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Nous Group acknowledges Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples as the First Australians and the Traditional Custodians of
country throughout Australia. We pay our respect to Elders past,
present and emerging, who maintain their culture, country and
spiritual connection to the land, sea and community.

This artwork was developed by Marcus Lee Design to reflect Nous Group’s
Reconciliation Action Plan and our aspirations for respectful and productive
engagement with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and communities.

Disclaimer:

Nous Group (Nous) has prepared this report for the benefit of the New South Wales Department of Education (the Client).

The report should not be used or relied upon for any purpose other than as an expression of the conclusions and recommendations of
Nous to the Client as to the matters within the scope of the report. Nous and its officers and employees expressly disclaim any
liability to any person other than the Client who relies or purports to rely on the report for any other purpose.

Nous has prepared the report with care and diligence. The conclusions and recommendations given by Nous in the report are given
in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and not misleading. The report has been prepared by Nous based on
information provided by the Client and by other persons. Nous has relied on that information and has not independently verified or
audited that information.

© Nous Group
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Executive summary

Nous Group (Nous), in partnership with Murawin, is proud to present this process, outcomes and economic
evaluation (the Evaluation) of the Clontarf Academies program (the Program), which currently operates in 57
schools across New South Wales (NSW) as of 30 May 2024. The Program is provided to male secondary
school students, and any reference throughout this report to ‘students’ is taken to mean male students. The
scope of the Evaluation covers findings of the evaluation of the Clontarf Academies drawn from available
data, surveying, and consultation with key stakeholders. Face-to-face fieldwork (with AIATSIS ethics approval)
occurred at ten schools across NSW as part of the Evaluation and any references to the views of teachers and
school executives in this report are drawn from that work.

This final report details the findings of the process, outcomes and economic evaluations undertaken,
including discussion of the findings as appropriate. The Evaluation considers aspects of the Program
including what is working well, barriers and enablers impacting the Program’s ability to meet desired
outcomes and areas for program strengthening. The report has been developed with focus on the potential
for it to be used as part of a process of ongoing improvement for the Program and the Department of
Education’s Aboriginal Education and Community policy over a long-term policy cycle.

The Evaluation builds on the findings of the 2017 Evaluation of the NSW Clontarf Academies Program,
conducted by the Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation.

Readers of this report are urged to examine the section noting the limitations affecting this evaluation. Please
note that there were limited datasets available to analyse and draw conclusions about the program’s
effectiveness. Some benefits are hard to measure, and some are so valuable that they are beyond any
available financial ‘benefit measures’, such as the value of accessing and sharing in language and culture for
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students and families. These are best described as invaluable.

Due to these limitations, this report will appear to focus mainly on things that could be measured such as
justice system and health system outcomes, in addition to school outcomes. This does not reflect the full
picture of the purpose or impact of Clontarf Academies. It also does not reflect the full experience and
strengths of the young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men (and their families) who participate in this
program. This report is not intended to bring a ‘deficit’ mindset or framing to the experience of young
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men and their families.

The Department and local Aboriginal Community members underscore the vital importance of using a
‘strengths-based approach’ to education for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students.’

Process evaluation

The process evaluation identified several success factors that are critical to the effective functioning of the
Program in NSW schools. These included:

e The Program’s implementation is tailored to the needs of local Aboriginal communities.

« Recruitment of enthusiastic and passionate staff have allowed certain Clontarf Academies to establish
strong relationships with the school, families and communities.

« Clontarf staff implement ad-hoc extensive wrap-around supports that promote student wellbeing.

' Please note in this report that over the evaluation period, from 2017 up to now, the Clontarf Program has evolved to include more
rigorous measurement of HSC Attainment in line with government commitments. The purpose of the program in 2018 Contract
documentation did not include increasing HSC Attainment as a strict outcome/purpose. CM reference: DOC21/357687
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e Academies provide role models, through staff and alumni, to build greater connections with participants
and their Aboriginal communities.

The success factors listed above were indicated by stakeholders as consistently delivered in most Clontarf
Academies.

Barriers were additionally identified through the process evaluation. Key barriers identified included:
e The effective engagement of senior students.

e The inclusion of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men not interested in Clontarf's key
activities.

« Being able to engage effectively with families and local Aboriginal communities.
e The hiring and retention of staff.

It is important to note that while barriers presented challenges for implementation, participating stakeholders
have indicated broad confidence in the model of the Clontarf program and its related operations.

Outcome evaluation

The outcome evaluation identified that the Program provides rewards and activities that incentivise young
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to attend school and engage with employment, measured by
Clontarf's three Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) of student retention, attendance and employment.

Importantly, the outcome evaluation additionally demonstrated several outcomes not related to the central
KPIs of the Program. The outcome evaluation found that the Program facilitated positive behavioural and
psychological shifts within Program participants, and improved the physical and mental health of Program
participants. It additionally details a sense of belonging attributed to the Program, encouraging the
participation of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men, their families and their Aboriginal
communities with schools.

The evaluation additionally identified a number of unintended outcomes. While the program provides many
benefits, supports and experiences, opportunities for additional positive outcomes in educational
engagement and diversity were identified.

Economic evaluation

The economic evaluation assessed the Program's future economic impact through a Cost-Benefit Analysis
(CBA) under two growth scenarios for the number of schools and students between 2024 and 2029: a
‘business as usual’ scenario and an ‘expansion’ scenario. The CBA considered the major quantifiable costs and
benefits potentially attributable to the Program, including:

e Reduction in expected days in custody for youths.
e Reduction in expected days in custody for adults.
¢ Reduction in expected Alcohol and Other Drug (AOD) related hospitalisations.

The economic analysis was enabled by unit record data from the Human Services Data Set (HSDS), which was
used to compare the outcomes of male Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students who attended
schools with the Program, against male Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students who attended
schools that did not have the Program but otherwise have similar characteristics in terms of their size, rurality,
and number of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students. Data was not sufficient to demonstrate
causality between the Program and these outcomes and justice benefits were unable to be counted towards
the CBR. With limited data regarding potential lifetime earnings of individuals and improved equity, welfare
and health benefits, both the ‘business as usual’ and ‘expansion’ scenarios returned a Benefit Cost Ratio
below 1.00.
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Conclusion

The Evaluation has found that the Program is successful in its objective of improving the engagement of
students through the activities and wrap-around supports provided to Program participants. The Program is
designed to enable local flexibility supported by a consistent approach to engagement, which has
demonstrated improved attendance and better workplace readiness, leading to positive long-term outcomes
for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men.

The Evaluation’s Cost-Benefit Analysis was limited by the available data and was unable to demonstrate the
economic benefits of the Program through reduced criminal justice system involvement or improved health
outcomes.

The Evaluation has flagged 15 recommendations to support Clontarf in evolving the Program to be more
culturally responsive, fit for purpose and reflective of a modern employment environment.

Summary of Recommendations

1. Tailor the design of the Program to better reflect the interests of participants and local Aboriginal
Community.

2. Ensure appropriate mechanisms are in place to ensure the safety of Program participants

3. Incorporate Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander culture, customs and teachings through appropriate
mechanisms

4.  Ensure each Academy is mostly operated by local Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander identified staff
members

Incorporate a staffing model that enables appropriate cover for all activities
Create an attraction and retention strategy for staff

Incorporate additional KPIs for students who complete Year 10 and enter further education or training

© N o U

Increase emphasis on academic performance to support students in striving for post-school
employment

9. Improve the tracking of post-educational outcomes

10. Improve the collection of participant data

11. Embed an annual process for informing school staff about the operation and benefits of the Program
12. Leverage partners to secure adequate resources and facilities for the Program

13. Expand policies to allow female siblings of Program participants to use Clontarf resources on a case-by-
case basis

14. Increase opportunities for participants to meet and learn from female role models

15. Create an inclusive environment for students who are gender diverse
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1 Evaluation context and approach

This section presents an introduction and overview to the Evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation Program
including the Evaluation methodology.

1.1 Context and overview

The NSW Department of Education (the Department), specifically the Aboriginal Education and Communities
Directorate (AECD), formerly known as the Aboriginal Outcomes and Partnerships Directorate (AOPD),
engaged Nous Group (Nous) and Murawin, an Aboriginal owned and led national consultancy firm, to
conduct an evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation Program (the Program). The Department has supported the
growth of the program over the past 11 years as part of its commitment to improving educational outcomes
for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students, Closing the Gap targets and the related priorities.

After expanding into NSW in 2012, the Clontarf Foundation is now the largest external provider of programs
that support the wellbeing and life outcomes of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in NSW.
The Program is provided to male secondary school students, and any reference throughout this report to
‘students’ is taken to mean male students. Operating in 57 NSW secondary schools (out of a total of 402
public secondary schools in NSW?), the Program's stated aims are to help young Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander men participate in society positively through a range of school-based wrap around supports
(like mentorship, sports competitions, exposure to employment opportunities) to improve their education,
discipline, life skills, self-esteem, and employment prospects.

Each host school has an ‘academy room’ that acts as a home-base for Clontarf students before and after
school, at recess and lunch, and during designated academy time. The rooms are designed to be self-reliant
and are equipped with cooking and washing facilities, food, tables and chairs, computers and entertainment
equipment.

The Program attempts to respond to some aspects of entrenched and intergenerational disadvantage
experienced by many Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students as a result of colonisation and its
ongoing impacts. For young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men, there may be a range of barriers to
accessing education and thriving in educational settings. The most recent data shows that nationally, in 2021,
68.1 per cent of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait people aged 20-24 had attained Year 12 certificate or
equivalent, with NSW sitting slightly above the national average at 69.3 per cent.®> Moreover, the retention
rate from Year 7/8 to Year 12 was 59 per cent for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students, compared
to 84 per cent for non-Indigenous students and those whose Indigenous status is unknown.* For NSW public
school students in semester one 2023, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait students’ attendance rate was 70 per
cent across Year 7 to 12, which differed to non-Indigenous peers whose attendance rate was 85 per cent.® It is
noted that attendance rates decline in later high school years across both Indigenous and Non-indigenous
student cohorts. Attendance rates also vary within cohorts depending on remoteness, with First Nations
attendance rates high in major cities (~88 per cent) and significantly lower in remote and very remote areas.®

2 Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation, Schools and students: 2022 statistical bulletin: https://education.nsw.gov.au/about-
us/education-data-and-research/cese/publications/statistics/annual-statistical-bulletin/schools-and-students-2022-statistical-bulletin
3 https://www.pc.gov.au/closing-the-gap-data/dashboard/socioeconomic/outcome-area5

4 https://www.indigenoushpf.gov.au/measures/2-05-education-outcomes-young-people

> NSW Department of Education, Government school student attendance fact sheet, 2023 (accessed May 13 2024):
https://prod.cese.links.com.au/data/dataset/government-school-student-attendance-bulletin/resource/950360c3-af19-4a89-a110-
bcb3c2285801

6 Productivity Commission — Closing the Gap Information Repository Dashboard, available at Dashboard | Closing the Gap Information
Repository - Productivity Commission (pc.gov.au)
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This difference in rate of attendance can contribute to poorer health outcomes across health and wellbeing,
socio-economic factors and greater likelihood of involvement in the justice system.” For example, 41 per cent
of Aboriginal males aged 15-24 are not engaged in employment, education or training,® and 40 per cent of
Indigenous men have reported having been charged formally with an offence by police before they reach the
age of 25.°

It is critical that this information is not presented without noting additional context. A failure to add context
may lead to an implied view or conclusion that these rates are all the personal fault of Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander men themselves. But additional information helps to reveal the social context
contributing to these statistics. For example, racial profiling by the NSW Police Force likely affects the rates of
Aboriginal people stopped and searched, and subsequently charged, as noted by experts and by an ABC
News investigation of 4.3 million police records over 20 years. That investigation found, “lower
socioeconomic, migrant and Indigenous areas are often searched (as part of stop-and-search policing tactics)
at higher rates, despite searches being no more likely to find anything.” Some experts also argue that many
searches have been conducted unlawfully, despite the NSW Police Force stating this is not the case. This
difference in treatment has historically extended beyond police and into the wider criminal justice system in
NSW, as found by experts."

The Evaluation presented an opportunity to review the extent to which the Program achieved its intended
outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men since its previous Evaluation in 2017. It
assessed how the Program has been implemented and how it has impacted education, employment, justice,
social, emotional and wellbeing outcomes for Aboriginal students, as well as its economic impact. This report
provides conclusions and recommendations that will inform the Program and the broader work of the AECD.

The COVID-19 pandemic had a significant impact on the Program throughout the
Evaluation period

All NSW schools were impacted significantly by the circumstances created by the COVID-19 pandemic. The
sudden shift to online platforms to maintain educational continuity revealed the digital divide, where
students with limited access to technology or the internet faced disadvantages, particularly young Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander men.

With the quality and consistency of learning impacted, many students experienced disruptions in their
education, leading to significant impacts on attendance and a disruption to the status quo for all Program
participants. Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic has heightened stress and anxiety amongst students, with
social isolation and the uncertainty affecting their mental wellbeing. These impacts were compounded by a
reduced level of access to the Program benefits for Program participants.

7 Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation, Understanding attendance — A review of the drivers of school attendance and best practice
approaches, NSW Department of Education, 2022, (accessed May 13 2024): https://education.nsw.gov.au/content/dam/main-
education/about-us/educational-data/cese/2022-understanding-attendance.pdfc

8 Australian Government: Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘How are young Indigenous people in New South Wales faring’,
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander adolescent and youth health and wellbeing 2018, available at
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/indigenous-australians/atsi-adolescent-youth-health-wellbeing-2018.

9 Australian Government: Standing Committee on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs, ‘Indigenous youth and the criminal justice
system: an overview’, Doing Time — Time for Doing: Indigenous youth in the criminal justice system, available at
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary Business/Committees/Committees Exposed/atsia/sentencing/report.

0 ABC News, ‘A dangerous numbers game’, 2024 (accessed May 31 2024): https://www.abc.net.au/news/2024-03-18/how-proactive-
policing-quotas-sent-nsw-police-searches-soaring/103579210

" Brown, Laura, ‘The Criminalisation of Conduct: Indigenous Youth In the Criminal Justice System’ (2012)
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1.2 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander-led governance approach

The Evaluation was Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander-led and governed to ensure
cultural responsiveness
Nous and Murawin took steps to ensure the Evaluation was culturally appropriate. A core consideration for

this Evaluation was how we could safely engage with Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander people and
generate insights that consider cultural nuances and are relevant and beneficial for Aboriginal communities.

There are three levels of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander -led governance for this evaluation (see
Figure 1). This ensured that our evaluation approach and engagement delivery met culturally responsive
standards, and the requirements of the Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies
(AIATSIS) code of ethics explained further in the section below.

Figure 1| Layers of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander governance

The Aboriginal Steering Committee provided a clear authorising
environment for the evaluation and ensured the evaluation met
cultural safety requirements.

NSW Dept of Education’s Aboriginal Steering
Committee (ASC)

The ACRG provided advice, guidance and input to the Nous and Murawin
team in relation to the evaluation, and had oversight of all stakeholder
engagement and aspects of the evaluation that examine the experience
and outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.

Aboriginal Community Reference Group
(ACRG)

Nous and Murawin's project team was Aboriginal-led and consisted of four

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander members. The Nous Project Director, Nous and Murawin project
Rodney Williams, and the Nous Project Manager, Joshua McKinnon, are both team
Aboriginal men who were responsible for day-to-day evaluation activities.

Rachel Bobir and Malakai Vale of Murawin additionally supported Rodney and

Joshua as consultation leads.

Nous and Murawin underwent a rigorous AIATSIS ethics application to ensure that our
governance structure and evaluation approach followed cultural and ethical protocols

AIATSIS provides leadership in the field of ethics and protocols for research related to Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander peoples and collections. To conduct our engagement, we applied for their research
committee’s ethics approval. We provided AIATSIS with a 45-page evaluation framework and 31 supporting
documents. This in-depth process took several months, and we did not begin stakeholder engagements until
we received full approval. To obtain ethics clearance we aligned the evaluation approach with the four key
principles of AIATSIS' code of ethics (see Table 1).

