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Count Me In Too EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AIM OF THIS STUDY

The aim of this study was to evaluate the facilitator model within 
the Count Me In Too (CMIT) program operating in Department of 
Education & Training (DET) schools across New South Wales. The 
evaluation utilised data from four sources: facilitators, consultants, 
principals of schools where the facilitator model operated and school 
action plans for the expansion of CMIT.

THE FACILITATOR MODEL: AN OVERVIEW

The introduction of a facilitator model into CMIT marked a refocus in 
the method of support provided to schools. The selection of facilitators 
was based on recommendations by consultants. Consultants were 
asked to nominate a teacher for selection who had been involved 
in CMIT for at least one year and who demonstrated the potential 
to take on a leadership role in schools. Sixty-two facilitators were 
appointed to operate in 66 schools. The majority of facilitators were 
located within schools they were supporting. However, a small number 
were drawn from neighbouring schools. 

Facilitators were placed in schools where CMIT had already been 
introduced. Their role was primarily to expand the CMIT program 
within their schools by providing in-school support. The exact nature 
of each facilitator’s role was dependent upon their school’s needs 
and its current implementation model. The facilitator was seen as a 
person not responsible for doing all the work but helping to drive 
the process. 

RESEARCH DESIGN

PROCEDURE AND INSTRUMENTS

To explore the effectiveness of facilitators, three surveys were 
developed for electronic distribution. The first survey was used to 
collect vital information about facilitators’ background knowledge and 
experience of the LFIN, SENA and other aspects of CMIT prior to 
their initial training (see Appendix A).  A second survey for facilitators 
was developed for distribution in September (see Appendix B) and 
was designed to evaluate various aspects of the role. 

A survey for consultants was developed and distributed to 35 
consultants in September via an email attachment (see Appendix C). 
The purpose of this survey was to gain insight into the nature and 
level of support consultants provided to their associated facilitators 
and to provide another perspective of the perceived success of the 
facilitator model. 
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Count Me In Too Information about the effectiveness of the facilitator model was also 
sought from the principals of the 66 schools where the facilitator 
model operated and from school action plans. Twenty-three principals 
responded with brief comments via email. Fifty-five plans were 
submitted by facilitators and analysed for clarity of goals and the 
types of activities undertaken. 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the items on the surveys 
requiring facilitators and consultants to provide quantitative responses. 
Items requiring only qualitative comments, were analysed according 
to emergent themes or according to a rubric when it was necessary 
to distinguish degrees or levels inherent in respondents’ comments.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section summarises the main findings and makes recommendations 
for the improvement of the facilitator model.

EXPERIENCE AND KNOWLEDGE OF FACILITATORS

The length of time for respondents’ personal involvement in CMIT 
prior to becoming a facilitator ranged from less than one year to 
about 8 years with a mean of 3.7 years. Hence, not all facilitators 
satisfied the criterion stipulating that they should have at least one 
year experience implementing CMIT in their classrooms prior to being 
appointed. Despite the fact that the majority of facilitators had been 
implementing CMIT in their classrooms for more than 2 years, most 
rated their knowledge of all six components on the LFIN as only Level 
2 (i.e., some knowledge). While the majority of facilitators considered 
themselves more knowledgeable of components A and B (addition and 
subtraction) and component C (multiplication and division), a large 
proportion claimed only minimal knowledge of fractions, place value 
and verbal and written labels. Only 3 respondents (5%) rated their 
knowledge of the fraction component as comprehensive, and 4 (7%) 
for building place value through grouping. Facilitators’ low self-ratings 
of their LFIN knowledge was confirmed by the large proportion 
of facilitators providing a Level 0 response (41.8%) when asked to 
respond to a student’s performance on items from an assessment 
interview. Interestingly, 18.5% of facilitators did not know what the 
acronym “LFIN” meant. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 (SEE ALSO RECOMMENDATION 3):
Facilitators should be encouraged to continually improve their knowledge 
and understanding of the Learning Framework in Number. 

INITIAL TRAINING OF FACILITATORS

Generally, facilitators had very positive perceptions of the initial training, 
considering it to be more than adequate or very effective. The small 
number of facilitators expressing strong dissatisfaction with the initial 
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Count Me In Too training indicated a need for content to be more focused on the job 
with more direction as to what the role involved. Even participants 
who expressed great satisfaction with the training indicated that 
it would have been helpful to have experienced facilitators share 
strategies particularly in regard to the administration and organisation 
of CMIT in their own classes and schools. The opportunity to network 
with other facilitators was considered most valuable to their role as 
facilitators. 

While the majority of facilitators considered revisiting the LFIN a good 
refresher, some considered it repetitive of their prior knowledge and 
not necessary, preferring to focus on clarification of the facilitator 
role. As indicated in the previous section, facilitators’ experience 
and understanding of the LFIN greatly varied, and the majority 
demonstrated a need for more opportunities to deepen and expand 
their knowledge of the LFIN. 

RECOMMENDATION 2:
Strategies for further clarifying the role of facilitators to all stakeholders 
need to be explored. For example, facilitators should be encouraged 
to network more regularly. In addition to their initial contact with 
experienced facilitators, new facilitators need to be supported to 
continue to discuss aspects of their role with other facilitators beyond 
the initial training.

RECOMMENDATION 3 (SEE RECOMMENDATION 1):
Training in the LFIN should still be included in training for facilitators, 
but will need to be offered at different levels to address the variation 
in existing facilitator knowledge.

SUPPORT FROM CONSULTANTS

Generally, facilitators considered the support they received from 
consultants to be adequate and 41.7% rated the support to be better 
than adequate. The majority of consultants varied the type and amount 
of support according to what they perceived necessary. Results 
indicate that there was considerable agreement between facilitators 
and consultants on what a minimal or an extensive amount of support 
entailed. While some consultants considered their current level of 
support to be minimal, it was considered appropriate and sufficient 
by both the consultant and the facilitator.  Alternatively, while some 
consultants described their level of support as quite extensive, it is 
evident from corresponding facilitators’ surveys that this still did not 
satisfy the needs of a few. The most effective support from consultants 
was typically described as regular, collaborative, practical and easily 
accessible.

RECOMMENDATION 4:
Consultants and facilitators should negotiate as early as possible on 
the type and level of support considered necessary and reasonable.
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Count Me In Too SUCCESS OF THE FACILITATOR MODEL

There was general agreement among facilitators, consultants and 
principals that the facilitator model was very successful.  A facilitator’s 
success was generally gauged by the degree to which the program 
had expanded in the school and/or had met the goals inherent in the 
school’s action plan. The majority of facilitators (67.4%) considered 
that CMIT was expanded a great deal or was more than adequate 
as a result of the facilitator role. It was noted that the notion of 
‘expanded’ was relative to each school’s starting point in the program 
at the commencement of the year. Schools in which the model was 
considered not to be operating successfully were perceived to have no 
clear goals or a plan of how to implement the program and received 
little support from the executive.

While the quality of the facilitator was seen to be a key factor to the 
success of the model, other factors noted by facilitators, consultants 
and principals included the availability of time, the action plan, 
support from the principal and/or executive, and a collaborative 
working relationship among team members. A large proportion of 
principals and facilitators specifically mentioned the benefit of having 
the facilitator based within their own school. 

RECOMMENDATION 4:
The facilitator model should continue. Wherever possible, facilitators 
should be operating within their own school. 

THE ACTION PLAN

The action plan was identified as one of the key factors contributing to 
the overall effectiveness of the facilitator model.  Almost unanimously, 
facilitators and principals indicated that the action plans were essential 
for maintaining the momentum of CMIT. 

While action plans varied enormously depending on schools’ needs 
and no ‘one’ plan could be highlighted as exemplar, those submitted 
from facilitators where evidence consistently indicates the model 
was operating very successfully, contain certain commonalities. Such 
commonalities included, a clear focus or goal, a variety of actions that 
progressed through a cycle of training, planning for implementation, 
in-class support, evaluation (via some form of data collection and 
reflection) and forward planning.  Additionally, facilitators considered 
effective action plans to be practical and flexible, have a clear and 
simple focus, have goals that are incorporated into school numeracy 
targets and be collaboratively devised by team members.  While these 
elements may assist in the development of future action plans, it must 
be remembered that many other contextual factors were identified 
that may impact on the overall effectiveness of the facilitator model, 
namely, the facilitators themselves.
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Count Me In Too RECOMMENDATION 5:
The action plan proforma provided to facilitators should be modified 
to encourage the inclusion of specific goals.

RECOMMENDATION 6:
Facilitators should be informed of the key elements inherent in action 
plans considered more effective prior to the formulation of future 
plans. 

GUIDELINES FOR FACILITATORS 
Comments from facilitators regarding advice on the role of facilitators 
in the future included:

1.   Knowledge: Know the syllabus and the CMIT framework very 
well. 

2.   Disposition: Be enthusiastic, flexible, stay positive and focussed. 

3.   Teamwork: Work with a team. Facilitators recommended that 
teams should have regular (even if brief) meetings, that they 
should include the consultant and the principal whenever 
possible. 

4.   Planning, preparation and administration: Incorporate action plan 
goals into the school’s numeracy targets and have a repertoire 
of demonstration lesson ideas that require few resources. 

5.   Support: Seek as much support as you can from the consultant, 
the principal and other staff. 

6.   Communication: Communicate regularly with the consultant and 
staff. 

7.   Managing change and managing staff: Implement change slowly 
and work with staff in their classrooms as much as possible. 

RECOMMENDATION 7:
Guidelines provided by experienced facilitators should be incorporated 
into training for new facilitators. 
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Count Me In Too COUNT ME IN TOO: AN EVALUATION OF THE 
FACILITATOR MODEL

INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the findings of an investigation into the Count 
Me in Too (CMIT) program operating in Department of Education 
and Training (DET) primary schools throughout New South Wales. 
The study was conducted from February to September, 2004. Its aim 
was to evaluate the effectiveness of the facilitator’s role within the 
CMIT program.

