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>> Agenda:Topics covered in this presentation

A OECD and PISA

A TheFunding of Scho@ducation (OECReview of Schodesources)
A Learning Environments Evaluation Programme

A LEEP Questionnaire developmeritEEP Module field trial

A Earthquake Safety for Schools

A UN Sustainable Development Goals [SDGs]




OECD

35 Member countries
Accession countrie€olombia, Costa Rica, Lithuania

Ongoing membership talks witRussia
Key PartnersBrazil, China, Indidndonesig and South Africa
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Spendingper student from the age of 6 to 15 and

science performance
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TheOECDReview of SchodResources



The OECD School Resources Review
Purpose and scope

A Purposes:

I Explore whatpolicies best ensure that school resourees effectivelyused to
improve studentoutcomes

I Develop a&comparative perspective on how school systems alloocateurcesso
that they contribute to achieving quality, equity and efficiemdjectives

I Provideanalysis and policy advice on effective governance, distribution and
management ofesources

A Levels of education covered:

I Preprimary education (ISCED 0)

I School education (ISCEE3) including vocational and preocational education
at secondary level

A Comprehensive approach:

I The Review looks atrange of different resource typescluding funding,
infrastructure and personnel.




The OECD School Resources Review
Main thematic areas

Three main themes / resource types are covered by the Review

1. Financial resourcege.g. funding flows across school systems)

2. Physicafresourceqe.g. schoohetwork, infrastructure)

3. Humanresourceqe.g. teacherand school leadersncluding use of timpe

A These themes are closely interlinked
A Individual country reviews can cover all or a selection of these themes

A Each of the three themes will be addressea idedicated thematic comparativ
report:

The Funding of School Educati(#017);
The Organisation of the School Off§2018);
The Management of Human Resources in School Educ&20h9).




The OECD School Resources Review
Methodology

1. Comparative analysiddevelop analytical framework, bring together
existing data andesearch, collect specific qualitative data to fill gap
A Country Background Reports
A Review of research / literature reviews
A Qualitative data collection

2. Individual country reviewsprovide tailored policy advice to
iIndividual countries based on-okepth country reviewvisits
A National data and research
A Review visits
A External experts

3. Synthesisgenerate overall policy conclusions based on evidence
from the analytic and reviewhases
A Meetings of the GNE on school resources

A Three dedicated synthesis reports
A Contribution to national and international dissemination events
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// What isLEEP

wias
launched in 2013 and geeks to broaden and #®cus the work of the
OECD Centre for Effective Learning Environments (CELE) by examin
the relationship between a range of policy levers that shape the learni
environment and educational and other outcomes.

G ¢2 LINERdzOSand that inform school
leaders, researchers, designers, policymakers and others about how
Investments in learning environments, including educational spaces a
different technologies, translate into

sleading to more efficient use of education
NBE a2 dzND S & o¢




/ / Definitions & objective

A To develop the for how the physical learning
environment impacts on learning by continuing the implementation of
the Learning Environments Evaluation Programme (LEEP) evaluation
methodology and carry out analysis of existing research, data and
literature.

A To create to assist OECD
countries in developing physical learning environments that meet the
needs of 21st century learning and guide investment decisions.

*A physical learning environment is a term used to desdhbkenterplay between the
physical resources and complex learning, social, online, and other environ




>> The 3 dimensions defined by LEEP

The that lead to successful education outcomes incltde
defined byLEEP:

1) achievingeffective learning environment&ffectiveness)

i) enabling more efficient use of space with regard to resource and spa
planning, use and manageme(mtficiency) and

i) LINE ARAY 3 adzFFAOASY O (G2 YSSO F
comfort, access, health, safety and secufiyfficiency.,




/ / Effectiveness, Efficiency, Sufficiency

Educational effectivenesghe abllity of a school or school system to
adequately. ~Studies of
educational effectiveness analyse whether specific resource inputs
have positive effects on outputs, broadly defined (OECD, 2013c).

Educational efficiencythe achievement of stated education
objectives -In other words, efficiency is
effectiveness plus the additional requirement that this is achieved in
the least expensive manner (OECD, 2013c).