Table 1| Evaluation alignment to AIATSIS ethics principles

Principle Description How this evaluation met the principle

Through this project we consulted with 149
stakeholders who identify as Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander. The insights we generated
from the engagements have become a core
element of the evidence base for the Evaluation.

The right of Aboriginal and Torres
Indigenous self- strait Islander peoples to be engaged
determination in research that affects or is of

particular significance to them.
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Principle Description How this evaluation met the principle

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander As mentioned in the previous section, the
Indigenous leadership research should be led by First Nations evaluation team consisted of several layers of
people. First Nations-led governance.

Through our engagements with First Nations
community and staff members we were able to
develop a shared understanding of the impacts of
the Program on First Nations people.

The definition of benefits, impacts and
Impact and value value of the research must be informed
by First Nations perspectives.

Researchers must have accountability
over the long term for the impact of

L their actions. Sustainability means Our adherence to AIATSIS ethics and governance
Sustainability and . -
I ensuring that Aboriginal and Torres protocols ensured that our engagements and
accountability . ) . .
Strait Islander research is research were culturally and socially sustainable.

environmentally, culturally, socially and
economically sustainable.

The principles of the Re-imagining Evaluation Framework further shaped and enhanced our
approach

It was imperative to position Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander people involved in the Evaluation as
valuable knowledge-holders and storytellers, instead of subjects to study. The structure and processes of the
Evaluation reflected the Re-imagining Evaluation Framework'? from conception through to execution. In
particular, the following principles were integral:

Principle Implementation
Aboriginal family Families were invited to attend interviews and undertake surveys to capture their views
sovereignty and experiences.

As a culturally and age-appropriate method of engagement, yarning circles were
Yarning conducted with the young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men who participate
in the Clontarf Foundation Program.

The insights and recommendations of this report are delivered in the spirit of
Empowering change identifying and advancing best practice and catalysing change that improves the
Program and the outcomes of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men.

1.3 Culturally safe data collection and analysis approach

The Nous and Murawin team consisted of seven people, four of this team identify as Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander. This ensured that an Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultural lens was over every step of
the research and data analysis.

Culturally safe data collection was a priority

Maintaining a culturally safe and respectful environment for Aboriginal and/or Torres Islander participants is
always a priority for our consulting processes. We used a ‘strength-based approach’ acknowledging that
stronger connections to culture and Country build stronger individual and communal identities, a sense of

12 https://education.nsw.gov.au/teaching-and-learning/aec/re-imagining-evaluation-framework
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self-esteem, resilience, and improved outcomes across program implementation. Any engagement work we
undertake meets our principles of being:

e culturally safe and responsive

« considered and bespoke

« diverse, inclusive and collaborative
e clear, and consistent.

Consultations were Aboriginal led using a combined approach of yarning and listening, through deep
listening and generative dialogue. Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander perspectives were embedded
throughout every aspect of the methodology, data collection process and engagement tools. To have
effective communication we embedded the following principles:

e Culturally sound and rigorous: Combining Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander insights and
perspectives into the project through the experiences of Aboriginal consultants who have immense
experience working with, in and for their Aboriginal communities.

« Open and collaborative: We created an environment where all participants were free to express their
views.

¢ Respectful and culturally appropriate: We understood the importance of working in a culturally sensitive
way by ensuring that we use appropriate language and engagement strategies that encouraged open
conversation.

e Clear and consistent: We ensured that our work was clear, practical and messages were clear and easily
understood.

Our Aboriginal consultants spent time building trust and rapport with all stakeholders and any culturally
sensitive subject matter would be subject to appropriate management of intellectual property. We
implemented an approach the recognised cultural differences and the significant role Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander culture and stories play in having their voices heard.

We leveraged yarning to create a safe space for students and their families

Yarning and storytelling were used to gather the experiences of students and their families, ensuring cultural
responsiveness, sensitivity, and relevance. Yarning is a reciprocal relationship between the participants and
the Aboriginal consultant that can elicit in-depth information.

Research topic yarning was used for the students in a semi-structured and relaxed approach to gather
information relating to the research questions. For the students and male family members the yarns were led
by a male Aboriginal consultant and for female family members and carers an Aboriginal female consultant
was present. This was in line with our AIATSIS ethical approval.

This approach ensured that men’s and women'’s business was respected, maintained and the interview
conducted in a culturally safe way and environment.

The students were mostly interviewed in groups of three to four as we recognise using the collective
approach for issues which allowed the interviewees to have support from others in the circle. When
approaching sensitive questions, the Aboriginal consultants provided some context of the question to
encourage honesty and observing to ensure the participant was not triggered or distressed.

Student yarns were kept to less than 45-minutes, though usually around the 30-minute timeframe. The
research questions were used as a guide and a checkpoint, however, allowing the participants stories to flow,
and avoiding or minimising interruption to bring the conversation back on track. This could lead to missing
highly pertinent information.
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We adhered to Indigenous Cultural and Intellectual Property principles when we analysed
and stored engagement data

Indigenous Cultural and Intellectual Property (ICIP) describes the 'rights of Australian Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander peoples to their languages, stories, songs, knowledge (including spiritual and
ecological), knowledge systems, cultural practices, land, waterways, sacred sites, ceremony, objects and
ancestral remains, literary, performing, musical and artistic works, and documentation and recordings of or
about Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander heritage and peoples’.

We recognise and respect ICIP is strongly connected to place, belongs to communities or groups collectively
and differs from community to community and place to place. We also recognise that because of the physical
inter-connectedness of Country that ICIP is inter-linked.

We acknowledge that current generations have custodial obligations to nurture, maintain and pass ICIP onto
future generations. Part of this is the acknowledgement that only certain people within each community hold
the authority to know, hold and share knowledge, or give permission to use and share certain ICIP.

We recognise that Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Cultural and Intellectual Property Rights refer to
the rights of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander people to own, control and maintain their ICIP, authorise
and refuse the use of ICIP, maintain the secrecy of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander knowledge and
control the recording of expressions and knowledge that are intrinsic to identity and culture.

ICIP protocols were adhered to during interpretation and analysis of the data, and consideration of Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander people and their views were maintained throughout the lifecycle of the project.

1.4 Method

A program logic guided the Evaluation

A program logic describes the logical connection between:

Context. The background for the program and the environment in which it is being delivered, including
why the program is considered relevant and appropriate.

Inputs. The resources that are used to deliver the program.
Activities. The activities that are undertaken as part of the program, building on the inputs.
Outputs. The results of activities (both quantitative and qualitative).

Outcomes. The short, medium and long-term changes that are expected as a result of activities and
outputs.

A program logic for the Program (Figure 2) was developed as part of the initial stages of the Evaluation with
the support of the Department. The program logic provided an important basis for the development of the
Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs) and our line of questioning.
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Figure 2 | Program logic for the Program

CONTEXT

@) INPUTS

@) ACTIVITIES ©) OUTCOMES @) GOAL

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Locally-based, full * Mentoring and counselling Short-term: Aboriginal and

Islander boys and men
experience poorer
educational outcomes
compared to their non-
Indigenous peers.

Poor school attendance and a
failure to experience
achievement or connection
when young, combined with a
position of under privilege
can result in alienation and
serious and life long
consequences.

time staff

Local elders
National network of
academies
Memorandum of
Understanding with
schools
Government
funding (state and
commonwealth)
Private sector
funding

on a range of behavioural
and lifestyle issues that help
build supportive
relationships

« A diverse range of activities,

focusing on:
* Education and schooling
* Life skills
* Leadership skills
» Football and sports skills

Employment, including
post-graduation job
placement

« Connection to
community

*Improves school
attendance and better
engagement in school

* Better prospects for
employment, more work
‘ready’ and more
prepared for future study
after school

« Students are better able
to address life challenges
Long-term:

«Improves life skills,
confidence and self-
esteem and self-
discipline

*Improves educational
attainment for students

* Improved social and
emotional wellbeing

Torres Strait
Islander young
men have a
greater
opportunity to
live a fulfilling
life; develop a
greater
connection to
community; and
become positive
role models for
their peers.

A set of key evaluation questions (KEQs) structured data collection and analysis across the

Evaluation

In Figure 3 we have mapped the KEQs to the four key components of the Evaluation:

1. Process evaluation: Determines whether program activities have been implemented as intended (i.e.

appropriateness and efficiency).

Outcomes evaluation: Measures the programs impact on the target population (i.e. effectiveness).
3. Economic evaluation: Determines the value for money of the Program to support future funding

decisions (i.e. efficiency and effectiveness).

Figure 3 | Key evaluation questions

KEQ

1. To what extent
has the Clontarf
Foundation
Academy Program
been
implemented as
planned?

2.  What are the key
barriers and
success factors to
Program
implementation?

Research questions

1.1 What is the current context and policy landscape for young

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander men attending secondary school in

NSW?

1.2 What are the goals and aims of the Clontarf Academy Program?

1.3 What specific activities does the Clontarf Academy Program deliver?

1.4 To what extent do the activities delivered, align with the intended
implementation activities of the Program?

1.5 What activities are not currently being delivered or implemented and

why?

2.1 What barriers or challenges has the Program encountered and what
impact have they had?

2.2 How do barriers or challenges vary across different locations?

2.3 How have local teams adapted to these challenges and what
structures, processes or activities have they put in place?

2.4 What factors are important to the success of the Program?
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KEQ Research questions Component

2.5 What impact have success factors had on Program delivery and
outcomes?

2.6 How can these factors be enhanced?

3.  What desired 3.1 What outcomes are important to measure for Aboriginal

itias?
outcomes has the ~ communities?

Program achieved 35 \What are the intended outcomes of the Program and how are these
and how have measured?

these changed
over time? 3.3 What intended outcomes have changed over time, and why?

3.4 To what extent does the Program contribute to these intended
outcomes?

3.5 What, if any, are the unintended outcomes of the Program?

4. How sustainableis 41 What are the guaranteed, long-term inputs to the Program?

the delivery and 4.2 What are the expected, long-term outputs of the Program?
p 9 p 9
outcomes of the
Program? 4.3 What processes are in place to ensure the long-term sustainability of

the Program?

5. What is the 5.1 What are the costs of implementing and delivering the Program, and = Economic
economic impact how do these differ across locations and regions? evaluation
of the Program? 5.2 What are the unit costs for delivering the Program?

5.3 What are the benefits of the Program and how do these different
across locations and regions?

5.4 What are the avoided costs attributable to the Program?

5.5 What is the net economic benefits of the Program over the next 5
years?

5.6 How sensitive are the modelled benefits and costs to inputs and
assumptions?

6. What 6.1 To what extent is the design, implementation and delivery of the Process,
opportunities exist Program sufficient to achieve intended outcomes? outcomes and
economic
to strengthen the g 5 \What are the opportunities to improve the Program? -
Program and what evaluations
are the learnings 6.3 Which action/s should be prioritised?
for AECD'’s

6.4 What are the AECD's broader policy objectives and how will these

broader policy influence the implementation and delivery of the Program?

objectives?
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The project triangulated data from multiple data sources including a desktop review,
quantitative data analysis, surveys, interviews, focus groups and yarning circles

Qualitative analysis was gathered from three sources

Our in-depth qualitative analysis was largely driven by our Aboriginal-led stakeholder consultations.

Table 2 | Qualitative data sources and analysis approach

m

I?esktop scan and Rapid review of relevant literature and Clontarf To provide insight to the planned

literature, program  Academy documentation including the 2017 implementation of the Program and its

doc.umentat|on Evaluation of the NSW Clontarf Academies barriers and success factors in the past.

review Program.

“fiE T Site visits to ten communities across NSW. These  To consult with key stakeholders and
communities include: understand their day-to-day experience
e Moruya High School of the Program.

e South Grafton High School

e Murrumbidgee High School (Griffith and
Wade campuses)

e Narrandera High School

e  Elizabeth MacArthur High School
e  Dubbo South High School

e Narromine High School

e  Broken Hill High School

e  Kanahooka High School

e  Chifley (Dunheved) High School

In total Nous and Murawin consulted with 197
individuals: 114 Clontarf participants, 17
carers/family members, 25 Clontarf staff (14
identified Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander)
and 41 non-Clontarf staff (four identified
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander).

Program stakeholder Surveys of former students and their families, To determine the effectiveness of the
SHIVEY, Clontarf Academy staff members and non-Clontarf Program based on feedback.

staff and teachers. In total, we received 138

responses, 11 former students, 17 carers or family

members, 104 non-Clontarf staff and four Clontarf

Academy staff members.

Quantitative data analysis employed logistic regression to examine cohort outcomes

The Evaluation’s quantitative analysis was informed largely by the Human Services Data Set, a significant
dataset containing comprehensive data on outcomes (for instance, health, justice and education outcomes)
for young people and families in NSW.

The Human Services Dataset (HSDS) brings together data from across government to take a powerful view of
service usage and to improve outcomes of communities™. It includes data about children, young people, and

3 Human Services Data Set, Family and Community Services, 2021 (accessed 9 May 2024), Human Services Dataset (HSDS) | Family &
Community Services (nsw.gov.au)
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families from various government agencies, such as child protection, housing, justice, health and mental
health, and education.™

To analyse the data, Nous used logistic regression, a statistical method for examining relationships involving
binary outcomes. In this case, the outcome of interest was associated with improved student outcomes,
during and post school, through various measures such as interactions with school attendance and
suspensions, and interactions with the Health and Justice Departments. The logistic regression model allows
us to quantify and compare the odds of such interactions among program participants and non-participants,
adjusting for the socio-economic background to isolate the effect of the program itself.

In addition to examining the direct impact of program attendance, our analysis also incorporated the Index of
Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) scores as a variable. ICSEA scores provide a quantitative
measure of the socio-educational backgrounds of the schools that participants attended, ranging from 500 to
1300, with higher scores indicating more advantaged backgrounds. By including these scores in our logistic
regression model, we aimed to adjust for potential effects that socio-educational factors might have on the
relationship between program participation and student outcomes. Ensuring that the statistical insights about
the program's effectiveness were not the result of external socio-educational variables.

Additional analyses of criminal justice interactions and time in custody were undertaken (as described in
Appendix A.1.4 and A.1.6). These analyses considered the effects of factors such as age, years enrolled at a
school with the Clontarf Program, and prior offending, along with a shortened follow-up period that excluded
years impacted by COVID. The outcomes of students who attended schools with Clontarf were compared
with outcomes of those who attended similar schools.

The cost-benefit analysis built on findings from the quantitative analysis

The cost-benefit analysis was also driven by the HSDS. It employs an ex-ante analysis approach to inform
future government funding decisions. The methodology centres on a comparative assessment, primarily
focusing on two scenarios: the base case, which involves the continuation of the current program, and the
Clontarf Program expansion.

The cost-benefit analysis and its methodology are explored further in Section 3.4.

1.5 Limitations and considerations

There were some limitations with the Evaluation methodology:

e The qualitative data sample was determined by Clontarf staff as they were best placed to organise
yarning circles and interviews. This method effectively reached many stakeholders. However, it did mean
that the qualitative data sample had potential for bias as it was by and large determined by Clontarf staff,
who wish to represent the Program well, understandably. To mitigate this, we asked school principals
and/or their delegates to share surveys with non-Clontarf Staff, former students and their families to
triangulate findings and encourage additional feedback they may not have felt like sharing during the
interview. We also ran interviews and focus groups with stakeholders where Clontarf staff were not
present to create a safe environment where people felt comfortable and shared openly.

¢« We were not able to contact many former students and their families. Our contacts within Clontarf and
the schools themselves found it difficult to connect with former students for the survey. In total we
surveyed 11 former students. However, we were able to engage several families who have had other

4 ibid
15 Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2015 (accessed 9 May 2024),
https://docs.acara.edu.au/resources/Guide to understanding icsea values.pdf
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children who previously participated in the Program. Furthermore, several Clontarf staff members were
former students themselves.