BACKGROUND

The Count Me In Too (CMIT) numeracy program is an on-going 
professional development initiative of the Department of Education 
and Training in New South Wales (NSW). Its two main aims are to 
help teachers understand children’s mathematical development and 
to improve children’s achievement in mathematics. CMIT began in 
1996 as a pilot program involving 13 schools and gradually expanded 
to involve nearly 1600 primary schools over an 8-year period across 
the state. Prior to 2004, the system in which CMIT operated was 
organised into 40 geographic and administrative districts each with 
approximately 30 to 40 primary schools. A mathematics consultant 
working in each of the 40 districts would work with a designated number 
of schools over a period of approximately 10 to 20 weeks to develop 
teachers’ understanding of key aspects of the program. These aspects 
included a research-based Learning Framework in Number (LFIN) 
and a diagnostic interview or Schedule in Early Number Assessment 
(SENA) (see Wright, Martland & Stafford, 2000). The LFIN is used by 
teachers to not only identify the level of development each child has 
attained but provides instructional guidance as to what each student 
needs to work towards. 

Initially, number knowledge in the first three years of school (Kindergarten 
to Year 2) was the main focus of CMIT and systematic research-based 
evaluations indicated that the program has been successful (e.g. Bobis, 
2001; Mitchelmore & White, 2003). However, as the program has 
moved into subsequent years of schooling (Years 3 and 4), major 
changes to the geographic and administrative structure of the NSW 
DET school system changed. 

In 2004 the NSW DET administrative geographic structure was 
reorganised to incorporate 10 Regions and 43 School Education 
Areas (SEAS). Each SEA has its own School Education Director (SED). 
While the 40 mathematics consultant positions were retained, they 
were in a defined area of support. For example, a consultant would 
be hired to specifically fill either a K–6 or a 7–12 support position. 
More importantly, the nature of support provided by consultants to 
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Count Me In Too CMIT schools also changed. Initiatives, such as the introduction of 
the facilitator model, have been concerned with fulfilling some of the 
roles previously undertaken by consultants. 

THE FACILITATOR MODEL: AN OVERVIEW

The introduction of a facilitator model into CMIT marked a refocus 
in the method of support provided to schools. Importantly, it is only 
one component providing support to schools for the expansion and 
implementation of CMIT. 

The selection of facilitators was based on recommendations by consultants. 
Consultants were asked to nominate a teacher for selection who had 
been involved in CMIT for at least one year and who demonstrated the 
potential to take on a leadership role in schools. It was expected that 
consultants would provide support to facilitators operating in each of 
the schools within their SEA. Sixty-two facilitators were appointed to 
operate in 66 schools. The majority of facilitators were located within 
schools they were supporting. However, for a variety of reasons such 
as availability of suitably qualified or willing staff to take-on the role, 
a small number were drawn from neighbouring schools. 

Facilitators were placed in schools where CMIT had already been 
introduced. Their role was primarily to expand the CMIT program 
within their schools by providing in-school support. The exact nature 
of each facilitator’s role was dependent upon their school’s needs and 
its current implementation model. Diversity of schools’ needs meant 
that there could be no one model or explanation of the facilitator’s 
role. It could involve, for example, organising professional discussion 
and planning meetings for the team, distributing material, providing in-
class support, organising demonstration lessons or ensuring assessment 
procedures are in place.  An aim was to build a community of practice 
by working with a team of teachers to establish and achieve a specified 
action plan for the expansion of CMIT. Hence, the facilitator was 
seen as a person not responsible for doing all the work but helping 
to drive the process. 

ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR FACILITATORS

Facilitators situated within their own schools were funded for five 
days release from face-to-face teaching and for every teacher on 
the school team an additional three days of release was funded to a 
maximum of six teachers. Facilitators operating at a school different 
to the one in which they taught received seven days release from 
face-to-face teaching. The school they were working in received three 
release days per teacher to a maximum of six teachers. The principal 
was responsible for nominating teachers to receive release from 
teaching. Facilitators were accountable for the funding and one of 
their responsibilities was to keep financial records.

Consultants were expected to provide additional support to facilitators 
operating within their SEA. It was anticipated that they would maintain 
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Count Me In Too regular contact with facilitators, monitoring progress, providing guidance 
and assistance when needed. Unfortunately, 6 of the 40 consultant 
positions were vacant when facilitators commenced operating and 
some remained vacant for the duration of the evaluation.

AIM OF THIS STUDY

The aim of this study was to evaluate the facilitator model within 
the Count Me In Too (CMIT) program operating in Department of 
Education & Training (DET) schools across New South Wales. The 
evaluation utilised data from four sources: facilitators, consultants, 
principals of schools where the facilitator model operated and school 
action plans for the expansion of CMIT.
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Count Me In Too RESEARCH DESIGN

PROCEDURE AND INSTRUMENTS

To explore the effectiveness of facilitators, three surveys were 
developed for electronic distribution. The first survey was used to 
collect vital information about facilitators’ background knowledge and 
experience of the LFIN, SENA and other aspects of CMIT prior to 
their initial training (see Appendix A). It was a 2-page survey distributed 
to facilitators via an email attachment. The survey mostly sought 
qualitative responses relating to facilitators’ experiences implementing 
CMIT and their knowledge of the LFIN and SENA. However, Item 2 
required facilitators rank their knowledge of each component of the 
LFIN on a continuum ranging from 1 (minimal) to 3 (comprehensive). 
Facilitators could elect to complete the survey electronically and return 
it to a DET officer via email attachment or to print the document, 
complete it manually and then return it via facsimile. The data from 
this survey informed the content and organization of the facilitators’ 
conference and initial training in March 2004.

A second survey for facilitators was developed for distribution in 
September (see Appendix B). It was an 8-item instrument. The first 
4 items required facilitators to rate the adequacy of their training, 
support from consultants, success of the action plan and the degree 
to which CMIT has expanded in their school on a continuum ranging 
from 0 (not or none at all) to 2 (a great deal). A fifth item required 
them to rate their perceived success as a facilitator on a continuum 
ranging from 0 to 5. Each of the quantitative items required respondents 
to provide qualitative comments to explain their ratings. Items 6 and 
8 required qualitative responses only and were designed to capture 
general comments from facilitators that were not covered by other 
items in the survey. Item 7 sought specific information regarding 
funding arrangements for each facilitator and will not be analysed as 
part of the current evaluation.

A survey for consultants was developed and distributed to 35 consultants 
in September via an email attachment (see Appendix C). The purpose 
of this survey was to gain insight into the nature and level of support 
consultants provided to their associated facilitators and to provide 
another perspective of the perceived success of the facilitator model 
operating in schools within the consultant’s region. There were 2 main 
questions. Consultants were required to respond to both questions 
for each facilitator operating in their region. Hence, the majority of 
facilitators responded to each question twice. After identifying the 
schools they were reporting on, consultants were asked to describe 
the level of support they provided to CMIT facilitators. The next item 
required consultants to rate the success of the facilitator model on 
a continuum ranging from 1 (minimal) to 5 (very high) (a separate 
continuum was provided for each school). They were also asked to 
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Count Me In Too explain their ratings. This item directly corresponds to Item 5 on 
the second facilitator survey and was intended to provide another 
perspective to that of the facilitators concerning the success of the 
model. 

Information about the effectiveness of the facilitator model was also 
sought from the principals of the 66 schools where the facilitator 
model operated. An email was sent to each principal requesting a 
brief comment about the effectiveness of the facilitator model for 
implementing Count Me In Too in their school (see Appendix D for 
a copy of the email). 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the items on the surveys 
requiring facilitators and consultants to provide quantitative responses. 
The open-ended items requiring elaboration or personal comments 
provided insight into the reasons for facilitators’ and consultants’ 
ratings. Hence, qualitative responses will be discussed in conjunction 
with quantitative results for those items. Items requiring only 
qualitative comments, were analysed according to emergent themes 
or according to a rubric when it was necessary to distinguish degrees 
or levels inherent in respondents’ comments. For example, a rubric 
was designed to distinguish between the different levels of facilitator 
support described by consultants (see Table 3).
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Count Me In Too RESULTS

Results for each source of data will be presented separately. Quantitative 
data results will be considered first and then discussed in the light of 
relevant qualitative responses from participants.

FACILITATORS’ INITIAL SURVEY

Fifty-five surveys from a possible 62 (88.7%) were returned from 
facilitators prior to their initial facilitator training and conference 
held in March 2004. Results for Item 1 indicate that the mean length 
of time for respondents’ personal involvement in CMIT prior to 
becoming facilitators was 3.7 years. Five respondents (8.1%) had one 
year or less experience, 33 had between 2 to 4 years experience, 
and the remaining 17 respondents had personal involvement in the 
program ranging from 4 to 8 years. 

Item 2 required facilitators to rate their knowledge of six components 
from the LFIN on a continuum ranging from 1 (minimal knowledge) 
to 3 (comprehensive knowledge). Results for this item are presented 
in Figure 1. 

