to teacher background characteristics.

The study seeks to design assessment instruments that can measure digital literacy capability for students with disabilities, with the dual and interdependent foci of learning to use digital technology and using digital technology to learn. It will also seek to provide matched teaching advice for students working at different levels of digital literacy capability, to better support their teachers to teach them.

While the study is being conducted with students with diagnosed disabilities mostly enrolled in special education settings, it is not limited to this cohort or context. It is hoped that any teacher with a student working below their age group level (and in some cases, within their age group level but with disabilities that impede participation) will benefit from the assessment and planning resources developed and validated in consultation with expert specialist teachers.

The questions to be addressed are as follows:

1.
What is digital literacy, and why is it important for students with disabilities?

2.
To what extent can a measure of digital literacy be developed to describe a learning progression of digital literacy for students with disabilities?
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Title: Research questions 3 & 4

Content:

3.
To what extent do teacher characteristics impact their capacity to observe, monitor, and report on student digital literacy learning?
4.
To what extent do student characteristics impact their digital literacy learning?
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3.
To what extent do teacher background characteristics (i.e., experience in teaching students with disabilities, experience in teaching digital literacy, self-reported digital literacy, and attitudes to digital technology) impact their capacity to observe, monitor and report on student digital literacy learning?

4.
To what extent do student background characteristics (i.e., type and severity of disability and access to assistive technologies) impact their digital literacy learning?

My research questions focus on the ways in which teachers can support their students" learning of digital literacy, as well as the importance of digital literacy for students with disabilities, especially in regard to access to learning opportunities. The support for teachers centres on the ways in which they can assess the digital literacy capability of their students using judgement-based assessment reported as a learning progression, and monitor and report on this learning to improve their instructional planning.

This presentation will focus on some of the answers to questions 2, 3 and 4.
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Title: Methodology: Six phases

Content:

1.
Construct definition
2.
Draft framework
3.
Judgement of relative difficulty
4.
Trial (1,413 students in 56 Australian schools)
5.
Data analysis
6.
Validation
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The methodology is divided into a series of overlapping research phases.

Phase 1. Construct definition: This phase involved a literature review which focused on the identification of evidence of development in digital literacy for students with disabilities as well as the definition of the construct of digital literacy for these students. This phase included identification of a developmental taxonomy (e.g., Dreyfus & Dreyfus, 1980) to underpin the design of the assessment. A developmental taxonomy simply describes the way learning progresses using broad terms. It helped to frame the way we understood learning to progress in the area of something as complicated as digital literacy, so that later on we could better develop the "theoretical framework"—how we and the expert teachers thought that digital literacy learning might occur as students moved along a trajectory.

Phase 2. Draft framework: Subject matter experts, including experienced ICT teachers of students with disabilities from specialist and mainstream schools, were invited to attend project workshops. There, the attendees reviewed the results of the literature review and offered their feedback. They also helped to draft, and later reviewed, the different behavioural indicators of digital literacy (the items) that were important for students for disabilities (according to the earlier review) and wrote statements of what different levels of ability (the quality criteria, or item-steps), looked like within each behavioural indicator to create a developmental framework for digital literacy. Using the project methodology from earlier work by Woods and Griffin, this process valued the expertise and judgment of expert specialist teachers within an approach that aligns assessment with intervention.

Phase 3. Judgment of relative difficulty: Using the same workshop method, we invited the expert teachers back to organise the quality criteria into a matrix showing increasing difficulty. This helped us make a draft "criterion-referenced framework"—a matrix of all of the behavioural indicators, of digital literacy for this group of students, with examples of quality criteria that teachers could observe in a classroom setting which demonstrated different levels of increasing ability within a behavioural indicator (such as paying attention to familiar digital technology).

At the conclusion of this phase, the draft assessment was panelled with the expert teachers, who also evaluated the questionnaire about student and teacher background characteristics. A pilot of the assessment and the questionnaire with regular teachers from a range of schools—the intended users—occurred prior to programming for online access.

Phase 4. Trial: This phase involved collecting data from teacher observers who used the online program to assess their students. The online assessment program contained multiple choice questions which were actually the items (or behavioural indicators) and the answer options as the item-steps, the different observable behaviours at each level of increasing ability. Teachers were asked to choose the options that were closest to the student's usual abilities. They also were asked to fill out the demographic questionnaire.