« Limitations of the HSDS meant that program participation was assigned at a 'per school’ level rather
than at the 'per student’ level. Due to privacy and resourcing limitations, the data that was processed,
linked, deidentified and then received for analysis did not indicate whether a student at a particular
school was enrolled in the Clontarf Program. To overcome this, the Department assessed existing internal
program data that demonstrated that a significant majority of Aboriginal male students at schools with a
Clontarf program were participating in the program. This provided confidence to the analysis approach
undertaken with the deidentified student data. As a result, the analysis examined the difference in
outcomes between students attending a school with or without Clontarf, not the difference in outcomes
between students that participate or do not participate in Clontarf. At its most granular level, the HSDS
identifies which schools had an instance of the program running and at what time (at the per year level).
To ascertain if a relationship between Clontarf and student outcomes exists, students were filtered by
gender (identified as 'male’) and Aboriginality (identified as 'Aboriginal’, 'Torres Strait Islander’, or 'both"),
and marked as being part of a 'Clontarf cohort' if they were present at a school with Clontarf in their final
year of schooling. Students (who were male and identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander)
whose final year of school was not at a Clontarf-participating school were marked as 'non-Clontarf'. These
cohorts were then compared to determine the strength of a relationship or correlation between student
outcomes and identification as 'Clontarf' or 'non-Clontarf' cohort.

« Our analysis identifies potential relationships between the 'Clontarf' and 'non-Clontarf' cohorts, but it
cannot account for all external variables. To examine Clontarf's potential influence on student outcomes,
we primarily used logistic regression, coding both the student outcomes and membership in the Clontarf
cohort as binary values (e.g. '1'/'0' to indicate outcome whether a student presented for an AOD related
hospitalisation, and whether they belong to the Clontarf cohort). To control for some external factors
affecting student outcomes, we included the Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA)
scores as a covariate. This inclusion aimed to adjust for the influence of socio-educational factors on the
association between program participation and student outcomes, isolating the potential impact of the
Clontarf Program more effectively.

o Detailed breakdowns based on rurality or year were often unavailable due to issues with sample size.
Where possible, we sought to determine whether Clontarf outcomes have improved over time or if
differences in program outcomes existed based on the rurality of student cohorts. In many cases—and in
all cases when analysing annual or three-year groupings of students—the sample sizes were too small to
establish meaningful relationships, and these data points have therefore not been included in our
analysis.

e  While this evaluation relied on the HSDS, future evaluations may also be able to benefit from the
Pathways dataset to quantify the benefits from post-school educational and work outcomes. HSDS
includes school attendance and completion, as well as deficit-based information in connection with
health, housing and justice outcomes, among others. The Pathways dataset could provide strengths
based information on tertiary education and employment outcomes for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander students who attended Clontarf and non-Clontarf schools. We understand that the department
is in the process of obtaining ethics approval to use Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander identifiers in
the dataset.'®

e Clontarf performance against KPIs is measured on a national basis. While this indicates the viability and
performance of Clontarf as a whole, it does not demonstrate the performance of Clontarf in NSW
specifically.

6 New South Wales Department of Education, The Pathways for the Future Program, https://education.nsw.gov.au/teaching-and-
learning/aec/aboriginal-education-in-nsw-public-schools/the-pathways-for-the-future-program-.
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2 To what extent has the Clontarf Foundation
Academy program been implemented as planned?

This section addresses the following Key Evaluation Questions:
KEQ 1: To what extent has the Clontarf Foundation Academy Program been implemented as planned?

e  KEQ 1.1: What is the current context and policy landscape for young Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander men
attending secondary school in NSW?

e  KEQ1.2: What are the goals and aims of the Clontarf Academy Program?

e  KEQ 1.3: What specific activities does the Clontarf Academy Program deliver?

e KEQ 1.4: To what extent do the activities delivered, align with the intended implementation activities of the Program?

2.1 Aboriginal Education and Communities policy objectives

The NSW Department of Education has policy objectives that guide their approach toward
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander education

As per the Department’s Aboriginal Education Policy, the NSW Department of Education has committed to
improving educational outcomes and wellbeing for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students.

NSW DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ABORIGINAL EDUCATION POLICY EXCERPT

The NSW Department of Education is committed to:

1. Promoting Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander cultural identity, to improve the wellbeing
and educational outcomes of learners and students, in culturally safe environments, so they
achieve and excel.

2. Increasing knowledge and understanding of all learners, students and staff about Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander Peoples, and their histories, cultures and experiences.

3. Implementing consistent system-wide approaches for developing and maintaining culturally
safe workplaces for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander staff.
4. Providing mandatory Aboriginal Cultural Education (staff only) for all department employees.

5. Partnering with local Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander families and communities and
recognising the NSW Aboriginal Education Consultative Group Inc. (NSW AECG Inc.) as the peak
community advisory body to the department on Aboriginal education.

The NSW Government, as part of the broader Coalition of Australian Governments (COAG) agreed to a
refreshed Closing the Gap framework (new National Agreement and revised targets) in genuine, formal
partnership between governments and representatives of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander peoples, as
seen in Table 3 below.
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Table 3 | Closing the Gap Outcomes related to Clontarf

# Closing the Gap Outcome'”

5 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students achieve their full learning potential.
6 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students reach their full potential through further education pathways.
7 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander youth are engaged in employment or education.

10 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people are not overrepresented in the criminal justice system.

11 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander young people are not overrepresented in the criminal justice system.
12 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children are not overrepresented in the child protection system.

13 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families and households are safe.

14 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people enjoy high levels of social and emotional wellbeing.

2.2 The Program aims to ‘close the gap’ on school and non-school
outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
men

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander young people have lower rates of engagement with
schooling compared to non-Indigenous peers

Histories of colonisation, segregation, stolen generations and racist education policies have shaped the
current context in which Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students and their families engage with
schools and schooling.' Schools were, and to an extent persist, as a tool for assimilation and settler-
colonialism,™ but schools have also been a space of resistance.?’ Amid these legacies, Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander students encounter marginalisation and barriers, including racism, that impact their
school attendance and ability to attain a Year 12 or equivalent certification.?'

In an effort to improve education outcomes for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander young people, several
policies and targets have been developed by government and the Aboriginal Community Controlled
Organisation (ACCO) sector. In 2019 the NSW Government announced aims to increase the proportion of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students attaining Year 12, by 50 per cent by 2023.2% In 2020, the

7 Note that the Clontarf Program is primarily measured against Closing the Gap areas 5, 6, 7 and 10, which form part of the expectations
for the program as set by Education. Performance against these priority areas are only partially measured due to data collection and
analysis limitations.

'8 Gawaian Bodkin-Andrews, et al. "Resisting the racist silence: When racism and education collide." Indigenous education in Australia.
Routledge, 2021. 21-37.; Ramsland, John. "The Aboriginal School at Purfleet, 1903-1965: A case study of the segregation of Aboriginal
children in New South Wales, Australia." History of Education Review 35.1 (2006): 47-57, https://doi.org/10.1108/08198691200600005.

9 Moodie, Nikki, Greg Vass, and Kevin Lowe. “The Aboriginal Voices Project: Findings and Reflections.” Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher
Education 49, no. 1 (2021): 5-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2020.1863335 (accessed 22 April 2024).

20 Amy Thomas, and Beth Marsden. “Surviving School And ‘survival Schools': Resistance, Compulsion and Negotiation in Aboriginal
Engagements with Schooling.” 2021. Labour History, no. 121, Liverpool University Press, 2021, pp. 33-55,
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.184665710576338.

21 Nikki Moodie, Sophie Rudolph, and Jacinta Maxwell. "Understanding the Evidence on Racism and Indigenous Schooling." Assessing the
Evidence in Indigenous Education Research: Implications for Policy and Practice. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2023. 61-81.
22Shahni Wellington, Ambitious new targets for Indigenous students in NSW, SBS, 27 June 2019 (accessed 10 May 2024),
https://www.sbs.com.au/nitv/article/ambitious-new-targets-for-indigenous-students-in-nsw/zu48i17u2
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National Agreement on Closing the Gap committed to increasing Year 12 attainment to 96 per cent by
2031.23

Data on attendance and the attainment of Year 12 or equivalent reflects the disparities at the centre of these
policy initiatives. Figure 4 outlines the attendance and Year 12 attainment rate data of Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander students.2*

Figure 4 | Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander student engagement data

MALE ABORIGINAL AND TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER STUDENTS' SCHOOL
ATTENDANCE IN NSW IN 2023

Representing

OF ALL MALE

o
Srall  9.1%  STUDENTS N

ENROLLED NSW

Attendance rate of Aboriginal and ATTENDANCE* IN

Torres Strait Islander Year 7 — 10 male AND VERY REMOTE
StLl!\deTtS (71‘?)fin NSW govcelernment :  AREAS DIFFERED:

schools varied from non-Indigenous )
males (86%) | 8 el

YEAR 12 ATTAINMENT OR EQUIVALENT IN ABORIGINAL AND TORRES STRAIT
ISLANDER PEOPLE AGED 20-24 IN NSW IN 2021

MORE ABORIGINAL AND 91%

. GOO°
69 /O Aboriginal and ;rsol.ill'(\lEgEiTE:I\IﬂTALES of non-Indigenous
i Torres Strait Islander male and 552 ls siitaflzs

i females attained Year 12 (73%) THAN MALES Year 12
(65%) ATTAINED YEAR 12

Despite improvement across some key schooling metrics,? disparities between the outcomes of Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander students and non-Indigenous students persist. While the Program aims to
address some of these disparities for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men, school staff, young
men involved in the Program as well as their families and carers shared that Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait

23 Commonwealth of Australia, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, “National Agreement on Closing the Gap”, 2020, (accessed
22 April 2024), https://www.closingthegap.gov.au/national-agreement/national-agreement-closing-the-gap.

24 Sources from statistics in Figure 4: Enrolment data drawn from Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority, “Student
numbers”: https://www.acara.edu.au/reporting/national-report-on-schooling-in-australia/student-numbers; Attendance data drawn from
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority, “Student attendance”: https://www.acara.edu.au/reporting/national-report-on-
schooling-in-australia/student-attendance; Year 12 attainment data drawn from Productivity Commission, Closing the Gap, “Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander students achieve their full learning potential”: https://www.pc.gov.au/closing-the-gap-data/dashboard/se/outcome-
area5. *Note: this denotes both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander male and female attendance across geographic locations as male only
comparison was not available.

25 Note that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Year 12 attainment (or equivalent) increased from 2011 to 2021 at higher rate than non-
Indigenous peers. Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Year 12 attainment grew by 16 per cent, from 52 per cent to 68 percent, which was
a greater growth than non-Indigenous peers whose attainment grew from 85 percent to 91 per cent. This represents an 11-point decrease
in the gap between these cohorts during this period (i.e. 34 points difference in 2011 compared to 23 points difference in 2021). Australian
Institute of Health and Welfare, “2.05 Education outcomes for young people”, 2021 (accessed 13 May 2024):
https://www.indigenoushpf.gov.au/measures/2-05-education-outcomes-young-
people#:~:text=The%20proportion%200f%20Indigenous%20Australians,42%25%20in%20Very%20remote%20areas.
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Islander young women would also benefit from a program with a similar scale of implementation to the
Clontarf Foundation Program.

The Program aims to support young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to achieve
better life outcomes

The Clontarf Academy commenced in WA in 2000 with a single academy, and more than 20 years on the
Foundation operates 147 academies in WA, NT, QLD, NSW, VIC and SA. It supports more than 11,500
participants and employs over 560 staff. It launched in NSW in 2012 and now supports over 3,500 young
men.

The Foundation delivers wrap-around support for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in high
school to improve their attendance at school, finish Year 12, bolster their wellbeing, instil values such as
respect and self-discipline and prepare them for post-school employment. To do this, the Program leverages
young men’s interests (predominantly sport) to attract them to school and encourage attendance, while
building self-esteem and promoting healthy and disciplined lifestyles. Staff mentor students, providing critical
support and encouragement to enable students to fully participate in school and employment.

The Program relies on a blend of funding from the Federal Government, State and Territory Governments and
the private sector. Over the years it has developed partnerships with businesses including Wesfarmers, Big W
and BHP, culminating in relationships with 200 corporate, philanthropic and local organisations.?® In 2023 the
Federal Government committed $32.8 million to the Clontarf Foundation.?’

The Foundation'’s short-term objectives are to:
« provide a safe environment for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to attend school
e encourage young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to attend school regularly

e encourage participants to embrace the Academy's requirements for respectful behaviour and self-
discipline.

The Foundation'’s long-term objectives are to:
« retain participants within the education system through to Year 12 graduation

e  assist graduates in their transition from school to employment or to further education or training.

The last evaluation of the Program in 2017 found broad confidence in the model

The overarching aims of the Evaluation were to identify strengths and weaknesses of the Program, determine
if the Program had an impact on educational participation in NSW schools and social outcomes, and assess
the Program’s value for money. The Evaluation drew on data on school attendance, retention, suspensions,
NAPLAN participation, post-school outcomes and contact with the criminal justice system as well as
interviews with principals, Academy Directors and local Aboriginal community members, site visits and
student surveys.

The previous evaluation found that Clontarf Foundation had broadly achieved its objectives. The overall
sentiment among school principals, teaching staff, local Aboriginal Community members, students and
parents was that Clontarf Academies have been beneficial for many of Aboriginal male students in the
participating schools. This included observations of improved wellbeing and conduct among students, as well

26 Clontarf Foundation, Partnerships (accessed 9 May 2024) https://clontarf.org.au/partnerships/

27 National Indigenous Australians Agency, 2023-24 Budget: Investing in a better future for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People, 9
May 2023 (accessed 9 May 2024) : https://www.niaa.gov.au/news-centre/indigenous-affairs/2023-24-budget-investing-better-future-
aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-people
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as evidence of more positive attitudes towards school and Clontarf boys stepping up into positions of
student leadership.

The cost-benefit analysis done across 12 academies (out of total 24 academies operating at the time)
concluded that Clontarf academies return a small net positive benefit of $1.01 for every $1 invested. The
conclusions from the previous evaluation were:

e The Clontarf Academies are a valuable school engagement program for young Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander men.

e The Clontarf Academies in NSW have been well implemented and that the Program generates visible
benefits for many of the participants, particularly in terms of attracting boys to school, providing good
role models, improving their sense of self-esteem and confidence.

¢ Clontarf Academies generate positive outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in
NSW schools however, the overall magnitude of the impact to date has been less dramatic than the
feedback from stakeholders and participants suggest. This could be because stakeholder perceptions of
the Program are dominated by only a subset of Clontarf participants, for whom the impact has been
more apparent. It may also be the case that school stakeholders hold a more positive view of the
Program’s impact due to an expectation of success following an investment of funds into the Program.

2.3 The Program delivers a range of activities to support young
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men

The Clontarf Program delivers activities that support participants across various life
domains including school, health and employment

The Program offers participants access to supportive relationships, a welcoming, culturally safe environment
and a diverse range of activities. Table 4 outlines the key activities of the Program. It is important to note that
according to non-Clontarf stakeholders, sports were often viewed as the main activity the Program delivered.
Several local Aboriginal Community members and non-Clontarf staff suggested that there was too much of
an emphasis on sports at the expense of other activities (tailored for older students especially).

Most academies offered a similar range of activities but adjusted the proportion of activities delivered
depending on the needs of the local Aboriginal Community. For example, one academy was in a Community
where academic performance was a greater focus than sports. Relative to other academies, this academy
reduced the amount of sport it offered, instead providing more academic and intellectually stimulating
activities, such as comic book and chess activities.
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Table 4 | Activities delivered through the Program

Type of activity

Sports

Non-sporting
engagement

Health and
wellbeing

Education

Leadership

Description and purpose

The Program uses sport as an important tool to engage young Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander men in school, improve their self-esteem, deliver life skills, and
encourage healthy lifestyle decisions.

The Program has evolved to include non-sporting engage activities which cater to a
broader range of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men. The level of
non-sporting engagement activities differs from location to location.

The Program provides dedicated services that aim to enhance their physical and
mental wellbeing beyond the use of sports to encourage a physically active lifestyle.
Participants have noted changes in their wellbeing in terms of their self-esteem and
overall mood.

The Program has an Academic support system to help students engage with their
studies, positive role models to speak with and to provide a space where they feel
safe to learn.

A core principle of the Program is focussed on building the leadership capability and
confidence of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men.