Figure 1. Facilitator ratings of their knowledge for each component on the LFIN

Where a facilitator indicated a ranking between two whole numbers 
represented on the continuum a fractional estimate was made so as to 
calculate a mean rating of facilitator knowledge for each component 
on the LFIN. As can be seen from the graph, the majority of facilitators 
considered their knowledge of all six components to lie somewhere 
between minimal and comprehensive.  A mean rating of 2.5 for knowledge 
of building addition and subtraction through counting (component 
A), combined with the fact that 12 (22%) respondents considered 
their knowledge to be comprehensive, indicates that facilitators 
generally considered themselves to be more knowledgeable in this 
component than any other. Component B (addition and subtraction 
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Count Me In Too through grouping) and component C (building multiplication and 
division through equal grouping and counting) received mean ratings 
of 2.3 and 2.2 respectively, indicating a similar degree of knowledge 
for these two components. Of concern is the large proportion of 
respondents claiming only minimal knowledge of fractions (15 or 
27%, component D on graph), place value (16 or 30%, component 
E) and verbal and written labels (20 or 36%, component F). These 
components received mean ratings of 2.0, 1.2 and 2.0 respectively 
with only 3 respondents (5%) rating their knowledge of the fraction 
component as comprehensive, and 4 (7%) for building place value 
through grouping. 

The next two items on the survey required facilitators to indicate 
whether they agreed or disagreed to statements about assessment 
and programming. Item 3 sought feedback to the statement: “The only 
way to get detailed information on students’ understanding of number 
is through the SENA”. Thirty facilitators (54.6%) disagreed with this 
statement, citing the usefulness of other assessment methods such as 
observation and the examination of student work samples. While 25 
facilitators (45.6%) indicated that they agreed with the statement, 10 
then cited the usefulness of other assessment methods like those who 
indicated that they disagreed with the statement. Of the remaining 
fifteen who agreed with the statement, half qualified their decision 
by focusing on the words “detailed” or “understanding” while others 
did not provide a justification for their decision. 

Item 4 sought feedback to the statement: “I always develop my class 
mathematics program based on assessment practices and analysis 
using the LFIN”. Seven facilitators abstained from responding to this 
statement and three other respondents indicated they were unsure of 
their “disagree” decisions.  All 10 facilitators (18.5%) commented that 
they did not know what “LFIN” meant. This is despite this same group 
of respondents rating their knowledge of various components of the 
LFIN in Item 2.  A possible explanation for the apparent inconsistency 
is that respondents were simply unfamiliar with the acronym for 
the Learning Framework in Number. Prior to Item 4, the LFIN had 
previously been referred to as “the learning framework”. 

While 26 facilitators (47.3%) agreed and 22 disagreed with the 
statement (including the 10 who indicated unfamiliarity with the 
acronym LFIN), their justifications varied enormously. Confusingly, 
the majority of respondents, whether they agreed or disagreed with 
the statement, commented that they use the SENA in combination 
with information from a variety of other assessment strategies to 
program for mathematics. Three respondents who agreed with the 
statement commented that they considered the SENA to be the 
best way to gain detailed information about a student’s strategies 
(e.g., facilitator 1). It is apparent from qualitative responses that the 
majority of respondents assumed the statement was referring only to 
the SENA when “assessment practices and analysis using the LFIN” 
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Count Me In Too were mentioned. Further probing of facilitators during an interview 
situation is necessary to fully understand their reasoning behind 
decisions on Item 4. 

Item 5 required a short written response to the question: “What might 
be some advantages or disadvantages of using a support teacher to 
assess the students taking part in Count Me In Too?” The intention of 
this item was to gain some insight into facilitators’ understanding of 
the philosophy and procedures underpinning the program. There was 
little variation in facilitators’ responses to this item. Eighty-eight percent 
of respondents referred to saving time as an advantage of a support 
teacher assessing children. The remaining respondents commented 
on the advantages of having consistency of results across grades when 
one person conducts all the assessment or considered the support 
teacher to be more objective in their assessment. Ninety percent of 
respondents considered it a disadvantage to have a support teacher 
assess students because the classroom teacher would not develop a 
full or deep understanding of each child’s knowledge and strategies. 
Other respondents were concerned that a support teacher would 
not be adequately trained to conduct the assessment or commented 
on children’s lack of success on assessment items caused by their 
shyness towards a stranger. 

Item 6 presented an excerpt from an interview in which a child’s 
early arithmetical strategies were being assessed. Facilitators were 
required to respond with advice for the teacher of this child regarding 
“what it means and what she should teach this student”. Due to the 
enormous variation in responses to this item, a rubric was established 
to assist with analysis of facilitator’s comments. The rubric, along 
with approximate percentages of responses falling into each level and 
sample responses, is presented in Table 1. 

Level % facilitators 
responding at 

each level

Description of response 
level

Sample response

0 41.8% No response, unreasonable/ 
inappropriate response 
indicating no understanding of 
task or unable to make sense of 
response.

Unsure (Facilitator 62).

Arrange a meeting time with teacher 
(Facilitator 23).

Use counters to model this process 
(Facilitator 13).

1 43.6% Stage of strategy development 
described or LFIN referred to, 
and/or some understanding 
evident of appropriate follow-
up activities.

This child is at the figurative level and 
needs to have counting on & back 
strategies developed (facilitator 19) 

2 14.5% Comprehensive understanding 
of strategy development or 
LFIN and appropriate follow-up 
activities suggested.

Student is at Counting On (Stage 
3). Almost at Facile stage. Begin 
by consolidating knowledge of 
addition and subtraction through 
counting by ones. Teach building 
addition and subtraction through 
grouping, combining and partitioning. 
(Facilitator 9)

Table 1 Rubric for analysing facilitators’ responses to Item 6.
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Count Me In Too Alarming is the proportion of facilitators providing a Level 0 response 
(41.8%), particularly since a criterion for selection to the facilitator 
role was their experience with CMIT and their ability to lead others to 
a deeper understanding of such aspects of the program as the LFIN.

FACILITATORS’ FINAL SURVEY

Forty-nine surveys from a total of 62 (79%) were returned from 
facilitators. Results for quantitative items (1–5) are presented in Table 2. 
Where a facilitator indicated a ranking between two whole numbers 
represented on the continuum, a fractional estimate was made. 

Facilitator Item 1
(n=48)

Item 2
(n=48

Item 3
(n=49)

Item 4
(n=49)

Item 5
(n=49)

  1 1.8 1.5 2.0 1.8 5.0
  2 0.5 0.5 1.5 1.5 4.8
  3 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 3.0
  4 1.5 1.4 1.7 1.5 3.3
 5 1.0 0.5 2.0 1.0 3.0
  6 1.0 2.0 1.7 1.5 3.0
  8 1.5 2.0 2.0 1.7 4.5
  9 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
10 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 3.0
11 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.0 2.0
12 1.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.5
13 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
14 2.0 1.0 1.8 1.0 4.0
15 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 2.0
18 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.7 3.5
19 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0
21 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 5.0
22 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 3.0
23 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
24 2.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
26 1.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 5.0
27 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
28 1.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
30 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 4.0
31 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 3.0
32 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.5 4.0
33 2.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 4.0
34 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 4.0
35 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 4.0
36 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 4.0
37 0.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0
38 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
39 1.5 0.2 1.6 1.1 3.5
40 1.0 0.5 1.3 1.3 3.0
41 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
45 1.0 2.0 1.0 4.0
46 2.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
47 0.5 1.0 2.0 2.0 4.5
48 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 4.0
49 1.5 0.0 2.0 1.5 4.0
50 1.0 0.0 1.5 1.5 3.0
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Count Me In Too Facilitator Item 1
(n=48)

Item 2
(n=48

Item 3
(n=49)

Item 4
(n=49)

Item 5
(n=49)

51 1.0 2.0 1.0 0.5 3.0
53 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.0
54 2.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 2.5
56 0.5 1.0 1.0 2.6
57 1.5 1.0 1.6 1.6 4.0
60 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.5 4.0
61 1.0 0.0 1.5 1.8 4.0
62 2.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 4.5

Mean 1.4 1.1 1.6 1.5 3.7

Table 2 Facilitator ratings and mean ratings for Items 1-5 on the final survey. 

Item 1 required facilitators to rate the effectiveness of their initial 
training along a continuum of 0 (not at all) to 2 (a great deal). A rating 
of 1 indicated that they considered the training to be ‘adequate’. 
One facilitator abstained from responding to this item because they 
were unable to attend the training sessions. A mean rating of 1.4 
indicates that generally, facilitators had very positive perceptions of 
the initial training, considering it to be more than adequate. Four 
(8.3%) facilitators rated the effectiveness of the initial training either 
as less than 1 or less than adequate. Only one respondent rated it 0. 
Qualitative responses provided insight into the reasons for these 
ratings. Facilitator 37 considered that the training was extremely poor 
because she left the training with no idea of what was expected from 
me as a facilitator. Similarly, comments from others indicated a need 
for content to be more focused on the job (Facilitator 47) with one 
suggestion for current facilitators to address the group giving more 
concrete and hands-on direction (Facilitator 2).

Sixteen (33.3%) facilitators considered the initial training adequate. 
Reasons for this varied enormously, ranging from the fact that their 
existing knowledge of CMIT had not been extended (Facilitators 3, 
15, 30 and 53) to those who felt the days were good but crammed with 
too much information to absorb in the time provided (Facilitator 21 
and 40). While Facilitator 61 rated the training as adequate because 
it seemed to be geared towards facilitators working in their own school, 
two facilitators commented on a need for more time with other 
facilitators to discuss how they administer and organise CMIT in their 
own class and school (Facilitator 10). The lack of clarity surrounding 
the role of facilitator was also a problem for many of these facilitators 
(Facilitators 3, 6, and 10).

The majority of respondents (28 or 58.3%) considered the initial 
training to be more than adequate or very effective. Facilitators who 
responded in this way overwhelmingly considered it to be very practical, 
useful and motivating (Facilitators 19 and 22) with all aspects of the role 
covered (Facilitators 9, 12, 13, and 41). They found the content to be 
a good refresher of their existing knowledge of CMIT (Facilitators 8 
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Count Me In Too and 13) and considered the resources extremely valuable (Facilitators 
9, 18 and 19. Above all else, this group of facilitators considered the 
networking opportunities and discussions with other facilitators to 
be of most value to their role as facilitators (Facilitators 8, 9, 11, 24, 
28, 34 and 48).