Phase 5. Data analysis: The data collected from each teachers' choices were then organised into scores, and calibrated using Rasch item response partial credit modelling. The item-steps were plotted according to increasing difficulty and interpreted using data output from ConQuest software. To determine the quality of the assessment tool, it was investigated for item and person fit, reliability, and differential item functioning for students with different disabilities as well as their own and teachers' background characteristics.

Phase 6. Validation: This phase involved the identification of different levels of progressive development in digital literacy from the data. We asked the expert teachers back again to see if they could interpret those levels, and make sense of the reports generated about their students at different levels. Could they use the reports and the different levels of digital literacy to better understand what their student knows and can do, and to plan for that student's learning? We also compared the levels we developed from the student data against the draft framework developed in Phase 3 to see how well they aligned.

It is the results of Phase 5—data analysis—that I will discuss with you today, as well as the learning progression developed from this data in the next phase.
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Title: Item characteristic curve

Content:

Q15. Finding info/content using digital technology

1.
Selects content when presented with two or more options via digital technology

2.
Uses search terms to locate desired info/content

0.
Moving towards but not yet achieved these skills

Image description:

●
Item characteristic curve graph: Graph showing three curves for item 15's item-steps 0, 1 and 2, with a vertical axis to the left (probability 0-1 by tenths) and a horizontal axis at the bottom (latent trait [logits] –6 to 6 by ones). The curve for item-step 15.0 shows a reverse S-curve from top left to centre right from 1/–6 to 0/2. The curve for item-step 15.1 shows a bell curve from 0/–6 to a peak at 0.8/0.5 and finishes at 0.1/5. The curve for item-step 15.2 shows an S-curve from centre left to top right from 0/–1 to 0.9/5. The image also has a legend showing the colours for each item-step curve and the expected (solid line) and actual (dotted line) curves, which are very close for all three curves. The curves have also been labelled 0., 1., and 2. on the graph.
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Title: Checking the quality of the assessment

Content:

●
Item fit (weighted MNSQ) = between 0.71-1.46
●
Item separation reliability = 0.998
●
WLE person separation reliability = 0.965
●
Alpha reliability = 0.97
●
Person fit (PFIT):
●
1.3% (n=19) of 1432 cases had a PFIT ≥ 3.0
●
12 cases excluded due to concerns with pattern responses
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Item fit:
Another way that we check for the quality of the assessment is to also look at the technical quality of the items. One measure of this is "item fit", which refers to how well an item fits in to the overall construct and model. Does the item help to show increasing ability with increasing difficulty of the item-steps? And is it measuring the same sort of abilities as the rest of the items, or something else entirely (like a person's ability to pay attention, or whether or not they can see a computer screen?). So we look at the item-fit statistic to give us some information about this.

Items with a fit of greater than 2.00 should be flagged for misfit in relatively small samples (<1000) such as this (n=1413). Ideally, items should show fit to the model around 1.00.

Items with a greater degree of "misfit" included item 3 at 1.46 (Showing interest in digital technology), which shows underfit. which may indicate that this item was measuring something other than just interest in digital technology. It may indicate that some students who are "good" at digital literacy aren't necessary also interested in using it, and therefore is measuring a student's ability to attend to something in general as well as showing interest in digital technology in particular.

The other item with some misfit was item 11 (Applying digital technology terms) at 0.71 which showed evidence of overfit. It performed better than expected, which is to say that it is more predictive that one would probabilistically consider possible. This can indicate some level of redundancy; however, the evidence of overfit wasn't sufficient for this item to be removed.

The average fit and mode of fit = 0.99. Overall, these scores demonstrate very high item technical quality, another important aspect of a good measurement tool.
Reliability indices:

We also check for reliability within the measure; that it is stable across use for different types of people as well as that the items measure different characteristics, and therefore show good separation between them.

Looking at the item separation reliability score, which in this case was .998, it indicates that the items each measured different characteristics; that there is good separation between each of the items, rather than redundancy.

A WLE (Weighted Likelihood Estimate of ability) person separation reliability of .965 indicates that the items are able to discriminate between different levels of abilities in people; that people can be separated into ability groups "well" based on their responses to the items.

And an alpha reliability of .97 indicates very strong overall consistency of the items, meaning that the items consistently measured the same phenomena.

"An acceptable standardized test should have reliability coefficients of about .95 for internal consistency" (Kubiszyn & Borich, 1993, p.353).