The Program aims to provide participants with the confidence, encouragement and
kindness to succeed in their development journey which may be lacking from their
home environment or social circles.
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Activities delivered

before and after school physical activities

multi-academy training sessions (Super Trainings) and
games

regional carnivals across AFL, rugby league, OzTag and
cricket

chess clubs
comic reading groups

video games groups

annual health checks
follow up appointments

health information sessions which cover social and
emotional health, physical health, sexual health, and drug
use

assistance with support in legal matters

access to positive male mentors (in and out of school
hours)

homework and breakfast clubs and other forms of
engagement to encourage students to attend school and
engage with their studies

free fortnightly lunches for students with 100 per cent
attendance

leadership and growth opportunities through Clontarf,

school or sporting activities
skills and attributes in self-confidence, adult socialisation
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Type of activity

Employment

Cultural

us Group | Evaluati

Description and purpose

The Program assists with the development of post school planning for Year 10 to
Year 12 students enrolled in the Clontarf Foundation Program through strategies
including matching students to relevant work experience opportunities such as
traineeships/apprenticeships/cadetships and/or other further educational or training
options.

At some schools the Program delivers activities that supports and fosters the
connection of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men with their culture. The
level of cultural activities delivered varies across academies and can depend on
whether the Clontarf staff at a school have connections to Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander cultures.

f the Clontarf Foundation | Final rep 3 May 2025

Activities delivered

employment opportunities with Clontarf's corporate
partners and local Aboriginal Community businesses

site visits and exposure to Clontarf's corporate partners

career-ready support including the development of identity
documents (for example, learners permit, driver licences
birth certificates and tax file numbers)

camps with Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
Community members

cultural learning sessions with Clontarf Program
participants

recognition of local cultural activities and events

regular events including the wider school community to the
Clontarf room



3 What outcomes has the Program achieved?

This section addresses the following Key Evaluation Questions:

KEQ 3: What desired outcomes has the Program achieved and how have these changed over time?

KEQ 3.1: What outcomes are important to measure for Aboriginal communities?

KEQ 3.2: What are the intended outcomes of the Program and how are these measured?
KEQ 3.3: What intended outcomes have changed over time, and why?

KEQ 3.4: To what extent does the Program contribute to these intended outcomes?

3.1 The Program reports against education-related outcomes

The Program sets Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for student retention, attendance and
employment engagement

The Program delivers a range of outcomes in line with their goals outlined in Section 3.2. However, there are
three main outcomes that the Clontarf Foundation measures (see Table 5). In 2023, the Program met most of
its KPIs Australia-wide.

Table 5 | The Program's Australia-wide KPIs (according to Clontarf's annual report)?®

KPI Target (in 2023) Outcome (in 2023)

Retention

The number of academy members at the end of the year who are
either still at the school, at another school or educational institution or
who are in employment or undertaking training, expressed as a
percentage of the total number of boys enrolled in the academy at the
start of the year.

90 per cent 88 per cent

Attendance

The total number of days spent at school by academy members
expressed as a percentage of the total number of days they could
possibly have spent at school.

80 per cent 78 per cent®®

Employment engagement

The number of boys who completed Year 12 at the end of the
previous year and who by the end of the current year are engaged in
employment or undertaking further education or training, expressed
as a percentage of the total number of boys who completed Year 12
at the end of the previous year.

80 per cent 86 per cent

Students who participate in the Program indicate higher levels of engagement and wellbeing

The Department engages a third party to administer Tell Them From Me (TTFM) surveys to record student,
parent and teacher voices from NSW Government schools. TTFM surveys are used to measure student
engagement and wellbeing and to assist with identifying strengths and areas for improvement.

28 Clontarf Foundation, Annual Report 2023 (accessed April 2024) https://clontarf.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Clontarf-Foundation-
2023-Annual-Report.pdf, p6.

2% Noting 56 percent of participants had an attendance rate of 80 per cent or more.
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A list of students registered by the service providers as being on the Clontarf and NASCA programs in
Semester 1 2022 was linked to the 2022 TTFM student survey responses. School and student participation in
TTFM surveys is not mandatory. Students were asked to self-report their Aboriginality status in the TTFM
survey. Culture-related items were only asked if the student reported being Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander. Further, questions are not mandatory, and students may skip any question they choose too; this
accounts for the discrepancy in counts.

Of the 3,550 male secondary students registered on the Clontarf program in Semester 1 2022, 28% or 1003
students participated in the TTFM 2022 survey,%' of which the results of Program participants are compared
to the results for all male Aboriginal secondary students in Table 6, below.

Table 6 | 2022 TTFM student survey results — percentage who agree with question??

All male Aboriginal

Question Clontarf result
secondary result

Do you agree with the following statement:

[0) o)
| feel good about my culture when | am at school 7% >5%
Do you agree with the following statement:

. 51% 39%
My teachers have a good understanding of my culture
Do you encounter high levels of advocacy at school 53% 46%
Do you have high levels of belonging 55% 53%
Do you have high levels of teacher expectations 62% 59%

Students who participate in the Program have similar attendance rates to all male Aboriginal
secondary students as a result of school inclusion criteria

As explored later in Section 3.2, the schools chosen for inclusion on the Clontarf Program were identified on
the basis of most significant needs, including attendance and/or behavioural issues with students. The
remaining schools in the all-male Aboriginal secondary student cohort are less likely to have attendance issues

and therefore create a sampling bias whereby data is drawn from a sample which by virtue of having a lower
need of the Program, tend toward lower absence rates, as demonstrated in Table 7, below.

Table 7 | Clontarf participant attendance data*3

Semester 1, 2022  Semester 2, 2022

Percentage of Clontarf participants who attended 90% or more of the

. 17% 22%
time

30 Of the 1,003 male secondary students registered in Semester 1 2022 on the Clontarf program, 90% of students who responded to the
question in the survey, reported that they were of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin.

31 Of the 904 male secondary students registered in Semester 1 2022 on the Clontarf program and who responded to the item “Are you of
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin?”, 90% reported in the survey that they were of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin. The items
"| feel good about my culture when | am at school" and "My teachers have a good understanding of my culture” are only presented to
students who report in the survey they are of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin.

32 Of the male secondary Aboriginal students registered in Semester 1 2022 on the Clontarf program who participated in the TTFM student
survey in 2022 and responded to the item

33 Of the male Aboriginal secondary students registered in Semester 1 2022 on the Clontarf program and linked to attendance records. Data
provided by the NSW Dept. of Education.
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Semester 1, 2022  Semester 2, 2022

Percentage of all male Aboriginal secondary students who attended 90%

o) o)
or more of the time 18% 23%

The Program is contractually measured by the above metric of attendance 90% or more of the time. The
Program is below its contractual expectation of 60% of academy participants attending 90% of the time. This is
separate from the overall attendance rate, for which limited data was available for this evaluation.

Retention of Program participants is strong in junior years, but falls in senior years

As discussed later in Section 4.2, qualitative analysis demonstrates that the retention of Program participants is
strong in junior years due to the alignment of interests and supports provided, with interest significantly
dropping in senior years. This is reflected in Table 8, below, which demonstrates that the performance of the
Program against contract expectations is mixed and highly affected by Scholastic Year.

Table 8 | Clontarf participant retention data®*

Percentage of students enrolled

sellceligcs at end of semester 1

Contractual Expectation

Year 7 95% 90%

Year 11 51% 80%

HSC Completions of Program participants have been declining since 2020, heavily impacted
by COVID-19 interrupting Program activities

The Program’s contractual KPIs include a year-on-year increase for HSC attainment. The evaluation analysed
HSC completion data (measured as the proportion of Year 12 students engaged at Semester 1 who then
completed and attained an HSC) compiled by the Department and approved for public use. While this is a
different definition to HSC attainment, (measured as Year 9 student through to HSC attainment), the HSC
completions cohort is a subset of the attainment cohort and therefore may reveal meaningful trends and
insights.

As seen in Table 9, the Program was unable to achieve a year-on-year increase in completions, indicating it
also did not achieve a year-on-year increase in attainment, per this KPl. However, the rate of all NSW
Aboriginal male students who were awarded an HSC (using the ‘Completions’ definition) did not change from
2020 to 2021 (82% in both years). The Program level decline of HSC completion is greater than the NSW-wide
trend for male, Aboriginal secondary students.

Interestingly, the Program’s declining Completions trend is similar to the recent 2020-to-2022 statewide
decline in HSC Attainment (measured as Year 9 student through to HSC Attainment).?®> As noted in the
Department’'s 2022 Annual Report regarding this trend, “It is likely the impacts of COVID-19 contributed to a
lower retention of students and an increase in the numbers of students exiting school to pursue alternate
pathways.”

34 A list of students reported by the service providers as being engaged in the program in Semester 1 2023 for the Clontarf program was
linked to individual student records of 2022 to attendance records. Data provided by the NSW Dept of Education.
35 Annual Report, NSW Department of Education 2022 (Accessed 2024). Annual Report 2022 (nsw.gov.au)
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Table 9 | Year 12 Clontarf participants HSC completions

Year Percentage of Year 12 Clontarf students enrolled at end of semester 1 who attained an HSC
2020 81%
2021 72%
2022 70%

As explored in 3.2, the Program provides students with additional non-HSC pathways options, both in and
prior to Year 12. It is also possible this may have contributed to this higher within-Year 12 trend of decline in
the program data compared to the trend seen in statewide completions data.

The Program provides rewards and activities that incentivise young Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander men to attend school

The Clontarf Foundation Program employs a reward system that
encourages student attendance. If students achieve 85 per cent
attendance, they are invited to attend out of school activities. Activities
may include outdoor camps, football carnivals and other fun activities that
are highly valued by students. If students achieve 100 per cent attendance,
they are rewarded with weekly or bi-weekly lunch. — non-Clontarf staff member

“The food is really important for
them because some of them
don’t have enough at home.”

Clontarf Academies also offered additional rewards and activities that
supported attendance targets for students, including:

e buses that transported young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to and from school
e regular camps that ensure Clontarf students (who meet criteria) experience an away activity
¢ ahighly valued week-long holiday to a location of their choice as a reward for completing Year 12

Several non-Clontarf and Clontarf staff highlighted that these attendance percentage benchmarks were not
strictly adhered to in certain instances, for example, some cases were highlighted where program participants
with an attendance rate below 85 per cent were able to attend camps. However, anecdotal data emphasised
that these activities and rewards remained a successful tool in encouraging and increasing student attendance.

According to stakeholders, students found these activities enjoyable and engaging for several reasons,
including:

e atight-knit sense of community and belonging
e access to otherwise limited resources (for example, lunch and transportation to and from school)
e the fear of missing out on fun activities with friends

e enjoyment of the physical activity and routine provided by sports.

CASE STUDY: CAMPS INCENTIVISE STUDENTS TO ATTEND SCHOOL AND DO REQUIRED WORK?3®

36 pPlease note in this case study, and all case studies throughout the document, names have been changed to protect participant identities
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Students join camps if their school attendance is between 90 to 95 per cent (depending on the camp and
the individual student). The biggest camp of the year is the Ross Kelly Cup, which is a rugby league
tournament between the Clontarf Academies.

One student, Cameron, shared that earlier in the year, he was missing class and receiving ‘N Awards’ for
failure to complete required work. About a month before the Ross Kelly Cup, the Clontarf staff spoke to
him and told him he was unlikely to participate in the Ross Kelly Cup, unless his attendance improved,
and he did the required work to clear all N Awards. He really wanted to go to the Ross Kelly Cup and was
prepared to dedicate himself to meeting the camp’s requirements. Cameron told us, “For a month | had
to work for it, and it was worth it.”

Students also spoke excitedly about the opportunity to go on a trip to any part of Australia at the end of
Year 12. One group of students reflected in their yarning circle on the previous Year 12’s trip to Darwin
where they saw crocodiles and visited the local Academy there.

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

o Clontarf staff speak frankly to students, to let them know where they need to improve to receive
rewards like camps.

e Students are very keen to join camps and are willing to work to meet the minimum requirements for
attendance.

The Program’s career-focussed support enables young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander men to engage with employment

Most stakeholders praise the Program’s ability to provide work education and opportunities to its participants.
Clontarf staff provide ‘work-ready’ support for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men by:

e helping them to write a resume

e developing their job interview skills

e driving them to interviews

« providing work experience opportunities to explore different career pathways

¢ helping to gather work-related identity documents (including a tax file number and driver licence).

Clontarf's corporate partners provide employment opportunities for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander men through traineeships and paid part-time and post-school employment. Students also have
opportunities to visit or talk with staff of partner organisations to learn more about potential job prospects.
However, there are limitations with the corporate-reliant model as it preferences options for work readiness in
the corporate partners over small, local or community centred businesses or other professions which might be
as or more suitable.

These supports expose students to a range of opportunities that they might otherwise not be able to access.
Several corporate partners suggested that Clontarf's students had a high-level of discipline and tenacity and
were “excellent employees”.
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3.2 The Program also delivers a range of additional outcomes

The Program appeared to facilitate positive behavioural shifts within young Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander men

Young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men experienced growth in their self-discipline, self-esteem and
sense of self as a result of the Program. The Program provides:

e Positive male role models, who support and mentor students.

e This is particularly important in households where single mothers raise young men. 44.5 per cent of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander households with children under 15 years are single-parent
families.>’

e Astructured and rigorous program with initiatives such as early morning sport training.
e Academic support and mentoring.
These activities build an environment that:

¢ Teaches young men to adhere to set structures and build self-discipline. Several stakeholders noted that
the Program’s rigorous and strict schedules allowed students to develop their self-discipline. The morning
routine on days with training meant young men must be ready prior to 7 am for a Clontarf bus to pick
them up and take them to morning sport training, this is then followed by a rewarding and highly valued
hot meal. Self-discipline has not only been vital in enabling better education outcomes for students, but
many young men highlighted how it supported them to be successful in their part-time job and prepares
them for post-school employment.

« Exposes young men to a variety of opportunities allowing them to | have less social

develop their confidence. Most young men interviewed noted at least anxiety, I'm not afraid
some improvement in their confidence as a result of the Program. to talk to people.
Stakeholders suggested that this was because they had access to a People don't have to
variety of activities that allowed them to build their skills and test pry me open like a

themselves. For example, several young men noted finding their ‘voice’
through Clontarf's rugby league training and carnivals.

clam shell.”

. . . — Clontarf student

« Enables young men to step up into leadership opportunities. The
Program places significant focus on developing leadership within young
men. Stakeholders suggested that the Program provided a safe and engaging space for students to
participate in school and other activities. This in turn built their confidence and allowed them to step up
into leadership roles, whether that be in their rugby league teams, classrooms or other facets of their lives.
Young men corroborated this by crediting the Program with providing them leadership opportunities and
helping them ‘feel like a leader’. Furthermore 60 per cent of surveyed former students also noted how the
Program helped them participate in more school activities including leadership roles.

participant

« Improves young men's relationship with people in authority. Several stakeholders suggested that young
men were able to build strong and trusting relationships with Clontarf staff, who they viewed as
acquaintances and as authority figures. This unique relationship helped shift and shape their perceptions
about people in authoritative positions. This was particularly important for certain participants that had
previous negative interactions with authorities (either the school itself or authorities in the community
including the police force).

37 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2021 Census Data.
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The schools chosen for inclusion on the Clontarf Program were identified on the basis of
most significant need

Analysis of the HSDS data found that the average time spent absent for male Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander students at schools with the Program was 13.79 per cent higher than their non-Clontarf counterparts.

The schools chosen for inclusion on the Clontarf Program were identified on the basis of most significant
needs, including attendance and/or behavioural issues with students. In our Cost-Benefit Analysis, comparative
schools generally have lower need, contributing to a sampling bias whereby data is drawn from a sample
which by virtue of having a lower need of the Program.

Consulted school executives reported a reduction in days suspended and improved attendance as a result of
the program, indicating that this purposeful inclusion positively affected such results.