Item 2 asked facilitators to rate the degree of support they received 
from their regional mathematics consultant. One facilitator abstained 
from responding to this item because they did not have a consultant 
in their region. A mean rating of 1.1 indicates generally, facilitators 
considered the support they received from consultants to be adequate. 
While 17 (35.4%) respondents rated support from consultants as 
either 0 or less than adequate, qualitative comments reveal that 
three respondents from this group did not have a consultant. Some 
facilitators indicated that they did not want additional support from 
consultants. For example, Facilitator 15 commented that if I needed 
the support I’m sure it would have been available, but I didn’t feel the 
need. Facilitators 2, 10, and 40 found that busy schedules on the part 
of both people made it difficult for more support to be provided. 
However, it was common for considerable support [to be provided] 
over the phone (Facilitator 40) when busy schedules prevented face-
to-face contact. A response provided by other facilitators who rated 
consultant support low (Facilitators 46, 49, 50, 53, and 54), simply 
indicated no communication took place (Facilitator 46). 

Eleven respondents (22.9%) rated the support they received from 
regional consultants as adequate. Comments made by facilitators giving 
this rating, generally indicated that when support was requested it 
was provided, often occurring in the form of workshops for staff. For 
example, Facilitator 13 commented that the maths consultant made 
herself available and when called upon gave support and Facilitator 27 
remarked that the consultant conducted a session on LFIN during one of 
our staff training days. Similarly, Facilitator 45 rated consultant support 
as adequate saying that the workshops at district level were very useful. 
However, we did not have any training at our school. 

Twenty respondents (41.7%) rated support from consultants better 
than adequate (a rating higher than 1 on the continuum). They typically 
described support that was regular (Facilitator 51), collaborative in 
nature, such as working on the action plan together and presented [staff 
workshops] together (Facilitator 19), practical regarding classroom 
activities (Facilitator 22) and advice for professional development days 
(Facilitator 12 ), and easily accessible (Facilitator 18).

Item 3 required facilitators to rate the effectiveness of the action 
plan in guiding the implementation and expansion of CMIT within 
their schools and to suggest reasons for their rating. A mean rating 
of 1.6 indicates an overall positive reaction to the effectiveness of 
the action plans. This is further supported by the fact that only 1 
respondent (2.0%) considered the action plan to be less than adequate. 
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Count Me In Too Facilitator 53 did not elaborate on reasons for her rating of 0 for 
this item, but later indicated that she was not operating as facilitator 
in her own school and found it difficult to maintain communication. 
This was coupled with the fact that she was one of the facilitators 
who indicated in Item 2 with a rating of 0.5 that she had very little 
support from the consultant.

Thirteen respondents (26.5%) considered the effectiveness of the 
action plan to be adequate. Facilitator 10 and 15 indicated that the 
action plan provided a focus with which to work and provided clear 
direction, but both acknowledged that they still had a lot to achieve. 
Facilitator 18 commented that while the action plan was effective, 
overcoming the implementation challenges created by busy schedules 
and other school commitments was more difficult. Facilitator 48 noted 
that the original plan was ineffective. She attributes this to the haste 
in which she designed it and to the lack of involvement from others. 
Once it was modified with assistance from a team and the consultant 
it was considered more effective.  A number of facilitators, who rated 
their action plan as adequate, reasoned that they had not been able 
to cover all aspects as originally planned (Facilitator 51) or that it was 
too early to comment on its effectiveness because it was designed 
to continue in the months proceeding this evaluation. 

The majority of respondents (35 or 71.4%) indicated that the action 
plan for the expansion of CMIT in their school was more than adequate 
or very effective.  Almost unanimously, respondents indicated that the 
action plans were essential for maintaining the momentum of CMIT 
(Facilitator 22). The plans served as a clear guide or framework in which 
school teams could work (Facilitators 1, 2, 12 and 30). They also acted 
as a reminder of the goals schools wanted to achieve, helping schools 
keep on track in regards to timeframe and funding (Facilitators 6, 22 
and 62). According to facilitators, effective action plans were those 
that were clear and simple (Facilitator 47), practical (Facilitator 9) and 
collaboratively devised by team members (facilitators 9, 21, 27 and 
28). They also provided staff with a shared understanding of what 
they were working towards (Facilitator 1). A number of facilitators 
commented on the need for flexibility in action plans, allowing for 
adjustments to occur as progress was made (Facilitator 2). Facilitator 
27 remarked how their action plan became useful to look back on the 
plan to evaluate what they had achieved. Two facilitators explained 
how the action plan’s effectiveness was enhanced by the way it was 
built into our professional learning plan for Quality Teaching (facilitator 
21) or by incorporating the CMIT goals into the schools numeracy 
targets for 2004 (Facilitator 28).

Item 4 required facilitators to rate the degree to which the 
implementation of CMIT was expanded in their school as a result 
of the facilitator role and to suggest reasons for their rating. Four 
respondents (8.2%) rated the expansion of CMIT as 0 or less than 
adequate. Only one of these teachers supplied a reason for her rating 
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Count Me In Too on this item. Facilitator 10 was operating in a neighbouring school 
to her own. She rated the degree of CMIT expansion at this school 
as 0.5. While she considered that the project had given teachers a 
better understanding of how the CMIT activities fit into the syllabus, she 
also felt that teachers are all in their own way of doing things, so little 
has changed. Facilitator 51 did not provide a reason for her rating of 
0.5, but indicated elsewhere on the survey that illness and lack of time 
were problems during her time as a facilitator. Similarly, facilitator 
53—the only respondent who rated all items on the survey poorly 
(except for Item 1 that she considered adequate)—did not provide an 
explicit rationale for her rating on this item. However, she indicated 
elsewhere that she was facilitating the program at a school other than 
her own and that there was a breakdown in communications between 
herself and the school. 

Twelve respondents (24.5%) indicated that the expansion of CMIT was 
adequate. The words of Facilitator 11 seem to typify the comments 
by respondents in this group: Some expansion at school level, but not 
as much as hoped. Comments referred to resource preparation but 
with more time needed for organisation (e.g., Facilitators 27 and 56). 
Another common reason for difficulties associated with expansion 
was the changes in staff (Facilitators 27, 34 and 45) including the 
facilitator (Facilitator 11). 

The majority of respondents (33 or 67.4%) considered that CMIT had 
expanded a great deal or was more than adequate as a result of the 
facilitator role. The notion of ‘expanded’ was relative to each school’s 
starting point in the program at the commencement of the year and 
to the goals contained in the action plan. For instance, Facilitator 3 
considered that the program had expanded a great deal because all 
staff are now aware of the program and have all received some sort 
of training or introduction. However, she felt that classroom practice 
hasn’t really changed at all. In this case, there were 7 new teachers 
to induct so staff training was made a focus of the school’s action 
plan. Hence, for a school wishing to induct new staff or expand the 
program to the higher grades, this initial training of the whole staff 
was considered to contribute a great deal to the expansion of the 
program. A similar situation existed for Facilitator 62 where CMIT 
was at a very basic level pre-2004 … We have now trained 3 teachers 
and as a team, provided activities in all stages.

Comments justifying facilitators ratings were often linked to the 
goals contained in the action plan. For example, Facilitator 2 listed 
the achievements in a checklist-like manner:

     Teachers of 5/6 and new teachers have been inserviced. Whole 
staff has been inserviced in relation to CMIT and number in the 
new Maths syllabus. Resources provided and developed K–6. 
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Count Me In Too The majority of comments used to support ratings in the range 1 to 
2, referred to the increased knowledge of staff through inservicing, 
the introduction of CMIT into higher grades and the organisation of 
resources (Facilitators 4, 6, 8, 12, 13, 23, 31, 32, 35, and 40). Only 4 
facilitators indicated that CMIT was becoming more firmly established 
as part of the school’s culture and referred to changes in teaching 
practice. For example, Facilitator 46 commented on the school’s 
movement away from textbooks in favour of the CMIT program. 
Facilitator 9 reported that the program is now formalised and will 
continue (and expand) for the following years and that there is now an 
established system to allow children’s results to travel with them to 
the next teacher. Facilitator 1 considered that teachers were able to 
integrate the knowledge into the lessons resulting in changed teaching 
practices and Facilitator 21 noted an increased level of confidence and 
commitment by staff to developing the quality of their mathematics 
teaching. She reported that teachers were engaged in deeper thinking 
and commented on the increased ability of children to apply mental 
strategies to solve number problems.

Item 5 required facilitators to rate their success as a facilitator in 
supporting the CMIT program within their school on a continuum 
from 1 (minimal) to 5 (very high). They were also asked to suggest 
reasons for their rating. An overwhelming proportion of facilitators 
rated their success as 3 or greater (44 or 89.8%) with almost half of the 
facilitators rating their success as 4 (24 or 49%). Generally, facilitators 
who rated their success as 3 or greater on the continuum were also 
satisfied with the program’s expansion (see Item 4 responses in Table 
1) and the effectiveness of the action plan (see Item 3 responses in 
Table 1). The majority of comments from this group of facilitators 
centred on this satisfaction. For example, Facilitator 12 responded that 
she felt confident that we have completed all the tasks on our action plan 
and more. In addition, facilitators commented on the positive feedback 
from staff as an indicator of their success (e.g., Facilitator 14), the 
advantage of having time to support the program (e.g., Facilitators 
35, 41 and 48) and the benefits of a committed and enthusiastic staff 
willing to try new things (Facilitator 61).