So, the coefficients above, of .998, .965 and .97, reflect strong internal consistency.

PFIT:

Another check for how well a measurement works is to look at the person fit statistic. This shows how well a person's response pattern fits to the expected response pattern for someone of his or her ability level. So for a person of high ability, we would expect them to "get" most or all of the difficult item-steps "right", instead of a mix of the easiest and hardest item-steps. If this happens, it can show up in the data analysis as a certain level of person "misfit", which we then analyse on an individual basis to see whether that response pattern might be plausible given their disability type or age, for example.

Cases with a person fit of greater than 3.00 should be flagged for misfit in relatively small samples (<1000) such as this (n=1413).

In general, there was a very low incidence of person misfit, with 1.3% of cases having a PFIT score of 3 or higher.

Of these cases, 12 were excluded after individually reviewing each case and the response pattern to determine plausibility of the response pattern. Removing misfitting cases strengthens the overall data and progression, as it is based on the realistic response patterns, and therefore the actual abilities of students, rather than on response patterns that are skewed due to error.
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Title: Student background characteristics

Content:

●
Age, gender
●
Disability type
●
Use of a sign language system
●
Use of braille or a tactile symbol system
●
School type
●
School location
●
Access to digital and/or assistive technology
Slide 8 Notes:

●
Age, gender:
●
3 to 21 years old, average age of 11.
●
28% of students were aged up to 8 years old, 33% were aged 9 to 12 years old, 25% were aged 13 to 15 years old, and 15% were aged 16 years and over.
●
The gender split of 70% males and 30% females in this study was consistent with other statistics which reflect the higher incidence of disability among male children (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2004).
●
Disability type:
●
Most common was ID (81%); then autism (52%), severe language (34%), physical disability (23%), severe behaviour (11%), vision impairment (10% = 142), and Deaf/Hard of hearing (7%).
●
Most students had more than one disability; most common combination was autism and ID (18%)
●
Only 15 students (1%) did not have a confirmed disability
●
Use of a sign language system as a result of being Deaf/ hard of hearing:
●
About half didn't use a sign language system, one third used it with spoken English and one-tenth used it as their primary mode of communication.
●
Use of braille or a tactile symbol system as a result of vision impairment:
●
78% did not use braille or a tactile symbol system
●
Of the 31 students who did use braille or a tactile symbol system, most did so in conjunction with print or visual symbols, with only 5 students using braille or a tactile symbol system as their primary literacy medium.
●
School type (specialist/primary):
●
18 primary schools, 38 specialist schools BUT 99% of students from specialist schools
●
75% of students in study from metropolitan specialist schools in Victoria.
●
School location (metro/rural):
●
60% of schools in metro areas, 40% in rural/regional areas
●
17 of 18 assessments from primary schools came from metro locations
●
All of the WA students were from specialist schools in a metro area
●
Access to digital and/or assistive technology
●
93% of students had access to a tablet
●
85% of students had access to a laptop
●
10% had access to a smartphone.
●
Most students had access to more than one type of digital technology, usually a tablet and a laptop.
●
35% of students had access to assistive technology
●
Most students who had access to assistive tech also had access to a tablet and a laptop
●
Most students who had access to AT had an ID, followed by autism, with many students having multiple disability types.
Slide 9:

Title: Teacher background characteristics

Content:

●
Experience:
●
teaching students with disabilities
●
with using digital technology
●
with using assistive technology
●
Support for use of digital technology
●
Type of use of digital technology
●
Self-confidence with using digital technology
●
Attitudes about using assistive technology
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●
Experience working with students with disabilities: <6 months to over 10 years.
●
In both specialist and primary schools, about 40% of assessments completed by teachers with up to five years of experience, and about 60% completed with over five years of experience.
●
In specialist schools, no real difference in level of experience between metro or rural/regional areas. (Only one primary school from rural/ regional area so cannot compare results).
●
Experience with using digital technology for teaching and learning:
●
Over half the teachers had 5 or more years of experience with using digital technology for teaching and learning
●
Experience with using assistive technology for teaching and learning:
●
42% of primary school teachers had up to 12 months of experience with using AT for teaching and learning.
●
Greater level of experience in specialist school teachers; 43% had over five years of experience.
●
Levels of support for use of digital technology for teaching and learning:
●
Around half of the teachers responded that they received adequate support, while about 30% reported having no, or inadequate support, and 20% said they had "all the support they needed".
●
No real difference between metro and rural/regional schools.
●
Primary school teachers reported nearly 20% more often than their counterparts in specialist schools that they did not receive any support to use digital technology with the student.
●
Type of use of digital technology for teaching and learning:
●
93% of teachers said they use it for the purposes of teaching and learning, with only 6% using it as a reward or break time activity only. Only 1% of teachers said they did not use digital technology at all with the student.
●
Strong positive correlation between level of support to use digital technology and the teacher's level and type of use of digital technology in the classroom.
●
Self-confidence with using digital technology for teaching:
●
57% of teachers could use digital technology for teaching and learning with the student confidently, so long as they stick to what they know they can do, and 39% said they can use it for innovative teaching and learning with a high degree of confidence, and that they can learn new skills easily.
●
Attitudes about using assistive technology for teaching and learning:
●
49% said they were happy to use or learn to use AT that might benefit the student, even if they weren't very confident, and 45% said they feel, or would feel confident to use AT with the student, and that they believe it benefits or would benefit their learning.
So overall, the teachers felt confident and positively about using digital and assistive technologies for teaching and learning in their classrooms, even though about a third of them reported having no or inadequate levels of support to use it. They were relatively experienced in using digital technologies, and less so with assistive technology, particularly in primary schools, which is to be expected.

So the questions of "did teacher background characteristics impact on their ability to assess their student's digital literacy capability?" and "did student background characteristics impact on their digital literacy learning?" can be answered by looking at the person fit statistic, as well as differential item functioning (DIF), which considers whether an item worked differently for one student than another due to a particular characteristic of the student, such as disability type.

With so few cases of person misfit, it can be safely assumed that teacher and student background characteristics have negligible impact on the teacher's ability to assess a student using this measure, or a student's level of digital literacy learning (i.e., that a student with autism does not have a different digital literacy learning progression than a student with vision impairment, for example.) Therefore significant differential item functioning, or DIF, is not expected to be detected, which is when an individual item "works" differently for one group of people due to a characteristic of theirs, such as a disability type.

Slide 10:

Title: Variable map with levels

Content: Image of a variable map with levels

Image description:

●
Variable map with levels: Graphic of a variable (Wright) map showing the number of students at different abilities in logits matched against the item/steps (e.g., 1.4, 12.3) of the assessment as plotted by difficulty level. The overall pattern is that of a sideways triangle along a vertical axis (logits –10 to 7+), with very few students (shown as Xs, with one X = 2.4 students) at the top and bottom of the scale, above or below where the items start or stop describing ability. The pattern increases until a maximum at just above logit = approximately 0.5, then decreases at approximately the same rate. The item/steps are grouped into levels as determined by the item thresholds, which help to show transformations in learning between one group of item/steps and another. Six levels are shown, with level 1 being the smallest spread of item/steps and level 4 being the largest. A brief description of each level is included:

●
Level 1: The student attends and/or reacts to digital technology being used by another person, and to the content on digital technology devices, such as images or sounds. S/he is starting to interact with features of digital technology with support.

●
Level 2: The student is beginning to follow single-step instructions and/or relies on adult support to explore and use digital technology. S/he is starting to make a choice between two familiar digital activities, and recognises when digital technology is not working.

●
Level 3: The student is beginning to use familiar digital technology to achieve his/her own ends, by working from directions, single-step routines, or prior experience. S/he is starting to request and maintain interest in using familiar digital technology, and to identify familiar digital technology symbols.

●
Level 4: The student is learning to apply prior knowledge of familiar digital technology. S/he is starting to follow rules, group procedures, and instructions to complete tasks, create and save own content, and explore new functions and symbols. S/he may express likes and dislikes about digital technology, and is beginning to use digital technology terms to describe actions or intentions.

●
Level 5: The student is learning to identify strategies and guidelines to organise his/her own use of digital technology. S/he is starting to apply problem-solving strategies to determine the appropriate device for a task, and to resolve issues with digital technology. S/he is learning to attend to and persist in using familiar digital technology for a task.

●
Level 6: The student is learning to control and manage his/her own use of digital technology, including device use, file management, and sharing and editing content. S/he is starting to explain the purpose and personal importance of strategies and reasons for using different features of digital technology.