Young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men improved their physical and mental
health

The Program encourages young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to stay healthy through sport and
nutritious meals and offers emotional and mental health support through mentorship with staff. The evaluation
observed qualitative and quantitative evidence of the positive impacts the Program produces for participants
across their mental and physical health. The evaluation found that:

e All stakeholders consistently noted that Clontarf staff provided emotional and mental health support to
students, especially in times of distress.

« Parents remarked on the Clontarf staff's attention to bullying, and their
ability to address it. Having informal mental health support at school and  “_the Program is there
adults who can identify and sensitively address bullying meant some for the boys 24/7 which
participants stayed engaged with school during difficult times or re-

plays a huge role in
engaged with school after periods of absence.

supporting the boys with
« Students attributed feeling strong, fit and healthy to the Program’s range  their mental health.”
of physical exercise activities, such as before school trainings, OzTag and

. — Academy staff
gym sessions.

o Physical health checks continued to be delivered despite disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. 3

Further, at the nexus of physical and mental health, Nous analysis found that young Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander men in schools with the Program were 33 per cent less likely to be hospitalised for alcohol and
other drug related reasons, compared to counterparts at schools without the Program. This suggests that the
presence of the Program in schools may support a reduction in alcohol and other drug abuse by young
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men. However, there may be other plausible explanations for this
correlation.

The data was less clear on the impact of the program on reducing interactions with the criminal justice system.
Qualitative data collected through interview and survey processes indicated that some individuals thought the
program had a positive impact on behaviour, reducing contact with police (see case study below). An analysis
of quantitative data, however, did not provide evidence that the program reduced criminal justice system
contacts (see A1.1-1.6 for more). While there were some signs of reduced criminal justice system contacts since

38 Clontarf Foundation, Annual Report 2022 (accessed October 2023) https://clontarf.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Clontarf-
Foundation-2022-Annual-Report.pdf, p13.
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schools commenced the Clontarf program, over a similar period there were statewide declines in rates of
young people proceeded against by police and the number of Aboriginal young people in custody.®

The qualitative data found that many stakeholders believed the Program had a preventative effect on juvenile
crime levels through:

« improving school engagement
« instilling values around respect, self-discipline and working towards future post-school employment
e alerting students to the impacts of a criminal record on future employment

e providing role models in staff, some of whom speak to the students about firsthand experience working in
the juvenile justice system

« fostering a sense of community and belonging among young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men
e students not wanting to disappoint the academy staff.

In cases where students were involved in the juvenile justice system, Clontarf staff provided support by:

e assisting with using Legal Aid NSW and other legal resources

e mediating in situations where school policies potentially impacted students’ ability to meet legal or bail
requirements e.g. the banning of phones in class can prevent students’ ability to answer calls from bail
officers or other legal authorities

e reintegrating and re-engaging students in school.

Stakeholders reported that Clontarf staff would support students as much as possible when they were involved
in the juvenile justice system, but there were certain instances where the student’'s behaviour meant they could
not stay in the Program.

CASE STUDY: CLONTARF STUDENT BELIEVES THE PROGRAM HELPED HIM AVOID GOING DOWN THE
WRONG PATH

Lucas believes that the Clontarf Program changed his life and stopped his interactions with police. His
mother, Iris, agrees. Lucas experienced domestic and family violence as a child, something which Iris
believes contributed to his destructive and violent behaviour while in primary school, which required
police involvement. Iris feared her son was on a path to ‘juvie’.

As high school approached, Iris researched schools that could support her son, and despite being outside
the catchment zone, applied to [high school] because of the Clontarf Program and what it could provide
for her son.

Over the years, Lucas has benefitted from the range of supports Clontarf offers. He now turns to Clontarf
when he has a problem to work through. Iris credits the Clontarf staff with supporting Lucas to integrate
into a new school and addressing his behaviour when he is disrespectful. She also credits their
mentorship and encouragement with improving Lucas’ grades substantially. Lucas has not been involved
with the police since joining Clontarf and remarked that it had ‘changed my life around.’

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

o Students benefit from the mentorship and support provided through the Program.

39 Donnelly, N., Ramsey, S., Poynton, S., & Fitzgerald, J. (2021). Understanding the decline in Aboriginal young people in custody in NSW
from 2015 to 2019 (Bureau Brief No. 153). Sydney: NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research.
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e Parents and students attribute better behaviour and reduced interaction with the police to the

Program.

The Program allows young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander men to be part of a close-knit community and build
sense of belonging

A consistent theme highlighted through interviews with current Clontarf
participants was that the Program provided a place for young men to
belong.

Clontarf staff support these young men with problems beyond school,
forming strong relationships as they help young men through difficult
situations in their lives. Trust is built and a close-knit community is
formed as Clontarf staff and young men partake in fun activities (e.g.
camps) together.

Even non-Clontarf students sense this strong community and wish to join. Often, they are accommodated,

receive some support and also feel a sense of belonging.

“I go to them to talk
about any issues at
home... they checked
in every day on me
and my family... | can
talk about anything to
them.”

— Clontarf student

The Program may encourage family participation in school and help to bridge the gap

between schools and families

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander communities may often feel
alienated and isolated from educational institutions such as schools.
Educational institutions can be perceived as an extension of the
Government and the institutions responsible for colonialism and racist
policies that have had devastating consequences on Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander Communities (such as the Aborigines Protection Act
which was responsible for the stolen generations).*

This led to situations where some Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
parents/carers may distrust schools and consider them as ‘white’
institutions.!

Clontarf staff are often heavily involved in local Aboriginal communities,

“We [the school] are
an institution that they
[parents] are
distrusting of, and
Clontarf have helped
to bridge that gap.”

— Non-Clontarf staff
member

109

they

provide support and engage closely with Community members. For example, at one academy, Clontarf staff
noted that a single parent was ill and unable to leave their house so Clontarf staff members hand-delivered

groceries and supplies to support that household.

Clontarf's engagement with Communities helps them to build a strong trusting relationship with families and
Community members. As a result, Clontarf staff often act as a third-party who connects families with schools.
When students or families are facing specific issues relating to the school, they can reach out to Clontarf staff

to provide feedback or discuss potential solutions. Clontarf staff then take this feedback and share it with

schools.

40 Aboriginal Affairs NSW, Stolen Generations Reparations, https://www.aboriginalaffairs.nsw.gov.au/healing-and-reparations/stolen-

generations/.

41 Jan Gray and Quentin Beresford, Alienation from school among Aboriginal students, Edith

Cowan University, Institute for the Service Professions, 2001, (accessed October 2023), https://ro.ecu.edu.au/ecuworks/6729/.
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At some schools the Program has been able to support young men to connect to their
culture

The Clontarf Program is not engaged by the Department or schools to deliver Cultural learning for young
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men. Nonetheless, fieldwork at ten schools helped to establish that the
Program has been able to offer Cultural learning at some schools where appropriate Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander staff have been employed, and the local Aboriginal Community has been engaged. The
Department, through its policies, its Partnership Agreement with AECG, and relationships with Communities,
considers it essential that Schools and programs respectfully engage with and receive endorsement of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Communities to provide Cultural learning.

Central to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander culture is the separation of men’s and women’s business and
activities.*? Men's business is a sacred and ancient cultural practice that can relate to health, upbringing,
ceremonies, maintenance of significant and sacred sites. Abiding by cultural practices, men’s business must
stay within the closed circle of men and not be shared with women.

The Clontarf Program inadvertently upholds this cultural practice and allows the privacy of men and boys to
share and learn without the risk of embarrassment or shame. It can also build pride and social acceptance with
their male peers.

By delivering a program for only young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men, the Program has the
opportunity to promote culturally safe practices.

CASE STUDY: YOUNG MEN CONNECT TO ABORIGINAL AND/OR TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER CULTURE
THROUGH THE PROGRAM

Aboriginal mother Kylie wanted to expose her son Robert to Aboriginal men who could support him in
learning about Aboriginal culture. For example, she pointed out that she could not teach him about men’s
business due to cultural protocols. She was delighted that Clontarf provided this opportunity as well as
exposure to positive male role models who were Aboriginal.

Robert has enjoyed learning about Aboriginal culture and connects with staff very well. His mother credits
Clontarf with his recent participation and leadership in the school’s Multicultural Day, where he had the
confidence to organise an Aboriginal sport team as part of the day's sporting events. She remarked, “I'm
so proud of Robert...for multicultural day he put together a soccer team...I have Clontarf to thank for that
[he has] extra confidence he didn't have before ... he went out of his way, [this was] a big step socially.”

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

e Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander mothers who are single parents face challenges in teaching
their sons about men’s business in Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander culture.

o Clontarf activities can expose Clontarf students to Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander culture and
men's business.

o Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Clontarf staff provide Clontarf students with Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander male role models.

e Students enjoy learning about Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander culture and take pride in
sharing it with their school community.

42 Deadly Story, Men's and Women's business, (accessed October 2023)
https://deadlystory.com/page/culture/Life Lore/Ceremony/Men s and Women s Business
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3.3 The Program appears to have some unintended outcomes

Young men who do not identify as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander benefit from the
Program

Young men who are not Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander often want

to be a part of the Program and/or the local Aboriginal Community after “We have non-
seeing the sense of belonging it generates, and the exceptional support Indigenous boys who
provided by Clontarf staff. hang around our

These students are accommodated and welcomed into the Academy room, Community room with
building relationships with Clontarf staff. A few Academies have one ortwo  us and they love it
non-young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men who participate
regularly in activities, although they do not attend camps or receive
employment support. Such students benefit from the range of supports
Clontarf provide, including a welcoming space on school grounds, access to
food, mentorship and physical and social activities.

— Non-Clontarf staff
member

Some schools suggest the Program may not encourage some students to deeply engage
with their education

The Program’s activities are highly valued and encourage student attendance. However, some teachers and
school executives engaged by the Evaluation team suggested that while students attended school more, the
Program did not always help students stay engaged in their schoolwork or improve academic performance. It
is important to note that all schools sign a Service Level Agreement that outlines the eight key deliverables of
the Clontarf Program, none of which refer to encouraging students to deeply engage with their education. Key
Deliverable Six of the agreement appears most relevant to this feedback, and it refers to the Program
encouraging positive participation and achievement in school and further education, training and employment
opportunities.

Teachers and school executives at the ten fieldwork schools raised two consistent key concerns:

1. The Program’s activities (such as camps and sports festivals) require students to spend a significant
amount of time outside of the classroom. Teachers and school executives commented that reduced
classroom time impacted on the students learning and ability to complete core assessments.

2. Some students spent excessive time at the Clontarf room. While the Clontarf room is a necessary safe
space for many students, some school staff reported that it was a challenge to avoid Clontarf becoming a
‘drop-in centre’ that can be used as an excuse for students to avoid class and schoolwork.

The Program may exclude students with diverse identities, needs and interests

Parents and carers have suggested the Program could be more inclusive for those with disability and diverse
gender identities. For example, the Program should begin to prioritise activities that focus less on sport to give
students with disabilities and those less sports inclined an opportunity to participate and be involved. This
could include interschool activities focused on music, games and art.

External stakeholders have also called out instances where greater support needs to be provided to boys who
have experienced trauma or who have a disability. Often, this may go unnoticed because there is a lack of
awareness of the boy’s situation which can be redressed by ensuring parents or carers tell Clontarf staff.

Furthermore, two to three stakeholders requested that Clontarf consider how it can best support non-binary
students and whether the Program’s remit can extend beyond young men to include gender-fluid individuals.
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Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander young women are not supported by the Program

Young Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander women also face unique challenges. In many schools the research
team visited there was a common theme of Clontarf staff providing exceptional support to young men, while
young women received less support as most Aboriginal education related funding was diverted to Clontarf,
without an equivalent program for women. As a result, some young women felt alienated after seeing what
was available to men but not to them.

Most external stakeholders consistently raised this as a key issue. There were two suggestions on how the
Program could support this.

Firstly, Clontarf could partner and collaborate with programs for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander young
women, such as National Aboriginal Sporting Chance Academy (NASCA) or the Stars Foundation, to provide
support for young women in schools with the Clontarf Foundation Program.

Secondly, some stakeholders suggested that the Program itself could expand to include Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander young women. Careful consideration would need to be given to how this option impacts
the current program with young men and how it would change the dynamic. However, the Clontarf Foundation
has a clear mission, and this suggestion does not fit within Clontarf's intended aims and goals.

Clontarf staff's presence helps schools during a teacher shortage

Several school staff commented on the inadvertent benefits of having Clontarf staff on campus during a
teacher shortage. Clontarf staff often provide additional supervision of participants and other students during
recess and lunch, providing a valuable “extra set of eyes”.

CASE STUDY: FEMALE SIBLINGS MAY NEED CLONTARF SUPPORTS ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS

Joey and his sisters had a difficult homelife and very poor school attendance. Joey benefited a lot from
Clontarf's buses picking him up and dropping him home every day. His sisters, however, who live at the
same residence, were not allowed on the Clontarf bus due to Clontarf's policy. They had to walk to and
from school every day. School staff perceived this as sending a messaging to the young women that they
were not cared about.

On one occasion Joey and his sisters needed to leave the school premises and return home on short
notice. On this occasion, Joey was able to access the Clontarf buses, but his sisters were forced to make
other arrangements to get home safely. While the school understood that Clontarf had to abide by its
policy, some flexibility in helping Joey's sisters would have been appreciated on a case-by-case basis.

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

o Female siblings of Clontarf students cannot access Clontarf supports.

« In some instances, female siblings of Clontarf students would benefit from Clontarf resources and
supports.

e Some school staff perceive Clontarf's policies to be too rigid in some instances.

3.4 Economic impact

Clontarf's future economic impact has been assessed through a Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA)
under two growth scenarios for the number of schools and students

Nous conducted a future-looking (ex-ante) CBA to complement the qualitative findings and inform future
funding decisions. The purpose of this analysis is to assess the future impacts of Clontarf's future operations
between 2024 and 2029 from the perspective of the NSW Government. Benefits are expected to accrue
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beyond the participant’s time in the Program, as young men'’s future behaviour is moulded by their experience
of the Program. The period of analysis is therefore twenty years, from 2024 to 2044.

The future impact has been assessed over the period under two growth scenarios, in which the Program
maintains its current size or expands to 29 additional schools over the next six years:

« Scenario 1- Business as usual: Clontarf maintains the same number of academies and number of students
per academy as it did as of 1 January 2024.

e Scenario 2 - Expansion: Clontarf expands to 29 additional schools over the next six years, based on the
number of schools already nominated for future inclusion and the past trends of expansion in NSW. It is
assumed that the new schools would have the same average number of students and cost per student as
the current schools.

The past expansion of Clontarf and the future trajectory used for Scenario 2 are illustrated in Figure 5 below.
The assumed future trend was tested and confirmed with the Department.
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Figure 5 | Number of Clontarf Academies over time and future numbers under each scenario

Schools participating in Clontarf since 2012 and assumed expansion scenario
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The CBA incorporates the major quantifiable costs and benefits assumed to be attributable
to Clontarf

Our analysis prioritises important and quantifiable costs and benefits over a set period, primarily from the
perspective of the NSW Government. The major cost of the program is the funding provided by the NSW
Government, Commonwealth Government, and corporate donors. Quantification of benefits was limited to unit
record data available from the HSDS. The data captured in the HSDS that were considered relevant to Clontarf
include:

e reduction in expected days in custody for youths
e reduction in expected days in custody for adults
e reduction in expected Alcohol and Other Drug (AOD) related hospitalisations.
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Other potential streams of benefits, such as broader healthcare impacts and lifetime earnings, are not captured
in the HSDS, limiting the scope of analysis.

The quantification of these outcomes was enabled by unit record data from the HSDS, which was used to
compare the outcomes of male Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students who attended schools with
the Program, against male Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students who attended schools that did not
have the Program but otherwise have similar characteristics in terms of their size, rurality, and number of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students.

A significant caveat to this analysis is that data was insufficient to demonstrate causality between the Program
and these outcomes. For example, both the presence of the Program at a school and the difference in justice
and health outcomes for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Island male students might instead be influenced by a
third unmeasured variable. As a result, the above benefits were unable to be included in the CBA because
analysis of the HSDS found limited statistically significant differences in the related outcomes.