Facilitators 1, 21 and 26 rated their success as 5 (very high). Each 
of these facilitators considered that CMIT had expanded in their 
schools a great deal as a result of their role (see Item 4 responses 
in Table 1). Facilitator 1 operated in a school other than where she 
taught. Staff from this school actually responded to this item rather 
than the facilitator. Staff comments indicate that they considered the 
facilitator to be approachable, enthusiastic and friendly … making herself 
available even after her role as facilitator was completed. Despite this 
high rating from staff, Facilitator 1 added her recommendation that a 
teacher on staff be the CMIT facilitator as they … know the staff and their 
individual needs. Comments from both facilitator 21 and 26 indicate 
that they had a close and collaborative working relationship with the 
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Count Me In Too mathematics consultant and the staff. Facilitator 21 felt that she was 
proactive and able to forward map professional support by acting on 
comments made by staff in conversations so that the process of building 
on past successes was maintained. Hence, facilitating in her own school 
provided the opportunity to keep in-touch with staff concerns and 
respond to their needs more quickly. 

One facilitator considered their success to be minimal and 4 (8.2%) 
rated their success as less than 3 on the continuum. Following her 
pattern of ratings on previous items, Facilitator 53 regarded her role 
as a flop. It will be recalled, that this facilitator was operating at a 
different school to her own, had little support from the consultant, 
considered the action plan to have had no effect with the result that 
CMIT had not expanded at all. She attributed this lack of success to a 
breakdown in communications on both her part and that of the school. 
Other reasons for lower ratings included irregular contact with the 
school, not being able to confirm achievement of goals and the feeling 
of being overwhelmed by the role (Facilitator 56).

Item 6 on the survey sought qualitative comments from facilitators 
regarding advice they would give to a person considering the role of 
facilitator. The intention of this item was to gain “words of wisdom” 
from experienced facilitators so that they might inform others 
new to the role in the future. While responses varied enormously, 
certain themes emerged in the advice provided. These themes were 
labelled: knowledge, disposition, teamwork, planning, preparation and 
administration, support, communication, managing change and managing 
staff. A brief description of each theme follows.

Knowledge: Know the syllabus and the CMIT framework very well. While 
the majority of facilitators commented on how much their knowledge 
had increased as a result of taking on the role of facilitator, they also 
insisted on the importance of in-depth prior knowledge of both the 
syllabus and the LFIN. Some facilitators also considered knowledge 
of the SENA and the Quality Teaching and Learning document (NSW 
DET, 2003) to be essential.

Disposition: Be enthusiastic, flexible, stay positive and focussed. Facilitators 
referred to themselves as the driving force of the program in the 
school and that resistance or setbacks had to be dealt with efficiently 
and in a friendly manner. Many spoke of how their leadership skills 
had developed and how they had to be prepared to avoid taking-on 
too many other tasks. 

Teamwork: Work with a team. Facilitators recommended that teams 
should have regular (even if brief) meetings, that they should include the 
consultant and the principal whenever possible. It was also suggested 
that facilitators survey the needs and seek the advice of the whole 
team to ensure they feel ownership of the program and the changes. 
Facilitators not operating in their own schools regularly commented 
how difficult it was to develop a collaborative working relationship 
with the whole team when they were not present from day-to-day. 
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Count Me In Too These facilitators had to work differently, particularly ensuring that 
channels of communication were well established and easily accessible 
to the whole team. 

Planning, preparation and administration: Incorporate action 
plan goals into the school’s numeracy targets and have a repertoire 
of demonstration lesson ideas that require few resources. Facilitators 
frequently mentioned how organised they had to be to keep on top 
of their practical work and the administration associated with their 
role. Facilitators mentioned how helpful it was to have a repertoire 
of demonstration lessons planned for each grade or stage. The pre-
planning seemed to reduce the stress associated with last minute 
organisation. The notion of lessons only requiring minimal resources 
further reduced anxiety caused by insufficient resources or the need 
to move large boxes from class to class. 

Facilitators needed to plan forwards. To help sustain the program 
through long-term planning, it was recommended that the goals be 
incorporated into the school’s numeracy targets. In particular, it was 
considered essential that sufficient funds be allocated to enable the 
facilitator to work with teachers in their classrooms. Related to this, 
facilitators recognised the need to be accountable for all funds. Some 
recommended enlisting the assistance of school administrative staff 
for this task.

The preparation and organisation of resources for the whole staff 
still preoccupied many facilitators. Some recommended that a stock 
take of existing resources be conducted and needs be assessed before 
funds are wasted on unnecessary resources. It was also suggested 
that resources be kept with the teachers most likely to need them 
to ensure they were accessible.

Support: Seek as much support as you can from the consultant, the 
principal and other staff. Facilitators recommended utilising all support 
structures and not to be afraid to admit when they needed help or 
did not know something. 

Communication: Communicate regularly with the consultant and staff. 
Lack of communication was a major reason why some facilitators 
rated their effectiveness very low. Facilitators operating in a school 
different to their own, found communication more challenging often 
because they had to keep two schools informed and could not be 
on-the-spot to respond to staff concerns quickly. 

Managing change and managing staff: Implement change slowly 
and work with staff in their classrooms as much as possible. Facilitators 
agreed that teachers needed to see it, not just hear about it for them 
to really feel comfortable with the program. It was suggested that 
facilitators should ensure that all staff are continuously trained or 
upskilled. This was best done through work with small groups of staff 
or individuals as it was recognised that teachers are all at different 
points on the learning continuum and have different needs. 
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Count Me In Too SURVEY BY CONSULTANTS

Twenty-two surveys from a total of 35 (62.9%) consultants were returned, 
providing feedback on 39 facilitators and their associated schools. After 
identifying the schools they were reporting on, consultants were asked 
to describe the level of support they provided to CMIT facilitators 
operating in their School Education Area. Given the open-ended nature 
of this item, responses varied enormously between consultants and 
even for the same consultant describing support provided for two 
different facilitators. To assist with analysis of responses, a rubric 
was established with levels typically reflecting the variation in levels 
of support described by consultants. Table 3 outlines the rubric and 
provides percentages of those responses falling into each level of 
support. An example of a response considered typical for each level 
is also provided. 

Level % responses 
describing 
support at 
each level

(n=39)

Description of support Sample comment

0 12.8% No support or no comment 
provided for this item.

There was no request for support from 
the facilitator . (Consultant 22)

1 38.5%

Minimal support. Generally contact 
made by telephone or email. Little 
or infrequent personal contact to 
check progress. Advice provided 
when requested. 

I have given advice about planning and 
strategies via the phone. (Consultant 28)

Spoke to both via phone, emailed, faxed 
offering support wherever needed. 
(Consultant 31)

2 48.7%

Extensive support. Regular 
personal contact. Collaborative 
working relationship often 
characterised by joint 
presentations to staff and team 
teaching in classrooms.

Worked with facilitator to plan and 
implement training sessions. Involved in 
presenting workshop to teachers… I 
have regular discussions with facilitator. 
(Consultant 17) 

Demonstrated lessons and team 
teaching. Consulted with teachers about 
programming. (Consultant 21)

Table 3 Rubric describing level of support provided by consultants to facilitators.

It is important to note, that while some consultants considered their 
current level of support to be minimal, it was considered appropriate 
and sufficient by both the consultant and (where cross-checking with 
the corresponding facilitator’s survey results was possible) by the 
facilitator. Hence, a score of 1 on the rubric is not necessarily bad. 
For example, Consultant 15 described the level of support to two 
facilitators as being very minimal. The consultant added that she had 
worked closely with both teachers in 2003 on the initial phase of CMIT, 
so they were able to build on prior experience. This was confirmed by 
both facilitators (22 and 23) who rated the consultants support very 
highly (see Table 2). Alternatively, while some consultants described 
their level of support in terms equivalent to level 2 on the rubric, it 
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Count Me In Too is evident from corresponding facilitators’ surveys that this still did 
not satisfy the needs of a few. For example, Consultant 2 described 
level 2-type support, but their corresponding facilitator (Facilitator 
3) rated the support as only level 1 or adequate. The consultant 
claimed to have modelled and assisted the facilitator with teaching and 
development (T&D) and to have provided whole school T&D including 
knowledge of CMIT and syllabus implementation. However, according to 
Facilitator 3, the consultant had assisted with the initial training of 
staff but had only been to the school twice and I felt she knew as little 
as I did about my role.

Of the 39 responses received from consultants to this item, 28 
could be checked against the corresponding facilitator’s rating of 
the support they received. Sixty-four percent of consultants’ scores 
(as indicated on the rubric) corresponded to facilitators’ ratings 
regarding the level of support they received. Twenty-eight percent 
of responses by consultants described their support at a level lower 
than that described by the corresponding facilitators and only 2, 
or 7%, of responses (made by two different consultants) actually 
described support at a level greater than the facilitators’ ratings. 
Given that information regarding the level of support received from 
only 28 facilitators could be verified, it is inappropriate to generalise 
about the level of support received by most facilitators and whether 
such levels matched individuals’ needs. However, trends in the data 
suggest that the majority of consultants varied the support according 
to what they perceived necessary and that there was considerable 
agreement between facilitators and consultants on what a minimal 
or an extensive amount of support entailed.

Item 3 required consultants to rate the success of the facilitator model 
in each of the schools on a continuum ranging from 1 (minimal) to 
5 (very high) (a separate continuum was provided for each school). 
Where a consultant indicated a ranking between two whole numbers 
represented on the continuum, a fractional estimate was made. They 
were also asked to explain their ratings. A mean rating of 3.3 indicates 
that generally, consultants considered the facilitator model to be fairly 
successful in the schools it was operating. However, it was rated in 8 
schools (20.5%) to be operating at level 2 or less. Comments provided 
by consultants indicate that often these facilitators were perceived 
to not have a clear plan of how to implement or maintain the program 
(Consultant 22) and that they received very little support from the 
principal or the executive (Consultants 22 and 21). In the one case 
(Facilitator 53), the consultant considered that the model was not 
operating at all. This is verified by comments on Item 5 of their second 
facilitator survey, where Facilitator 53 indicated that her success had 
been minimal due to a complete breakdown in communication between 
herself and the school. 
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Count Me In Too Twelve schools (30.8%) received success ratings of around 3 from 
consultants. Comments from consultants providing ratings in this 
range generally mentioned that progress was being made but at a 
slow rate. Often this was due to either unforeseen problems (e.g., 
sickness of facilitator or change of facilitator midway) (Consultants 
8, 16 and 17), or obstacles created by staff resistant to many of the 
classroom practices characterising CMIT (e.g., small group work) 
(Consultant 32).