Slide 11:

Title: Learning progression and rocket report

Content: Images of the digital literacy learning progression on the left and a rocket report on the right.

Image descriptions:

●
Digital Literacy learning progression: Picture of the digital literacy learning progression. Page is divided into two columns, with the ability level number and a brief description on the left and approximately two paragraph's worth of description of each level on the right. (Text on page is too small to read).

●
Rocket report: Picture of a rocket report, with a vertical arrow in the middle with sections shown by thin horizontal lines, and the student's estimated location as a thick horizontal black line. Text boxes all along the arrow (too small to read) describe the ability level of each of the thin horizontal lines.
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This slide shows two of the most important outputs of the study: the rocket report, and the learning progression for digital literacy for students with disabilities. The learning progression lists the six levels of digital literacy learning that we discovered, using the results of the data collected on 1,413 students with disabilities, on how digital literacy learning develops on a pathway, and describes what that learning looks like at each level.

The rocket report is one of the documents that a teacher receives when he or she completes the online assessment on a student. It shows a student's estimated location along the learning pathway for digital literacy, represented by a horizontal bar on the vertical "rocket", which aligns with a "nutshell" description of that student's current learning level. Teachers and parents can easily see what the student is currently working on learning, and what he or she will be expected to learn next, which can help with goal-setting and creating high but reasonable expectations for learning.

On the reverse of this report is a more detailed description of the student's current digital literacy level, as well as links to the Victorian Curriculum if he or she is in a Victorian school, to help teachers see the connection between the student's current level on the report and the approximate curriculum level. The final page of the report, which will be developed in the coming months through further research and consultation with expert ICT teachers of students with disabilities, will list teaching strategies linked to each level, so that teachers can get some ideas from the research and from the experts about how to best target their teaching towards students working at a particular level.

So, to conclude, the data analysis outputs indicate that the assessment has a strong degree of internal consistency, that the items are of a high technical quality, that teachers are able to use the assessment consistently regardless of their own level of digital literacy, their feelings about or experience with digital or assistive technology, their school location or type, or their experience in teaching students with disabilities. The assessment works the same way for students regardless of their age, gender, school type or location, disability type, their communication mode if they are Deaf/hard of hearing, and/or their literacy mode if they have a vision impairment.

The assessment takes teachers approximately 15 minutes, is online, and produces a printable report which can be used for reporting and planning purposes. It is free for teachers in Victorian and Western Australian schools (where it is known as ABLES and ABLES-WA respectively). For interested schools in other states and countries (for whom it is known as SWANS), those schools simply need to contact the Assessment Research Centre for more information. There are also assessments being developed and validated using the same methodological approach, for students with additional learning needs in mathematics, thinking skills, and movement, based on already validated assessments with matched teaching strategies in literacy, communication, interpersonal learning and emotional development. Several of these assessments have also been adapted for use in an early childhood context, known as Early ABLES.
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This reference list is available upon request, due to the very small print! Please ask me for a print or emailed copy in your preferred format at the conclusion of the presentation.
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Content: Emily White

emilyw2@student.unimelb.edu.au

http://education.unimelb.edu.au/arc/ projects/current/abilities-based-learning-and-education-support-ables-research

Image descriptions:

●
University of Melbourne Graduate School of Education logo: University of Melbourne logo to the left (which has an image of a winged woman holding a laurel wreath, overlaid on a blue shield with the Southern Cross constellation in the bottom left corner), with a vertical banner in the middle on which is written "Graduate Schools", and on the right is written "Melbourne Graduate School of Education".

●
Victoria State Government Department of Education and Training logo: A large downward facing blue triangle, over which "Victoria" is written in all capitals, with "State Government" beneath it. "Education and Training" are written to the right of a vertical blue line separating these two elements of the logo.

●
SWANS logo: Image of two stylised swans, one smaller and one larger, facing each other, with "Swans" written in the bottom right corner in script beneath the larger swan.

●
Australian Government Australian Research Council logo: Image of the Australian crest to the left, with "Australian Government" written to the right, a black underline beneath it, and beneath the line, "Australian Research Council" is written.

●
ABLES logo: An image of six interlocking inverted "V" shapes in different jewel colours, stacked into a pyramid shape, with "ables" written at the bottom in all lower-case text.
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I would happy to take any questions or feedback on my study. My contact details are located on this slide, as is the link to the website about the larger ABLES research program, in which my project sits.
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