A notable limitation of this data is that it does not identify whether individual students participating in Clontarf,
only which schools have an academy. As a result, the analysis captures the difference in outcomes between
students attending a school with or without Clontarf, not the difference in outcomes between students that
participate or do not participate in Clontarf.

See Section 1.4 for further detail about the data analysis.

The CBA population includes students forecast to be enrolled in Clontarf between 2024 and
2029

The population assessed includes ‘current’ Clontarf students in each year, students who attended Clontarf in an
earlier year within the period of analysis (post-2024), and those who attended Clontarf and have since left
school.

The number of Clontarf participants in each year is based on historic data. The Department provided the
number of NSW Clontarf participants from 2017 to 2023 by year group.

In Scenario 1, it is assumed that the number of students enrolled each year stays the same as it was on 1
January 2024.

In Scenario 2, it is assumed that Clontarf expands to an additional 29 schools as described above. Over the past
three years, the average number of participants was approximately 66 participants per school. Scenario 2
applies this average number of participants to the 29 additional schools as they join the Program.

In both scenarios, the number of enrolled students included in the analysis is reduced following 2029, as the
impacts of Clontarf are being assessed only between 2024 and 2029, and the students who were enrolled in
Clontarf in 2029 age out of school.

Figure 6 below illustrates the population of current students, prior students within ten years, and all prior
students over the period of analysis for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2.
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Figure 6 | Number of Clontarf students and prior students
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The cost per participant of $7,500 is incurred by the NSW Government, Commonwealth
Government, and other donors

As the CBA focusses on Clontarf's future operations over the next six years, the costs are calculated only over
the period from 2024 to 2029. The cost of the program is assumed to stay at the level of the current program
fee of $7,500 per participant. The Clontarf Foundation anticipates that the fee will stay at this level.

According to past contributions data shared by the Department, we will assume that out of the $7,500 per
participant:

e NSW Government will pay for $2,500

e Commonwealth Government will pay for $2,500

e Other donors (i.e. corporate partners) will pay for $2,500.

The total net present cost of the Program is detailed in Table 10 below.

Table 10 | Total net present cost under Scenario 1 and Scenario 2

Scenario 1- Business as usual Net present cost
NSW Government $47.35 million
Commonwealth Government $47.35 million
Other donors $47.35 million
Total $142.06 million
Scenario 2 - Expansion Net present cost
NSW Government $61.20 million
Commonwealth Government $61.20 million
Other donors $61.20 million
Totals $183.59 million
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The main demonstrable economic benefits of the program are cost savings for the NSW
Government in the healthcare system

Schools with the Program, on average, see a reduction in the number of alcohol-related hospital
interactions for their students

HSDS data illustrated that in schools with the Program, 33 per cent fewer Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander students had one or more AOD-related hospital presentations compared to Indigenous students in
schools without the Program. Similar to above, there is not enough evidence to determine a causal link
between AOD interactions and the Program, however, for the purposes of this CBA it is assumed that these
outcomes are entirely attributable to the Program. To quantify a benefit, this is assumed to be equivalent to a
33 per cent reduction in the expected number of AOD-related hospital presentations per person.

A limitation of the data is that hospitalisations were not attached to a year, meaning that age or time horizon
impacts could not be assessed. Given that the dataset contains predominantly young people, and the benefits
primarily accrue during adulthood, the HSDS data was not considered to be an appropriate baseline. Instead,
population-wide research was used to create the baseline for people who did not attend a Clontarf school,
which was then compared to the 33 per cent reduction.

Table 11 | Key assumptions for calculating AOD-related health system benefits

Total . . Relevant population
Outcome . Annualised difference . . pop

difference in a given year
AOD-related 33 per cent 5.4 presentations per person per year (from population Current Clontarf
hospital redEction rate of 8.1 presentations per 1,000 person per year for students and prior
presentations Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men“?) students

Analysis of justice system data showed a general improvement, but it was not large enough to be
statistically significant when compared to the non-Clontarf comparison schools

While some qualitative evidence suggests that involvement with the Clontarf program led to young people
having less interactions with police and the criminal justice system, this was not supported by analysis of
quantitative data (as explored further in A.1.6). It can be helpful to use data analysis (quantitative data) to
explore whether the personal stories of impact (qualitative data) are evident more generally, rather than just
among the small sample of individuals who told us their stories. While there were some signs of reductions in
criminal justice system interactions in schools with the Clontarf program, there were similar statewide declines
over the same period. Differences in criminal justice system outcomes between students who attended schools
with the Clontarf program and similar students from similar schools were generally not statistically significant.
Thus, the CBA could not include criminal justice system effects as benefits of the program.

It is critical to note that many factors may have impacted the statistical significance of justice-related benefits
relating to the Clontarf program in NSW schools. Primarily, due to the relatively small sample size and
comparator population, the study has less statistical power, which means a lower probability of detecting a
true effect if one exists. This makes it more challenging to distinguish between a genuine effect and random
variability. Other factors may include, but are not limited to:

43 Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, Risky alcohol consumption, 2019 (accessed May 2024)
https://www.indigenoushpf.gov.au/measures/2-16-risky-alcohol-consumption.
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o Growth in average weekly earnings: The growth in average weekly earnings may be positively affecting
Year 12 completion rates and reducing time spent in remand for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander high
school aged young men. With increased family income, financial stress on households can be alleviated,
enabling a more supportive environment for students*. This reduction in stress allows parents to focus
more attention on their children's education and well-being. Higher earnings enable families to access
better educational resources and participate in supportive programs that enhance academic
performance®. By having the means to support Aboriginal young men in their educational journey and
keep them engaged in positive activities, families may improve the prospects of Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander young men.

e Supportive school environment: Increasingly secure and inclusive school environments are encouraging
attendance and reduce behaviours that may lead to remand among young Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander men“®. A supportive atmosphere ensures that students feel respected and valued, fostering their
cultural identity and expression. When students see their culture represented and respected, they are more
likely to develop a sense of belonging and trust within the school community*’. This environment supports
their emotional well-being and strengthens their motivation to engage in educational activities*®.
Educators trained in cultural competency can better understand and respond to the specific needs of these
students, leading to more effective and positive interactions. By prioritising inclusivity and respect, schools
are creating settings separate from the Program where Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students are
encouraged to succeed academically and feel an integral part of the school community.*

« More effective policing strategies: Effective policing strategies play a role in reducing days in remand and
increasing high school completion for young Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander men. Community
policing that prioritises building trust and positive relationships between law enforcement and Indigenous
communities can lead to better communication and understanding of cultural contexts. This reduces the
likelihood of misunderstandings and unnecessary arrests. When police work closely with schools, families,
and community leaders, they can develop prevention and intervention programs that address the root
causes of non-attendance®. Programs focused on early intervention for at-risk youth offer support services
that encourage positive behaviour and educational engagement®'. Restorative justice practices provide an
alternative to traditional punitive measures, enabling young men to take responsibility for their actions
while remaining in their communities®. This approach helps young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
men avoid remand and continue their education.

There are further benefits and costs that were never quantified or included in the
calculations
While our qualitative data collection and analysis demonstrated a broad range of benefits relating to Clontarf

program activities in NSW schools, many of our qualitative findings were unable to be supported quantitatively
and in the economic evaluation. These include:

4 Biddle, N., Gray, M., & Schwab, R. G. (2004). The economic and social benefits of increased Indigenous employment. Centre for Aboriginal
Economic Policy Research, The Australian National University. Retrieved from https://caepr.cass.anu.edu.au/research/publications/economic-
and-social-benefits-increased-indigenous-employment

4> Mission Australia. (2020). Youth Survey Report 2020. Mission Australia.

46 Dockett, S., Mason, T., & Perry, B. (2006). Successful transition to school for Aboriginal children. Childhood Education, 82(3), 139-144.

47 ibid

48 purdie, N., & Buckley, S. (2010). School attendance and retention of Indigenous Australian students. Closing the Gap Clearinghouse,
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare.

4% Craven, R. G, Tucker, A, Munns, G., Hinkley, J., Marsh, H. W., & Simpson, K. (2005). Indigenous students' aspirations: Dreams, perceptions
and realities. Rockhampton: Central Queensland University Press.

50 White, R., & Perrone, S. (2015). Crime, criminality and criminal justice. Oxford University Press.

51 ibid

%2 Blagg, H., & Williams, E. (2019). Innovating responses to family violence: Voices of resistance from the margins. ANU Press.
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o Lifetime earnings of individuals: Improved school attendance and retention can lead to greater earnings
for students in the future. According to the Productivity Commission, finishing Year 12 can increase an
average male’s earnings by 13 per cent.> Earnings potential for an individual continues to increase the
greater their educational attainment.>* Increased earnings also contribute to GDP and additional income
tax revenue for the Government. However, due to limited accessible post-school outcomes and HSC
attainment rate data we were unable to calculate the lifetime earnings of participants effectively and
accurately.

¢ Individuals pursuing further education including trades: The Program encourages HSC attainment and
further studies for students. Pursuing further education helps to upskill the labour workforce given the
national skills shortage.> However, this benefit may be offset by the costs of participants paying for
education and/or the Government subsidising these expenses. Similar to above, without accurate post-
school outcomes data we are unable to determine the costs of pursuing future education.

¢ Health impacts beyond AOD: The Program encourages students to be physically active and take care of
their health (including through health screening checks). Improved health outcomes can reduce health and
medicine costs for individuals and improve overall wellbeing. From a government perspective, healthy
individuals reduce interactions with, and the cost of, the health system. Limited health outcomes data
meant we prioritised and focussed our analysis on changes in health outcomes that were statistically
significant. Alcohol-related impacts were the main health outcomes that were both statistically significant
and quantifiable.

¢ Mental health impacts: The Program’s focus on mental wellbeing also generates positive benefits for
students, while reducing associated costs for mental health system. Mental health data attained through
the HSDS was unable to present a statistically significant link between mental health outcomes and the
Program.

¢ Administration welfare payments: If students attend school more and enter employment to a greater
degree they may receive less welfare payments in the future. This could reduce the administrative costs
associated with disbursing that funding for the government. However, through our analysis of the available
data, there were limited approaches to make an accurate determination of the avoided costs, and the costs
themselves were likely negligible.

¢ Improved equity benefits: The Program will likely contribute to the Government's overarching aim of
‘Closing the Gap'. A significant portion of these benefits would be ‘transferred’ from one stakeholder to
another (e.g. a redistribution of income such that there are no gains to society as a whole) and therefore
could not be quantified in the CBA.

Due to key benefits being unable to be rigorously quantified, the evaluation team concluded
that the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) does not adequately reflect the impacts of the Clontarf
program.

The following parameters were used to calculate the BCR and NPV:

e Real discount rate - 5 per cent (with 3 per cent and 7 per cent rates used in the sensitivity analysis section

below)
e Base price year - January 2024

53 Productivity Commission, The effects of education and health on wages and productivity, 2010 (accessed May 2024)
https://www.pc.gov.au/research/supporting/education-health-effects-wages.

54 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census of Population and Housing, 2021, TableBuilder.

%5 Jobs and Skills Australia, Current skills shortages, 2023, (accessed May 2024) https://www.jobsandskills.gov.au/publications/towards-
national-jobs-and-skills-roadmap-summary/current-skills-shortages
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e Costs period - 2024 to 2019 (as explained earlier, this is in line with costs of the cohort that will experience
the six-year expansion case)
e Benefits period - 2024 to 2046

Due to positive findings that were not statistically significant and thus could not be counted towards the
Program's BCR, as well as a lack of data to quantify other key benefits, economic benefits were not able to be
rigorously quantified for Scenario 1 or 2. Importantly, key impacts reported by participants such as higher
engagement in education or employment following school and reduced interactions with the justice system
either could not be quantified or could not be isolated from broader trends due to data limitations. The
evaluation team therefore concludes that the benefits able to be quantified in the cost-benefit analysis do not
fully reflect the outcomes of the Clontarf program, and so the overall BCR and NPV of significantly below 1 are
not helpful measures of its impact.
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4 Program implementation

This section addresses the following Key Evaluation Questions:
KEQ 2: What are the key barriers and success factors to program implementation?

e KEQ 2.1: What barriers or challenges has the Program encountered and what impact have they had?

e KEQ 2.2: How do barriers or challenges vary across different locations?

e KEQ 2.3: How have local teams adapted to these challenges and what structures, processes or activities
have they put in place?

e KEQ 2.4: What factors are important to the success of the Program?

e KEQ 2.5: What impact have success factors had on Program delivery and outcomes?

e KEQ 2.6: How can these factors be enhanced?

4.1 There are several factors that drive the successful
implementation of the Program

The Program’s implementation is, in part, tailored to the needs of the schools

The Clontarf Foundation is flexible with its implementation of the Program and allows local Academy Directors
to drive the implementation based on their engagements with local Aboriginal Community members.
Generally, this means that most academies deliver a similar range of services, but the amount of each service
differs across academies (e.g. some locations will do more sports than others).

When done well, this allows the Program to meet some of the demands of
“The Clontarf staff... [are] local communities and the Aboriginal Community's circumstances. While the
close with our community Program often aligns with schools’ emphasis on attendance and treating
and understand what we others with respect, one instance where Clontarf staff tailored the Program to
meet the school’s values include, at the preference of the principal, enforcing
the wearing of the school uniform instead of Clontarf clothing to encourage
— Parent/carer the students to see themselves as part of the school, not just Clontarf.

Additionally, one school received feedback from teachers that the students
were being disrespectful towards female teachers. In response, the Academy Director tailored their activities to
address the issue, including through leading discussions around domestic and family violence (DFV) and
societal challenges experienced by women. The Academy also visited the police to listen to their work in DFV.

need."

In some locations the tailored approach was less effective. For example, in certain schools non-Clontarf staff
noted seeing less academic and behavioural changes in Clontarf participants and also complained about the
approach and outcomes of the Program. This generally occurred in academies where directors and Clontarf
staff were not effectively embedded within the school and as a result did not understand their needs. To
ensure the tailored approach is effective there must be significant upfront and ongoing effort in the alignment
of the Program with school expectations and needs.
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Recruitment of enthusiastic and passionate staff have allowed certain Clontarf Academies to
establish strong relationships with the school, families and communities

“The Clontarf staff work
closely with our
community and managed
to get into school students
that we had not seen for
years, and some of them
fully re-engaged in
school... | consider the
Clontarf program the most
successful initiative | have
seen to effectively close
the gap."

— Non-Clontarf staff

Since the program'’s design is tailored to each school, the Program is highly
dependent on local academy staff as they are responsible for program
delivery and maintaining relationships in the school communities and
beyond. Relationship building is a core enabler of the program’s success and
enthusiastic Clontarf staff can build strong relationships with a variety of
stakeholders.

Close relationships with school and staff members ensure that Clontarf staff
and schools are aligned on expectations and work together to deliver strong
outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men.

In schools where the Program was effective and schools worked closely with
Clontarf staff, the Program was able to be tailored to the needs of local
students and the local Aboriginal community. For example, in one regional
school, as Year 12 completion rates were quite low, the Clontarf staff worked
with the school to focus on improving employment outcomes for students.
This was highly valued by parents, former students and non-Clontarf staff
who saw a significant benefit in securing jobs for these students and helping
them transition into their next phase of life.

If schools and Clontarf staff are not aligned on expectations of students,
tensions may rise between non-Clontarf staff and Clontarf staff and students

and sub-optimal outcomes may be delivered. For example, one school highlighted that Clontarf did not
enforce uniform requirements on participants at camps, which was a minimum requirement by schools. This
led to tension between non-Clontarf staff and Clontarf staff until the expectations were enforced by the

Program.

Effective Clontarf staff also built strong relationships with the families of students and their local Aboriginal
communities. They would often work closely with Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander community members

and representatives to develop a program that met the needs of Community members.

Clontarf staff implement extensive ad-hoc wrap-around supports (typically after-hours) that

promote student wellbeing

Clontarf's success hinges on the holistic support it provides participants and its families to ultimately
encourage improved attendance from Program participants. To achieve the ambitious and encompassing
Clontarf mission of improving ‘the education, discipline, life skills, self-esteem and employment prospects of
young Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander men'®® Clontarf staff deliver a range of out-of-hour and/or non-

educational/sporting activities that support students.