Eighteen schools (46.2%) received success ratings of either 4 or 5. 
Consultants’ explanations of these ratings often referred to positive 
feedback from teachers when they were visiting the schools, successful 
action plans, the existence of a collaborative working relationship 
between facilitators and other staff members, support from principals, 
evidence of changes to whole-school procedures and classroom 
practices. Frequently, personal characteristics of facilitators were 
cited as reasons for a high success rating. For instance, as expressed 
by Consultant 28, it is difficult to separate the model from the person … 
Facilitators at schools where the model was perceived to be operating 
most effectively, were described as efficient and motivated individuals 
who possessed fine leadership skills, were able to motivate others 
and were committed to self and school improvement. In at least three 
of these schools, the facilitators were both facilitating in their own 
school and were members of the executive. 

A number of consultants offered personal comments at the end of 
the survey. Generally, these were global statements expressing their 
support for the facilitator model and the desire for it to continue. 
For example, Consultant 15 commented:

     I think the idea of having a school based facilitator is great! It 
enables schools to take greater control of their own professional 
learning and gives some teachers a chance to try some leadership. 

One consultant commented that they were still unsure of their role 
and requested clearer guidelines. Three consultants commented on 
the benefits of facilitators being placed within their own school as 
there was a greater amount of collegiality possible (Consultant 8).

COMMENTS BY PRINCIPALS

An email was sent to principals asking them to comment on the 
effectiveness of the facilitator model for implementing CMIT in their 
schools (see Appendix D). Twenty-three (34.8%) of the 66 principals 
or assistant principals responded via email or facsimile. Twenty-two 
responses were extremely positive about the effectiveness of the 
facilitator model. Comments mainly focused on two main areas—
measures of success and reasons for success. 

Measures of success: Principals measured the success of the model 
in three distinct ways. First, the facilitator model was considered very 
effective if the implementation of CMIT had been extended to higher 
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Count Me In Too grades. Four principals (17.4%) referred to the implementation of CMIT 
being extended to Stage 2 and/or Stage 3. Another indicator used by 
principals to gauge the model’s effectiveness was the improvement 
in the quality in which the program was implemented. Quality of 
implementation was perceived to increase with greater teacher 
knowledge and teacher commitment to the program. For example, 
Principal 4 commented that the CMIT focus on understanding has allowed 
staff to gain a greater insight into student learning. 

A third indicator of success used by 26% of principals referred to 
changes in organisational structures and to classroom practices. 
For example, Principal 20 commented on how his school now 
incorporated ongoing assessment of student performances rather than 
episodes of assessment. Other responses referred to the increased 
use of collaborative planning based on assessment information, the 
increase in reflective practices via peer observations of lessons, the 
increase in professional dialogue in the staff room and the increased 
focus on students’ strategy development in classrooms.

Reasons for success: Most principals offered their views on the 
factors perceived responsible for the success of the facilitator model 
in their schools. Twenty-two percent of responses cited personal 
qualities of facilitators as a significant reason for its success. Effective 
facilitators were seen to have in-depth knowledge of CMIT, practical 
ideas due to extensive experience as a teacher and as a teacher 
who had successfully implemented CMIT in their own classrooms. 
They were also described as being flexible with their planning, to be 
well organised and to have a good rapport with staff and children. In 
short, the quality of the facilitator is the key to the success of the model 
(Principal 3).

Another factor perceived responsible for the model’s success was 
time. This factor was cited by 39% of principals and was often linked 
to comments regarding funding. For example, time for collaborative 
planning within stage teams, time for the facilitator to work alongside 
teachers in their classrooms, and time to prepare resources were all 
linked to funding for release from teaching. 

Thirty-five percent of principals specifically mentioned the benefit of 
having the facilitator based within their own school. This was perceived 
advantageous for several reasons. First, support was on the spot and 
ongoing (Principal 7) providing staff with a commitment and impetus to 
continue the implementation (Principal 4 and 12). It was also considered 
as an opportunity for staff to direct their own learning (Principal 6) thus 
having some ownership over the program. Conversely, a principal of 
a school where the facilitator was from another school, positively 
commented on a visit to the facilitator’s place of work to see the program 
in action (Principal 13).

A number of other helpful factors were mentioned less often. They 
included reference to support from the consultant, the provision of 
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Count Me In Too an action plan to help focus the school’s professional development 
needs, and the initial training of the facilitator which provided some 
teachers with a vehicle for personal and professional growth (Principals 
2 and 18). 

One response, written by a principal in conjunction with two teachers, 
expressed disappointment with the effectiveness of the facilitator model 
(Principal 24). The facilitator in question (Facilitator 53), as established 
by data from both the consultant and second facilitator surveys, was 
teaching in another school and did not make contact with the school 
she was operating as facilitator. Despite the breakdown in the model 
at this school, staff worked with the consultant to undertake training 
and prepare resources. 

All twenty-three principals who responded with their comments 
corresponded to a facilitator who had returned a final survey. This 
allowed principal’s comments to be checked against a corresponding 
facilitator’s rating of their own effectiveness (Item 5). Twenty comments 
seemed consistent with the corresponding facilitators’ ratings. However, 
comments about the effectiveness of the facilitator model from three 
principals seemed more positive than indicated by the facilitator. In 
the case of Facilitator 56 (who rated her own effectiveness as 2.6 out 
of 5), the comments from Principal 2 at first inspection were quite 
‘glowing’. On closer scrutiny, it was obvious that the principal praised 
Facilitator 56 for her work and listed her achievements, but also 
commented on the steep learning curve of the facilitator, how progress 
was slow at first, and how he was confident in the facilitator’s ability 
to achieve the desired outcomes. Hence, the principal’s comments 
conveyed support for the facilitator while admitting that work was 
still necessary to achieve their goals. 

This was not the case for Principal 20 when referring to the achievements 
of Facilitator 11 or for Principal 19 when referring to Facilitator 54. 
As indicated in Table 3, these facilitators rated their effectiveness as 
2 and 2.6 respectively, both are quite low ratings given that the mean 
rating for facilitator effectiveness was 3.7. However, comments from 
their corresponding principals conveyed extremely effective views 
of the facilitators and their achievements. Given that there was no 
follow-up for such inconsistency between the principals’ comments 
and the corresponding facilitator’s ratings, suggesting possible reasons 
here would only be speculation. 

ACTION PLANS

Facilitators, in collaboration with their school teams, were required 
to devise an action plan (see Appendix F for proforma given to 
facilitators). The aim of the action plans was for schools to identify 
the status of CMIT and to establish goals for its expansion by the 
end of 2004. It will be recalled from the final facilitator survey results, 
that the action plans were perceived by the majority of facilitators 
to be very effective in providing direction for the expansion of CMIT. 
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Count Me In Too Interestingly, only 3 of the 52 action plans submitted explicitly listed 
goals or outcomes. For example, Action Plan 43 (under the direction 
of Facilitator 43) adopted a proforma different to that suggested at the 
initial facilitators’ conference. The proforma included three columns 
with the headings: Outcomes, Strategies and Where/When. In the 
outcomes column, three outcomes were listed. The first was aimed at 
the training of all staff K–4, the second focused on improved student 
outcomes in the measurement strand, and the third stipulated that 
teachers would be implementing number and measurement strands 
of the new syllabus. Actions to achieve these goals were then listed 
in the Strategies column.

Another two action plans implied goals via the insertion of headings 
followed by lists of activities directly related to the heading. For 
example, utilising the proforma suggested at the facilitators’ conference, 
Facilitator 25 and her team used the heading Staff Development in 
the Action column. They then listed three different activities aimed at 
improving teacher knowledge and pedagogy in numeracy. Due to the 
small number of action plans containing specific goals or outcomes, 
no causal links can be decisively made between their inclusion and 
the overall success of the action plan or facilitator operating in each 
of these schools. However, it is interesting to note that all facilitators, 
consultants and, where it was possible to confirm, principals at each of 
these schools rated the success of the facilitator model very highly.

While the remaining 47 action plans did not explicitly state each 
school’s goals, they could usually be inferred from the activities listed 
in the ‘Action’ column on the proforma (see Appendix F). However, 
action plans provided by Facilitators 2 and 8 gave such brief action 
statements (e.g., activity boxes, Stage 3 Counting On) that the exact 
purpose and nature of the activities were not clear. 

To assist analysis of the action plans, broad categories were established 
that best described the most often cited actions. Each of these categories 
comprised a number of smaller categories. The broad categories were 
labelled training, resources, assessment, classroom support, planning 
and programming and professional dialogue. An explanation of each 
category and its associated smaller categories follow.

Training: The most often cited activity referred to some form of 
training for either staff or parents in CMIT. Given that the facilitator 
model was intended for schools where CMIT had already been 
established, it was surprising that initial training of K–2 staff was 
frequently the first action listed in action plans. Understandably, 
some initial training targeting new staff to schools was perceived as 
a priority. For example, the action plan submitted by Facilitator 23 
began with Upskilling inexperienced staff. However, the plan quickly 
moved to activities involving forward planning aimed at sustaining 
the program in the longer term.
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Count Me In Too Training to familiarise Stage 2 or 3 staff with the LFIN or training of 
the whole staff, say, in the measurement framework, was considered 
to be beyond initial training, because it was focused on expanding the 
project beyond an introductory status. For example, the action plan 
submitted by Facilitator 43 specified goals aimed at the implementation 
of both the measurement and number strands for the whole staff. Of 
the seven strategies listed for action, one was categorised as initial 
training of new staff and three were considered training for expansion 
(i.e. measurement framework). The remaining strategies involved team 
teaching, observational assessment and professional dialogue of staff 
for their ongoing professional development.