Educational sufficiencythe baseline components of the built
environment which are consideret for providing

the affordances most likely to impact on student learning (e.g. acce
to safety, water, natural light, power, heat and technology) in chan
demographic, social and politicabntexts.




LEEPexplore desired outcomes

Increased  |mproved student | ess student  More effective

community performance > gpsenteeism and innovative
participation teaching

Fewer incidences of
bullying and negative
behaviours

Healthier and happier Improved access
students and teachers to education



To meet the demands aflst centuryskills

Education systemare expected to help students

. Way of working: Way of living together.
Wa;&c:é;f:ilcilt(;/ng. Collaboration Curiosity
Critical thinking VEELTLO E MR
Problemsolving Adaptability Seltesteem
Leadership Resilience

Pedagogy from teaching to learning

Teaching and teacher centric Learner and learning centric
Teacher as knower/expert Teacher facilitates learning
W/ 20SNEQ (GKS OUYAINA Dalz 081 NI S N
Knowledge as certain Knowledge as evolving
Learner Learner
Sort learners Developing capabillities to

learn for life



The LEEP module:



Development ofLEEP module

Student questionnaire Teacher questionnaire School questionnaire

Thequestionnaires were rengineeredo focuson only a fewissues

usability of gather info
space & spatial about the
arrangements whole school

comfort, safety
and weltbeing




School

Student questionnaire Teacher questionnaire : :
guestionnaire

: Technology

et sveineleneg __

Technology @

Section 6 Arrangement
of the space
Section 7 Space for admin work

& class preparation 9




LEEMPnodulefield trial

Main facts and figures:

Planned

Age group of students: 13-18 year olds
Number of schools per country: 6-12

Number of students per school: 50-60

Total student questionnaires per country: 300-720
Number of teachers per school: 8-12

Total teacher questionnaires per country: 48-144

Total school questionnaires per country: 6-12



LEEP field trial:



// Norway Questionnaire results

Overall satisfaction
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// Norway Questionnaire results

Overall satisfaction per school

W Student
W Teacher

School
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usability of

arrangements

/ / Teacher guestionnaire space & spatial

Section

Presentation
Layouts that support explicit instruction/presentation to the
whole group.

Group :

Layouts that support approaches where students are
required to collaborate and work in small groups to share
iIdeas and help each other.

Individual
Layouts that support approaches where students work
independently to write, read, research, think and reflect.

Team teaching:

Layouts that support approaches where two or more
teachers work collaboratively with groups of students
sharing the same space.




How easy Is it to use the space In different ways?

Presentation
Layouts that support
explicit instruction
presentationto the
whole group.

Group Individual:
Layouts that support Layouts that support
approaches where approaches where

students are students work
required to independently to write,
collaborate and read, research, think

work in small groups and reflect.
to share ideas and
help each other.

Teamteaching:
Layouts that support
approaches where
two or more teachers
work collaboratively
with groups of
students sharing the
same space.




Q24: Thinking about your current teaching, how oft
/ do you use the followingspatial arrangement®2

Answered: 16 Skipped: 9

1t0 3 Once 2t04 Everyday Weighted
timesa a times a Average Layouts that
manth week  week support...

Layouts that support 6.25%  15.75% H.25% 43.75% Layouts that
_ . . 7 16 113 support...

presentation
Layouts that support 50.00% Layouts that

students working in : ' - 2 ) support...
small groups

Layouts that support 12.50% Layouts that

) ) support team...
students working : 3 5 5 2

independertly

Layouts that support H.25%
team teaching 3 i

Cther .48 22.22% 0.00%

2 1




Useof classroom layouts foexplicit
// Instruction/presentation

W Radalslien
~ EGlemmen
l: | Stange vgs

Never 1-3times Once per 2-4 times Everyday
per week per week
month




Useof classroom layouts fogroup
// Instruction (students working in small groups

W Radalslien
B Glemmen

Stnage vgs

Never 1-3times Once per 2-4 times Everyday
per week per week
month




Useof classroom layouts fomdividual
// Instruction (students working independently)

W Radalslien
B Glemmen
I I Stange vgs

Never 1-3 times Once per 2-4 times Everyday
per week per week
month




Useof classroom layouts foream

// teaching