Student and parents commonly mention the support Clontarf staff provide outside of school hours. Several
students mentioned they had sought their support and several that hadn't stated they would if they needed to.
Supports provided outside of school hours included:

e conversations for parents/carers and students with Clontarf staff about school and non-school related

issues

e assisting with transport for important appointments or interviews

%6 Clontarf Foundation, ‘About Us’, https://clontarf.org.au/about-us/.

Nous Group | Evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation | Final report | 13 May 2025

|46 |


https://clontarf.org.au/about-us/

e home visits to conduct welfare checks on students that were seen less regularly than expected and to
communicate with hard-to-reach carers/families

e advice and informal counselling during a difficult situation the family was experiencing, including
behaviour issues

e support if experiencing involvement with the justice system, including helping students contact Legal Aid
and supporting them on calls to Legal Aid

« referrals to supports, such as food banks and other organisations
« food for students and families who were struggling.

The aforementioned supports are recognised by stakeholders as critical to the success of the Program. The
safety afforded to Program participants as a result of the efforts of Clontarf staff is an intangible yet key
contributor to the environment created for Program participants. Clontarf staff demonstrated understanding of
the pressure of such supports, but similarly indicated that it is a necessary building block to creating Program
buy-in.

CASE STUDY: CLONTARF STAFF SUPPORT FAMILIES IN NEED

One student, Zai, his single mother and female siblings went through a rough period where they did not
have enough money to buy food to eat or bring lunches to school. The Clontarf staff had noticed this and
reached out to Zai. Zai shared with them the struggles he and his family were experiencing. Initially, the
family felt shame about not having enough money for food. The student told us that his mother was
feeling “real shame, but we needed it [the help].” The Clontarf staff paid for and delivered bags of
groceries to Zai and his family’s house.

Zai reflected that while some people work go to work for the money, the Clontarf staff are there for the
students and their families. He felt the Clontarf staff were “the uncles | never had.”

KEY TAKEAWAYS:
o Clontarf staff support the parents and families of Clontarf students out of hours.

e Clontarf staff need to navigate families’ feelings of shame.

Academies provide role models, through staff and alumni, to build greater connections with
participants and their local Aboriginal communities

Families, school staff and program participants repeatedly remarked that Clontarf staff role modelled the
Clontarf values and other constructive behaviours to students. Staff and families commented that participants
were often seeking support from positive adult male role models who they could relate to and trust. Staff
exhibited many behaviours that made a constructive impression on students, including self-care, leadership,
respect, health and discipline.

The success of alumni can support the growth and success of the Program itself. Following the Program, well-
respected alumni of the Program disburse throughout communities working closely and building relationships
with community members. Local Aboriginal Community members are likely to see the alumni as an extension
of the Program and gain awareness and respect for the Program itself.

In addition, many alumni continue to attend Clontarf events many years after graduation, and some become
Clontarf Academy staff. Alumni use these opportunities to share their own personal stories of perseverance,
resilience and success with the current generation of young Clontarf men coming through the Program. In
doing so, they become important role models and demonstrate the value of completing school, finding
employment and leading more positive and healthy lives.
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CASE STUDY: FORMER CLONTARF STUDENTS RETURN AS ROLE MODELS

Alumni are seen as 'big brothers’ and ‘mentors’ by staff and students and are welcomed warmly when
returning return to schools to assist with multi-academy training sessions and other activities.

At a small number of schools former Clontarf students have become staff members or are hoping to
become staff members. One parent shared that her son wanted to work for Clontarf. After graduating he
was told he was too young to join the Clontarf staff, so the son first trained as an SLSO. He has now also
completed the Clontarf induction and eagerly awaits the opportunity to join the Clontarf staff when there
is an opening at a nearby Academy. His mum commented that he likes the ‘brotherhood’ feeling that
stems from involvement with the Program.

In yarning circles with current students, multiple students also mentioned that they wanted to work for
Clontarf when they finished school. This hope has become a reality for a staff member at one of the
Academies we visited. He had a passion for Indigenous youth and their education, and worked in a
variety of roles in the space before joining Clontarf. While still relatively new to the job, he remarked that
it was “exactly the type of work I've been chasing...I've found such a love for this role.” Importantly,
students looked up to him, and staff commented that he had great skill at connecting with the quieter
students.

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

e Alumni are an extra avenue for role modelling Clontarf's values and aims.
e Alumni return to schools on an ad-hoc basis to connect with younger students.
e Some alumni return to work as Clontarf staff, or plan to become Clontarf staff.

e This presents students with a positive role model they can relate to with lived experience and very
easily.

4.2 There are several barriers for the Program’s implementation
associated with each relevant stakeholder

The Program faces a variety of barriers and challenges to its implementation, which fall into five categories.
These include barriers and challenges related to:

¢ Clontarf Staff

e Students

e Families and carers

¢ School staff, executives and the broader school community

e Program resources.

These challenges can impact the delivery of the program and the extent of its impact, which we describe in

further detail below.

Barriers and challenges related to Clontarf staff

Clontarf staff face a significant workload implementing Program activities which leads to staff turnover

As discussed in Section 4.1 the success of the Program hinges on the Clontarf staff in Academies. Clontarf staff
often commit to extended work periods beyond ordinary expectations, including periods of travel, to meet
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Clontarf's commitments and provide tailored support for students. There are three main drivers for the
Program'’s difficult workload:

¢ The twenty-five students to one staff member staffing model can stretch staff thin. Clontarf staff provide
intimate support for every student. They provide support beyond school-related challenges for students,
including visiting families and providing support after-hours and on school holidays. Clontarf staff face
significant strain supporting the unique needs of each individual student. One staff member noted that
“this is a 24 by 7 job, not a 9 to 5”. Additionally, at minimum each Clontarf Academy must have at least two
Clontarf staff to open. A majority of schools only have two to three staff; this often leads to situations
where staff members work 12-hour or more days to support Clontarf's school and community
commitments. This was also noted by staff when student pickups and drop-offs occurred during school
hours, and the room was not staffed.

e Camps, while an effective tool for motivating students, place an intense workload on Clontarf staff. To
enact their duty of care, Clontarf staff are required to go to sleep only once students are confirmed asleep
and they must also rise before students to set up activities and food. Some Clontarf staff reported that
they sleep only 5 to 6 hours while on camps, making it difficult to drive the bus home safely and to return
to the normal school schedule without a rest day. At two schools, school staff and Clontarf staff shared
that the strain from going on camps had caused Clontarf staff members to resign.

e There is a culture of staff dedicating everything to their role. Some Clontarf staff noted that their
workload is getting heavier each year, with an expectation from senior parts of the organisation that
Clontarf staff need to invest everything into the students’ lives. One staff member pointed out that this
attitude may be the reason for Clontarf's success, despite the strain it can create on staff. Beyond this,
Clontarf staff commented that the needs of students and their families become more complex as the
relationship builds.

These three drivers contribute to staff strain and subsequent attrition. Staff turnover reduces the effectiveness
of Clontarf Academies as it takes staff time to build trusting relationships with students, their families, non-
Clontarf staff and the broader community. It is these relationships that produce the trust and respect that
underscores all the work Clontarf staff do to achieve their outcomes.

The Program is highly dependent on the staff to tailor and implement the program to meet the needs of
students and their schools

The effectiveness of the program relies heavily on the Clontarf staff " They play more chess
members within the local academy, including their ability to tailor the instead of sport here..It's
delivery of the Program. In response to the needs and interests of about evolving beyond

their students, Clontarf staff scale up and down their Program'’s
emphasis on sports, academic support and non-sport related
activities like chess and comic books.

sport.”— Clontarf staff member

The Program does not have a minimum requirement for the number of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander identified positions in an Academy

In some schools, stakeholders noted that there were no Clontarf staff that identified as Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander. In these schools the implementation of cultural activities and culturally safe protocols
may not be as effective.

Furthermore, in schools with Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Clontarf staff, they were often viewed as
role models and helped young men connect with their culture. This is not possible when there are no Clontarf
staff members who identify as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander.

Clontarf staff can find locating and accessing personal identification documentation challenging
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Clontarf staff explained that one of their greatest challenges is accessing identification like birth certificates to
prepare students for employment during and after school. Some students are in Out of Home Care (OOHC),
and it can be difficult to navigate accessing the student’s birth certificate with the carer or provider. Further,
some families have not registered their child’s birth and therefore a birth certificate needs to be created.
Clontarf staff commented that they would benefit from information on how to navigate these systems.

Barriers and challenges related to Clontarf participants

The Program can be perceived as ‘just’ a football or sport program by students

All stakeholders noted that some students do not engage with Clontarf due to the perception that it is a
sporting or football program. Some young men are not aware of the range of activities and support that the
Program can provide. This suggests that the dominant stereotype of the Clontarf Program being a sports
program can have detrimental effects on the reach of the Program and who engages with it.

Year 11 and 12 students tend to participate in the Program less than their younger peers

Site visits raised questions around the suitability of the Clontarf program for Year 11 and 12 students. While
retention of this cohort diminishes across schools more broadly, the Program's activities were more aligned to
the younger students, with activities aimed at building a habit of attending school and exposing them to post-
school employment opportunities. It appears some senior students participate less because Clontarf has
successfully supported them to participate in school, and they prioritise schoolwork and extra-curricular
activities like casual work over Clontarf activities. Their engagement with the Program could be bolstered by
highlighting the potential leadership opportunities the Program can facilitate, with senior students able to
provide advice and informal mentorship to younger students.

For other students, their diminishing participation in Clontarf in the senior years is mirrored by minimal
participation in school, such that Clontarf could better tailor engagement with this

"They [non-attendees] senior cohort to support them to attend school and build towards post-school life.

don't enjoy school, One Year 12 student recalled that when his friend’s attendance at school and the

Program dropped around Year 10, the Clontarf staff attempted to persuade them

to attend by stressing the employment help Clontarf can provide to students.

Senior students who are not attending the Program regularly may need tailored

_ Year 11 student activities to re-engage them, alongside enticing them with the prospect of
employment support.

they don't want to be
here..."

The Program’s focus on completing Year 12 can sit in tension with the priorities
of students and families

The core focus of the Program continues to be maximising school attendance and supporting students to
graduate Year 12. However, a notable number of students do not intend to finish Year 12 but do intend to
work full time after leaving school.

Only students that completed Year 12 are deemed ‘alumni’, which is an esteemed role in the Program. In
numerous schools Nous and Murawin heard that this was a frustration as many Clontarf and non-Clontarf
stakeholders questioned why a Year 10 or 11 school leaver entering an apprenticeship or paid working job is
not recognised as a 'successful’ outcome. While the Program does provide career support (as outlined in
Section 4.1) it does not have an explicit KPI that measures the proportion of school-leavers (students leaving
prior to the completion of Year 12) entering the workforce. This issue was particularly prevalent in regional and
remote academies where Year 12 attainment rates are relatively low.

In most situations where a student would like to finish school before Year 12, Clontarf staff reiterate the
perceived benefits of delaying an apprenticeship by staying in school, which include developing more maturity
and leadership skills and having a Year 12 certificate to fall back on should pursuing a trade not work out. If
the student remains certain they want to finish school before Year 12, Clontarf staff then work with the school
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and family to ensure the student has access to meaningful employment through Clontarf partners or industry
connections. This approach centres the needs and capabilities of the student
but stands in tension with the delivery of Clontarf's main aim of supporting

"The relationship with our students to finish Year 12.

teaching staff is really

important so we can get Barriers and challenges relating “lthe Clontarf Board] is makin
the best outcome for our to families/carers . °

) a decision on what our
boys."~ Clontarf staff The Program can struggle to engage Aboriginal kids need...and it's
member certain families and local Aboriginal

' not actually the values that
community members Aboriginal families are thinking
Clontarf staff and school staff commented that some families are difficult ~ and that they believe is

to engage and collaborate with to achieve the best educational and good..." — Parent/carer
employment outcomes for students. At times, the Program'’s values do

not align with the values of families. For example, some families do not place a high value on education or

school attendance which can reduce the efficacy of the Program.

Similarly, Clontarf staff and school staff reported that the Program’s emphasis on completion of Year 12 can
conflict with families’ priorities and ideas of success for their sons. For many families, finishing school at Year
10 to enter a trade is considered a successful outcome for their son. One family member raised the point that
in privileging and rewarding Year 12 completion, the Program ‘undermines’ the boy who leaves at Year 10 into
an apprenticeship and can create a sense of failure where there should not be.

Barriers and challenges relating to school staff, executives and school community

School staff were unclear on the scope of the Program which can limit its impact

At some schools, there is an inadequate understanding of the Program in

non-Clontarf staff, leading to a misalignment between Clontarf program “They [school staff] have the
delivery and the expectations of non-Clontarf staff. Several non-Clontarf perception that Clontarf will
staff members had an expectation of Clontarf to support and facilitate in-  -ome into class and solve all
class learning for students, or provide behaviour management in the
classroom, which is not in-scope for the Program. This can lead to
negative feelings and a lack of engagement and communication between
non-Clontarf staff and Clontarf staff about the needs of students. At one
school where the survey captured substantial dissatisfaction with the parameters.”- School staff
Program, a staff member who was supportive of the Program believed member

that much of their peers’ dissatisfaction came from misunderstanding the

scope of the Program. At other schools, the purpose of the program had been made clear to staff when the
program was first launched at the school, but knowledge of the program had diminished with staff turnover
since then.

their problems for them...they
don't understand that it's not
within their [Clontarf's]

Some school staff do not understand the Program’s objectives or leverage its resources effectively

Some non-Clontarf staff felt that their peers did not fully understand the support that Clontarf staff can
provide to students and teachers alike. Despite academies inviting staff to events such as morning trainings,
lunches and award celebrations, staff attendance was often low. Clontarf staff commented that most staff
would only engage with Clontarf when they needed support for issues in the classroom and would not make
an effort to engage with participants in the Clontarf room at recess, or at Clontarf activities where they feel
most comfortable.
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Teachers who interact with the Program and its students benefit from building positive relationships with the

boys in an environment where they feel safe and supported. They can also benefit from forging relationships

with Clontarf staff to better understand students’ needs, family dynamics and challenges that may affect them
in the classroom.

Several staff members commented that they found it helpful to check in with Clontarf staff proactively if they
noticed changes in a student’s behaviour or demeanour. This assists their interactions with the student inside
and outside the classroom. Clontarf staff and school staff suggested that orientating new staff to the Program
and providing information about the Program at assemblies and meetings would ensure staff were informed
on the opportunities the Program provides them and their students.

The Program is challenged by perceptions of special treatment in the wider school community

There was a perception that young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men were receiving preferential
treatment by being in Clontarf. School staff reported that some of their peers, particularly in lower socio-
economic areas, felt the Program’s incentives could represent preferential treatment for Aboriginal young men.
To alleviate this, many Academies had a shared lunch on Fridays to invite teachers and non-Clontarf students
to the room to socialise and engage with the students and many Academies regularly welcomed students who
were not Aboriginal. However, a number of school staff and executives noted there was an underlying sense of
“why them?” in the broader school community.

Further to this, despite poor behaviour or not meeting academic requirements some Clontarf students were
still allowed to partake in extra-curricular activities such as camps, reinforcing the view that Clontarf students
receive special treatment. Some non-Clontarf staff felt that this did not appropriately discipline certain
students, while other non-Clontarf staff took the view that in some circumstances, such students could benefit
from Clontarf activities as a tool to re-engage them with school after suspensions, for example. In such
instances, Clontarf staff collaborated with school executives to discuss students and their needs on a case-by-
case basis.

Limited cultural awareness within schools hinders the experiences of Program participants

Clontarf staff stated that for some non-Clontarf staff there is a lack of cultural awareness and competency
within the schools. For example, at one school staff were blind to the family and caring responsibilities one
student had. He was always late because it was his responsibility to take his younger siblings to primary school.
Clontarf would rather he is late than does not attend, but this was difficult for non-Aboriginal people to
understand.

Barriers and challenges relating to program resources

The evaluation found that the Program is running well overall but could benefit from some refinement in
design and implementation.