Training for parents was included in three action plans. For example, 
the plan submitted by Facilitator 21 referred to re-educating parents. 
The intention of this was so parents would value and support the 
program. 

Resources: Actions relating to some form of resource production 
or management were included in nearly all action plans except for 
plans that were firmly focused on either ‘up-skilling’ new staff or on 
establishing systems and procedures for on-going implementation 
(e.g., plans submitted by Facilitators 13, 23 and 21). It was noted that 
in action plans submitted by facilitators who had provided rather low 
ratings for most items on the final facilitator survey that activities 
relating to resources dominated their action plans. For example, the 
plan submitted by Facilitator 15, who rated her effectiveness as a 
facilitator as ‘2’ (the mean rating was 3.6), contained four actions. 
Two of these actions related to resource production and organisation. 
The other two referred to initial training and planning to support 
implementation. Similarly, the plan submitted by Facilitator 4, included 
four actions related to resource management and a fifth action related 
to assessment. 

Assessment: After training, actions relating to assessment, particularly 
understanding, administering and interpreting SENA results dominated 
action plans. For example, the plan submitted by Facilitator 22, contained 
two actions relating to the administration of SENA testing and one 
action relating to interpretation of SENA results. Generally, action 
plans submitted by facilitators from schools where the model was 
perceived to be operating more effectively (those scoring 4 to 5 on 
Item 5 of the final facilitator survey), contained assessment related 
actions beyond initial SENA testing. For example, the action plan 
submitted by Facilitators 16 and 23 referred to activities to establish 
continuous assessment and a computer-based recording device to allow 
for continuity of teaching from year to year. Also seeking to systemise 
additional assessment strategies to support SENA results, the plan 
submitted by Facilitator 23 outlined activities to legitimise other 
assessment strategies such as observation and work samples. 

Planning and programming: The majority of action plans followed 
training and assessment activities with some form of planning and 
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Count Me In Too programming activity. Generally, this was targeted at the implementation 
of CMIT and involved the development of scope and sequence charts 
that linked CMIT to the syllabus or a textbook series (e.g., action 
plan submitted by Facilitator 5). Several action plans, such as those 
submitted by Facilitators 3, 11, 13, 14, 35, 45 and 46, made planning an 
initial action. These planning sessions usually involved the whole staff 
and took into consideration various sources of information, including 
staff surveys and student test results in numeracy. The intention of 
these initial planning sessions was to assist formulation of the action 
plan and engage the whole staff in collaborative planning. 

Used less frequently than planning for the current implementation 
of CMIT, seven action plans featured activities to assist with planning 
for the future. Future planning was aimed at sustaining CMIT or 
specific aspects of it such as continuous assessment (e.g., action plans 
submitted by facilitators 4, 7 and 23). While four of the plans utilised 
future planning activities at the end as a form of evaluation or ‘Where 
to next?’ statement, three plans actually made forward planning a 
goal. For example, the plan submitted by Facilitator 23 contained 
outcomes aimed at establishing manageable structures to maintain 
current practices in assessment and programming into the future.

Classroom support: The classroom support action category 
included demonstration lessons by a facilitator or consultant, peer 
observations followed by some form of discussion intended to help 
teachers reflect on their pedagogy, or team teaching. Only eighteen 
action plans specifically mentioned some form of classroom support. 
The action plans submitted by Facilitators 14 and 57, utilised a cycle of 
teacher modelling, followed by team teaching and then some form of 
planning or professional dialogue aimed at assisting teacher reflection. 
Both facilitators had rated their effectiveness as a facilitator quite 
highly (see Table 2) and received very positive comments from their 
respective principals (Principals 22 and 18). 

Professional dialogue: While it was implied that professional 
dialogue among teachers would accompany many of the previously 
mentioned activities, only three action plans explicitly addressed it 
as a strategy for professional development. For example, the action 
plan submitted by Facilitator 58 included informal lunch-time meetings 
each Tuesday to provide on-going discussions and time for reflection. 
As already mentioned above, the action plans by Facilitators 14 and 
57 also integrated activities specifically designed to enhance reflection 
through professional dialogue.

While action plans varied enormously depending on schools’ needs 
and no ‘one’ plan could be highlighted as exemplar, those submitted 
from facilitators where evidence consistently indicates the model 
was operating very successfully, contain certain commonalities. Such 
commonalities include, a clear focus or goal, a variety of actions that 
progressed through a cycle of training, planning for implementation, 
in-class support, evaluation (via some form of data collection and 
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Count Me In Too reflection) and forward planning. To illustrate, the action plan submitted 
by Facilitator 21 will be used as a case in point. It will be recalled, 
from the results of the final facilitator survey and from the principals’ 
comment section (Principal 18), that the facilitator model operated by 
Facilitator 21 was perceived to be very effective. A closer examination 
of the corresponding action plan reveals a general mix of activities 
(as indicated by the categories just reported) but with a focus on 
improving assessment practices throughout the school. As previously 
mentioned, the action plan began with a focus on re-educating parents. 
Apart from this training, there was one instance of training for new 
staff. The focus of the remaining activities moved to assessment, 
programming based on the assessment data, in-class support and 
then to forward planning, professional dialogue and evaluation via 
feedback from both students and staff. Hence, throughout each of 
these activities, the focus remained on one area—assessment—but 
included elements that would not only help teachers implement new 
practices, but would also assist with their sustained implementation 
via continued professional dialogue and collaboratively devised whole 
school procedures for assessment. 

The common elements identified above may be of assistance in the 
development of future action plans. However, there were other schools 
where the facilitator model operated very successfully and their action 
plans did match the exemplar just described. Many other contextual 
factors will also impact on the overall effectiveness of the facilitator 
model, namely, the facilitator themselves. 
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Count Me In Too SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The aim of this study was to evaluate the facilitator model within the 
Count Me In Too program. Data from four sources were analysed: 
facilitators, consultants, principals of schools where the facilitator 
model operated and school action plans for the expansion of CMIT. 
This section summarises the main findings and makes recommendations 
for the improvement of the facilitator model.

EXPERIENCE AND KNOWLEDGE OF FACILITATORS

The length of time for respondents’ personal involvement in CMIT 
prior to becoming a facilitator ranged from less than one year to 
about 8 years with a mean of 3.7 years. Hence, not all facilitators 
satisfied the criterion stipulating that they should have at least one 
year experience implementing CMIT in their classrooms prior to being 
appointed. Despite the fact that the majority of facilitators had been 
implementing CMIT in their classrooms for more than 2 years, most 
rated their knowledge of all six components on the LFIN as only Level 
2 (i.e., some knowledge). While the majority of facilitators considered 
themselves more knowledgeable of components A and B (addition and 
subtraction) and component C (multiplication and division), a large 
proportion claimed only minimal knowledge of fractions, place value 
and verbal and written labels. Only 3 respondents (5%) rated their 
knowledge of the fraction component as comprehensive, and 4 (7%) 
for building place value through grouping. Facilitators’ low self-ratings 
of their LFIN knowledge was confirmed by the large proportion 
of facilitators providing a Level 0 response (41.8%) when asked to 
respond to a student’s performance on items from an assessment 
interview. Interestingly, 18.5% of facilitators did not know what the 
acronym ‘LFIN’ meant. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 (SEE ALSO RECOMMENDATION 3):
Facilitators should be encouraged to continually improve their knowledge 
and understanding of the Learning Framework in Number. 

INITIAL TRAINING OF FACILITATORS

Generally, facilitators had very positive perceptions of the initial 
training, considering it to be more than adequate or very effective. 
The small number of facilitators expressing strong dissatisfaction with 
the initial training indicated a need for content to be more focused 
on the job with more direction as to what the role involved. Even 
participants who expressed great satisfaction with the training indicated 
that it would have been helpful to have experienced facilitators share 
strategies particularly in regard to the administration and organisation 
of CMIT in their own classes and schools. The opportunity to network 
with other facilitators was considered most valuable to their role as 
facilitators. 
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Count Me In Too While the majority of facilitators considered revisiting the LFIN 
a good ‘refresher’, some considered it repetitive of their prior 
knowledge and not necessary, preferring to focus on clarification of 
the facilitator role. As indicated in the previous section, facilitators’ 
experience and understanding of the LFIN greatly varied, and the 
majority demonstrated a need for more opportunities to deepen and 
expand their knowledge of the LFIN. 

RECOMMENDATION 2:
Strategies for further clarifying the role of facilitators to all stakeholders 
need to be explored. For example, facilitators should be encouraged 
to network more regularly. In addition to their initial contact with 
experienced facilitators, new facilitators need to be supported to 
continue to discuss aspects of their role with other facilitators beyond 
the initial training.

RECOMMENDATION 3 (SEE RECOMMENDATION 1):
While training in the LFIN was offered at two different levels at the 
initial training days, this aspect of the training could be strengthened 
with further differentiating to address the variation in existing 
facilitator knowledge.

SUPPORT FROM CONSULTANTS

Generally, facilitators considered the support they received from 
consultants to be adequate and 41.7% rated the support to be better 
than adequate. The majority of consultants varied the type and amount 
of support according to what they perceived necessary. Results 
indicate that there was considerable agreement between facilitators 
and consultants on what a minimal or an extensive amount of support 
entailed. While some consultants considered their current level of 
support to be minimal, it was considered appropriate and sufficient 
by both the consultant and the facilitator.  Alternatively, while some 
consultants described their level of support as quite extensive, it is 
evident from corresponding facilitators’ surveys that this still did not 
satisfy the needs of a few. The most effective support from consultants 
was typically described as regular, collaborative, practical and easily 
accessible.

RECOMMENDATION 4:
Consultants and facilitators should negotiate as early as possible on 
the type and level of support considered necessary and reasonable.

SUCCESS OF THE FACILITATOR MODEL

There was general agreement among facilitators, consultants and 
principals that the facilitator model was very successful.  A facilitator’s 
success was generally gauged by the degree to which the program 
had expanded in the school and/or had met the goals inherent in the 
school’s action plan. The majority of facilitators (67.4%) considered 
that CMIT was expanded a great deal or was more than adequate 
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Count Me In Too as a result of the facilitator role. It was noted that the notion of 
‘expanded’ was relative to each school’s starting point in the program 
at the commencement of the year. Schools in which the model was 
considered not to be operating successfully were perceived to have no 
clear goals or a plan of how to implement the program and received 
little support from the executive.

While the quality of the facilitator was seen to be a key factor to the 
success of the model, other factors noted by facilitators, consultants 
and principals included the availability of time, the action plan, 
support from the principal and/or executive, and a collaborative 
working relationship among team members. A large proportion of 
principals and facilitators specifically mentioned the benefit of having 
the facilitator based within their own school. 

RECOMMENDATION 4:
The facilitator model should continue. Wherever possible, facilitators 
should be operating within their own school. 

THE ACTION PLAN

The action plan was identified as one of the key factors contributing to 
the overall effectiveness of the facilitator model.  Almost unanimously, 
facilitators and principals indicated that the action plans were essential 
for maintaining the momentum of CMIT. 

While action plans varied enormously depending on schools’ needs 
and no ‘one’ plan could be highlighted as exemplar, those submitted 
from facilitators where evidence consistently indicates the model 
was operating very successfully, contain certain commonalities. Such 
commonalities included, a clear focus or goal, a variety of actions that 
progressed through a cycle of training, planning for implementation, 
in-class support, evaluation (via some form of data collection and 
reflection) and forward planning. Additionally, facilitators considered 
effective action plans to be practical and flexible, have a clear and 
simple focus, have goals that are incorporated into school numeracy 
targets and be collaboratively devised by team members.  While these 
elements may assist in the development of future action plans, it must 
be remembered that many other contextual factors were identified 
that may impact on the overall effectiveness of the facilitator model, 
namely, the facilitators themselves.

RECOMMENDATION 5:
The action plan proforma provided to facilitators should be modified 
to encourage the inclusion of specific goals.

RECOMMENDATION 6:
Facilitators should be informed of the key elements inherent in action 
plans considered more effective prior to the formulation of future 
plans. 
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Count Me In Too GUIDELINES FOR FACILITATORS 
Comments from facilitators regarding advice on the role for facilitators 
in the future included:

1.   Knowledge: Know the syllabus and the CMIT framework very 
well. 

2.   Disposition: Be enthusiastic, flexible, stay positive and focussed. 

3.   Teamwork: Work with a team. Facilitators recommended that 
teams should have regular (even if brief) meetings, that they 
should include the consultant and the principal whenever 
possible. 

4.   Planning, preparation and administration: Incorporate action plan 
goals into the school’s numeracy targets and have a repertoire 
of demonstration lesson ideas that require few resources. 

5.   Support: Seek as much support as you can from the consultant, 
the principal and other staff. 

6.   Communication: Communicate regularly with the consultant and 
staff. 

7.   Managing change and managing staff: Implement change slowly 
and work with staff in their classrooms as much as possible. 

RECOMMENDATION 7:
Guidelines provided by experienced facilitators should be incorporated 
into training for new facilitators. 
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Count Me In Too APPENDIX A

INITIAL FACILITATOR SURVEY

Name _________________________ School__________________

To assist in the planning for the facilitator training, please complete 
the following information and email or fax your response to Chris 
Francis by Wed.10th March.

Email: chris.francis@det.nsw.edu.au Fax: 9886 7424

1. How many years have you been personally involved in implementing 
Count Me In Too? ___________________

2. Please rate your knowledge of each component of the learning 
framework. 

My knowledge of: Minimal Comprehensive

a. Building addition and subtraction through counting 
by ones

b. Building addition and subtraction through 
grouping

c. Building multiplication and division through equal 
grouping and counting

d. Building fractions through equal sharing

e. Building place value through grouping

f. Verbal and written labels

3. Please circle

     The only way to get detailed information on students’ 
understanding of number is through the SENA. 

      I agree  I disagree

     Comment: _________________________________________

     __________________________________________________

4.   I always develop my class mathematics program based on 
assessment practices and analysis using the LFIN. 

      I agree  I disagree

     Comment: _________________________________________

     __________________________________________________

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3
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Count Me In Too 5.  What might be some advantages or disadvantages of using a 
support teacher to assess the students taking part in Count Me 
In Too?

     __________________________________________________

     __________________________________________________

T:  I have 5 counters, I take some away and there are 2 left. How 
many did I take away?

S:   Three

T:   I have 10 counters, I take some away and there are 6 left. How 
many did I take away?

S:   Holds up ten fingers and reads the answer off his fingers. Four.

T:   I have 12 counters, I take some away and there are 9 left. How 
many did I take away?

S:   Three

T:   How did you work that out?

S:   ‘Cause (raises his thumb), twelve … and (raises his point 
finger) ten … (lowers his point finger) twelve, (raises his 
point finger) and eleven (raises his middle finger), and ten are 
‘tooken’ away and that makes nine. 

A teacher brings you a video of the above interview and asks you to 
help tell her what it means and what she should teach this student. 
What would you suggest?
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Count Me In Too APPENDIX B

FINAL FACILITATOR EVALUATION 

Name _________________________ School__________________

To assist the planning for Facilitator training in 2005, please complete 
the following survey and email your response to Elaine Watkins 
(elaine.watkins@det.nsw.edu.au) or fax to Elaine on 9886 7424 by 
Wednesday 1st September. Thank you.

None or  Adequate A great
not at all deal

1. How would you rate the effectiveness of the 
training you received for the role of CMIT 
facilitator?

 Please explain your rating.

2.  What degree of support did you receive from 
your Regional Mathematics Consultant in fulfilling 
the facilitator role?

 Please suggest reasons for your rating.

3.  How effective was the action plan in guiding the 
implementation and expansion of CMIT within the 
school?

 Please suggest reasons for your rating.

4.  To what degree was the implementation of the 
CMIT program within the school expanded as 
a result of the facilitator role?

4(a) If it has expanded, please describe how.

4(b) If it has not expanded, can you suggest why?

5.  How would you rate your success as a facilitator 
in supporting the CMIT program within the 
school?

 Please suggest reasons for your rating

Minimum Very high

6.   What advice would you give to a person considering the role 
of facilitator for 2005?

7.   What was the total funding allocated by State Office to 
support the facilitator role within the school? 

(a) What amount of funding remains?

(b) How will any remaining funding be used to support the 
CMIT program?

(c) Did the school provide additional resources to support the 
program? 

(d) If so, please describe how the resources were used.

8.   Any other comments you would like to make concerning the 
CMIT program and the facilitated model of implementation?

Thank you for taking the time to complete this evaluation form. 

0 1 2

0 1 2

0 1 2

0 1 2

1 4 52 3
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Count Me In Too APPENDIX C

CONSULTANT SURVEY

Facilitator model for ELNI schools

Name _________________________ S.E.A.___________________

To assist the process of evaluating CMIT for this year, please complete 
the following survey and email your response to Elaine Watkins (ela
ine.watkins@det.nsw.edu.au) or fax to Elaine on 

9886 7424 by Wednesday 1st September. If you did not use a facilitator 
model for ELNI funding in 2004, please return a nil response. Thank 
you.

1.   Schools supported by a facilitator model:

A  ______________________________________________

B   ______________________________________________

2.   Please describe the level of support you provided to the CMIT 
facilitator/s.

3. How would you rate the success of the facilitator 
model in supporting the CMIT program within 
school A? (Please circle)

 Please explain your rating.

Minimal Very high

 

4. How would you rate the success of the facilitator 
model in supporting the CMIT program within 
school B? (Please circle)

 Please explain your rating.

Minimal Very high

5.  Any other comments you would like to make concerning the 
CMIT program and the facilitated model of implementation.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this evaluation form.

1 4 52 3

1 4 52 3
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Count Me In Too APPENDIX D

EMAIL SENT TO PRINCIPALS

«Name»

«Principal»

«School»

«Street»

«Suburb»

Dear «Dear»

Thank you for your continued support for the Count Me In Too (CMIT) 
project. Our records indicate that the CMIT facilitator for your school 
is «Facilitator».

Now that the facilitator support for the CMIT program is coming 
to a conclusion for 2004, your comments would be appreciated on 
the implementation of the program within your school this year. For 
example, your comments may take the form of comments such as 
‘In my opinion, the facilitator model for implementing Count Me In Too 
in my school was …’

It would be greatly appreciated if you could send brief comments 
to Elaine Watkins by Friday 3rd September 2004 using either 
email elaine.watkins@det.nsw.edu.au or fax 9886 7424.

Yours faithfully

Peter Gould
CEO, Mathematics
23 August, 2004
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Count Me In Too APPENDIX E

COUNT ME IN TOO 2004 ACTION PLAN

School: ________________________________________________

Action Who will be 
responsible for the 

action?

Others involved in 
action

Timeframe for 
action

How will the funding be used? When

Principal approval of action plan

Name _________________________

Signature ______________________

Date__________________________