Camps can impact the availability of Clontarf resources in smaller Academies

There are limited contingencies in situations where schools have 50
students or less, and one staff member is off-site, leading activities
such as camps. In these situations, if the one staff member has an
off-site duty or falls sick the Regional Director will need to fill in for
them or the Clontarf Academy may be closed for the duration of
time the staff members are away. In such instances, students who do
not go on camp are not able to access Clontarf supports. For this support...can't get it.”
reason, as well as the staffing model and workload issues reported — Clontarf staff member

" Last week we were away for
4 days, which means the room
was closed for 4 days. All
these kids who might need
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above, Clontarf staff and school staff suggested that a ratio of 1 staff member to 15 students may be effective.
Several Academies noted issues with the facilities they operated from

The Clontarf room is integral to the implementation of the program as it offers students a safe space and place
of belonging within the school. However, Clontarf staff and school staff highlighted a range of inadequacies in
the facilities they use. The Clontarf staff often run washing machines and dryers to clean uniforms and the
noise from these can disrupt important conversations between staff and students. Further, one school’s staff
room was converted to a Clontarf room meaning the only staff common space was lost and some staff
resented this, pointing to a need for the Department to better support schools to provide room for Clontarf. In
other instances, the number of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in the school had increased
since Clontarf first began, meaning rooms were cramped with students, table tennis tables, Clontarf staff desks
and cooking equipment. This means Clontarf staff often work in an environment that has many distractions.

Principals are responsible for providing the Program with a space to operate from. Multiple principals
mentioned that with the popularity of the program growing alongside student numbers, it was incumbent
upon them to find appropriate spaces, but the school had to fund this.

4.3 Local academies are addressing many of these barriers

Clontarf staff prioritise getting to know students’ interests to foster engagement with the
Program

Local Clontarf teams put effort into getting to know the students so they can engage them in activities that
interest them. There are a diverse range of interests that the Clontarf staff “key into” as one parent said,
including comic books, chess and gaming. To differing degrees, Academies have shifted away from focusing
on rugby league or sporting activities as the main tool for engaging students in school. Academies also expose
the students to a variety of post-school employment opportunities to cater to different interests, from trips to
universities, construction and mining worksites, retail and hospitality, and interacting with NRL players and
games.

Principals are drawing on school resources to find adequate space for the Program

Academy Directors are working with principals to adapt facilities to the

"It's a pressure on the needs of their cohort. One principal had recently applied to the
principal, teachers want their Department of Education for a new demountable but was refused on the
spaces back...they aren’t basis that the Department believed they had free space. Another

principal has found funds in the school budget to build a new building

teaching out of their Faculties, :
that will cater to the needs of Clontarf.

and I've got nowhere to put
Clontarf.” Principal

The school and Local Aboriginal Community
understanding of the Program is enhanced by
proactively promoting the Program

" Majority [of teachers]
engage with Clontarf but the

majority don't know all the
Some Clontarf staff participate in school activities regularly or semi-  henefits of Clontarf, how
regularly to raise the profile and understanding of the Program with
school staff. This includes asking students to present on Clontarf
activities in school assemblies and Clontarf staff attending staff
meetings and check ins with the executive.

much we can source from
them.”"= School staff member
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5 How sustainable is the delivery of the program?

This section addresses the following Key Evaluation Questions:
KEQ 4: How sustainable is the delivery and outcomes of the Program
e KEQ 4.1: What are the guaranteed, long-term inputs to the Program?

e KEQ 4.2: What are the expected, long-term outputs of the Program?
e KEQ 4.3: What processes are in place to ensure the long-term sustainability of the Program?

5.1 The Program’s delivery and outcomes are largely sustainable

The Program has operated in NSW for over a decade and continues to expand while delivering on its
outcomes. As outlined in more detail in Figure 7, the Evaluation identified that funding stability, corporate
partnerships, support from school executives, staff and program adaptability have driven the Program’s
sustainability, as long-term program inputs.

In particular, the Evaluation found that Clontarf is effective at gaining both financial and in-kind investment to
sustain the Program, such that Clontarf staff and school executives reported that the Program is well funded.
Clontarf encourages investment in the Program through attending partners’ events to demonstrate and
promote the Program’s success and volunteering in the local community to foster leadership in participants
and a sense of community.

Provided the inputs identified in Figure 7 remain, the expected long-term outputs of the Program include:
e increased number of participants enrolled

e increased number of academies

e increased number of Year 12 completions

e increased number of academy-run activities that incentivise attendance

e increased number of health checks

e increased number of participants with identification documents

e increased number of participants employed meaningfully post-school.
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Figure 7 | Inputs that have driven Program sustainability

FINANCIAL
STABILITY

OVER 200
PARTNERS

SCHOOL
EXECUTIVES AND
STAFF

The Program has
received ongoing
funding.

In 2023 Clontarf was
supported by ~$27m
in funding from
partners and the NSW
and Commonwealth
governments.

The ongoing financial
support for the
Program ensures it can
operate and deliver its
objectives.

See section 2.7 and 5.2
for more detail

Clontarf has over 200
partners who provide
opportunities for
casual and full-time
employment and
contribute one third of
operating revenue and
other resources such
as kitchen appliances.

The scale and diversity
of partners mitigates
financials risks
associated with a
partner/s withdrawing
support and ensuring
participants have
access to employment
opportunities.

See section 3.1 for more
detail

The implementation of
the Program relies on
endorsement from the
school's executive,
which also contributes
one third of funding
and provides
resources like rooms.

These components
ensure the Program is
embedded in the
school effectively and
has adequate space to
operate. Schools’
funding is vital to the
Program’s financial
stability.

See section 4.2 and 4.3
for more detail

The Program is
underpinned by
workers who have a
specialised skill set,
the core of which is an
ability to connect with
young men and their
families.

The staff involved in
running the Program,
particularly, the
Academy staff, are
well respected by
participants which
motivates participants
to attend school and
work towards
achieving the
Program’s objectives.

See section 4.2 and 4.3
for more detail

The Program is
regularly adapted to
local cohorts through

the activities and
camps that are chosen

by Academy staff.

Tailoring the Program
ensures that activities
and incentives are
relevant to
participants, ensuring
strong engagement.

See section 4.1 for more
detail

5.2 Funding and staffing risks will need to be managed to ensure
the Program’s sustainability

Despite being sustainable over the last several years, the Program faces ongoing funding and staffing risks to
its implementation and operation that which stakeholders need to be attuned to.

A reliance on Commonwealth and state and territory funding creates short-term risks for the
Program

The current funding model creates several sustainability risks for the program:

¢ The current model is highly dependent on continuing government funding. Over 70 per cent of the
Program'’s total funding is provided by Commonwealth and state and territory governments.>” Without
Commonwealth and/or state and territory government funding, the Program would struggle to achieve its
objectives.

e The current model may place pressure on schools’ Aboriginal Education budget. Some schools
suggested they may use a significant proportion of their equity loading within their Resource Allocation
Model budget allocation on the Program. This leaves little funding to be spent on Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander young women who also need support. One school claimed it reduced the number of
Aboriginal Education Officers, to ensure there was enough money to fund the Program. It is important to
note that participating schools receive two Clontarf staff for the cost of one under the shared-budgeting
arrangements for the Clontarf program, potentially influencing the decisions made by some schools. For
example, at an average school contribution of $1250 per student, for 50 participating students (minimum
requirement for an Academy establishment), schools receive two staff at a cost of only $62,500. Several

57 Clontarf Foundation, (2022) Annual Report 2022.
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schools also highlighted that initially when the Program was first established, they did not have to provide
any funding. They emphasised that if the expected school contribution rose substantially, many schools
may struggle to fund the Program.

Without adequately skilled and supported staff, the Program will struggle to achieve its
objectives

The demands of the Program produce high staff turnover and also pose a psychosocial hazard to staff if they
are not appropriately trained and supported. As explored in earlier sections, Clontarf staff are integral to the
program (Sections 4.1 and 4.2) and perceive their role as '24/7'. In running the program, they:

¢ have a specialised and unique skillset

« have a significant workload because of the ratio of students to staff (25 to 1) which leads to high levels of
burnout, particularly around the time of excursions

« provide support to students and their families outside of school hours, including during holiday periods.

In recognition of the work Clontarf staff do, many stakeholders commented that the program’s sustainability
hinged on being able to continue to attract and retain suitable staff. Some Academies currently struggle to fill
staffing vacancies and multiple experience a high turnover of staff. Stakeholders commented that it was
understandable that Clontarf staff had accepted roles at organisations that paid more money or were less
demanding.

In addition to ensuring there are enough staff, the Program requires staff who have the right skillset and
training. Clontarf staff reported that as they build trust with participants and families, so too does the
expectation on staff to provide emotional, mental health and other practical support. Some Clontarf staff noted
that they could be better trained to support participants’ and families’ needs, particularly in providing mental
health support. Without adequate support and training in providing psychosocial and mental health support to
students (and at times their families) there are two risks: that staff provide advice or support that is not best
practice or trauma informed, and that staff do not appropriately manage their own wellbeing as they deal with
distressing and sensitive issues. It is important to note that Clontarf Program staff are not employed as health
professionals and are not expected to work beyond their scope of expertise; schools have trained professionals
who are best positioned to support student’s mental health needs in relevant circumstances.

Facilities that are adequately sized and equipped for food preparation are essential

As identified in Section 4.2, lack of access to adequate facilities can be a barrier to effective Program
implementation. As academies and school enrolments grow, schools are increasingly struggling to find and/or
fund facilities that can adequately support the operation of the Program. Clontarf rooms/facilities need to
include enough space to operate cooking appliances, seating areas for eating and activities, staff computers
and desks, recreational space for participants, washing and drying facilities and clothing and equipment
storage. As growth in participant numbers is generally gradual, this operating risk could be mitigated by
forecasting growth of academies so schools can plan in advance and apply for funding for more appropriate
facilities.
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6 Findings and recommendations

6.1 Is the Program design and implementation delivering desired
outcomes?

The Program supports young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to achieve better
life outcomes

The Program was set up to provide wrap-around support for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
men in high school to improve their attendance at school, finish Year 12, bolster their wellbeing, instil values
such as respect and self-discipline and prepare them for post-school employment.

The Evaluation has found that the Program is successful in its objective of improving the engagement of
students through the activities and wrap-around supports provided to Program participants. The Program is
designed to enable local flexibility supported by a consistent approach to engagement, which has
demonstrated improved attendance and better workplace readiness, likely leading to positive long-term
outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men.

The Evaluation’s Cost-Benefit Analysis explored in Section 3.4 demonstrates that the Program does not appear
to be a net benefit. There are noted limitations with the data that was available for inclusion and monetisation
in the cost-benefit analysis process. This finding should provoke further consideration of whether the
program'’s theory of change and overall design is not fit-for-purpose, or whether more data can be collected to
monetise and include positive impacts — or whether both of these points may be true.

The Evaluation has found that the greatest challenges for the program into the future are likely to centre
around the sustainability of receiving funding consistently and maintaining the high quality of program
delivery as it continues to expand, as explored further in Section 5.2.

The Program aligns with the NSW Department of Education Aboriginal Education Policy

The Evaluation has found that Clontarf Foundation has contributed to achieving the NSW Department of
Education’s Aboriginal Education Policy objectives 1.1, 1.2 and 1.5. The overall sentiment among school
principals, teaching staff, Local Aboriginal community members, students and parents continues to indicate
Clontarf Academies have been beneficial for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in the
participating schools, and quantitative analysis corroborates this.

1. The Program improved the wellbeing and educational outcomes of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander men in culturally safe environments, enabling greater achievement and excellence. While the
Program did not explicitly seek to promote cultural identity, aspects of the program bolstered the cultural
identity of students.

2. The Program indirectly increased knowledge and understanding of all learners, students and staff about
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Peoples, and their histories, cultures and experiences through the
cultural activities that were implemented on a local basis.

5. The Program partnered with local Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander families and Local Aboriginal
communities to increase the participation of these groups in achieving the educational goals of the
Department.

The Evaluation has found the Clontarf Academies in NSW have been well implemented and that the Program
generates visible benefits for many of the participants, particularly in terms of attracting boys to school,
providing good role models, improving their sense of self-esteem and confidence
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Clontarf Academies generate positive outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in NSW
schools however, the overall magnitude of the impact to date has been less dramatic than the feedback from
stakeholders and participants suggest. This could be because stakeholder perceptions of the Program are
dominated by only a subset of Clontarf participants, for whom the impact has been more apparent. It may also
be the case that school stakeholders hold a more positive view of the Program’s impact due to an expectation
of success following an investment of funds into the Program.

6.2 The level of support for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander women in schools is not comparable to young men

Stakeholders shared that the greatest opportunity was for a program of a similar scale to Clontarf for young
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women in schools where a complementary service for young women
was not available. School staff reported that young women needed a program like Clontarf, and executives
reported that the behaviour and attendance of young women was often worse than young men. School staff
reported fielding difficult questions from young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women who asked
why they were not supported in the same way or similar to young men. School staff reported that young
women felt this was unfair, and many stakeholders agreed.

The NSW Treasury reported that education spend for secondary Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
students was between an estimated $19,915 in 2017-18 and $20,913 in 2020-21%8. At an annual rate of $7,500
per student, funding provided to Clontarf disproportionately benefits young men, as it represents 26 per cent
additional funding directed towards participants in the Clontarf Program notwithstanding other funding
supports.

The disparity between young men and women is further exacerbated when other funding sources are
accounted for. In 2020-21, Clontarf alone accounted for approximately 60 per cent of Commonwealth grants
for programs to incentivise improved school attendance, while 33 per cent of Commonwealth funding was
directed to providers of similar programs for young women.>® Further, as the largest provider of school
attendance incentivisation, Clontarf is better able to access corporate support due to scales of economy and
higher visibility.

Young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women face similar challenges to their male counterparts, with
comparable year 12 completion rates and attendance rates®, yet young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander women face additional challenges such as risk of pregnancy, higher rates of incarceration compared to
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men, domestic violence, and sexual health issues. 6162

The Clontarf Program provides crucial services to support young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men
to attend and participate meaningfully in school and has a model that is tailored to support young men. The
Evaluation considers that funding should be fairly distributed between programs for young men and young
women In-line with the NSW Government's commitment to gender-responsive budgeting.5

58 NSW Treasury, Comprehensive Indigenous Expenditure Report 2021-22, 2022 (accessed 10 May 2024)
https://www.treasury.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/2022-10/20221021-comprehensive-indigenous-expenditure-report.pdf.

%9 Beth Madsen et al., The budget has more money for school programs for Indigenous boys than girls, The Conversation, 20 October 2020
(accessed 10 May 2024) https://theconversation.com/the-budget-has-more-money-for-school-programs-for-indigenous-boys-than-girls-
147746.

60 |bid

61 Anita Knudsen and Lenny Roth, Reducing incarceration of Aboriginal people: challenges and choices, Parliamentary Research Service
(NSW), 2023 (accessed 10 May 2024), https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/researchpapers/Documents/Reducing-incarceration-of-Aboriginal-
people-Challenges-and-choices-2023.pdf.

62 NASCA, Cultural understanding (accessed 10 May 2024) https://nasca.org.au/the-challenge/cultural-understanding/.

63 NSW Treasury, NSW Budget 2023-24 — Gender Equality Budget Statement, 2023 (accessed May 10 2024),
https://www.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/noindex/2023-09/2023 24 Gender Equality Statement.pdf.
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6.3 Recommendations

The Evaluation identified 15 recommendations relating to staffing, program design and
relationships with schools

Recommendations are detailed below for program improvement and refinement across a range of themes. The
Evaluation notes that many of the recommendations are implemented locally on a case-by-case basis but
consider that each of the following recommendations should be incorporated consistently.

Program design recommendations

As explored in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, the Clontarf program as currently designed has broad success with
engaging young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to attend school, attain Year 12 completion and
improve their chances for success post-school. As noted in Section 4.2 however, barriers to ensuring the full
participation of all cohorts and the broader community have been identified through the Evaluation that could
be overcome through minor redevelopment of the Program design.

Table 12 | Program design recommendations

. Responsible
# Recommendation P
actor
Tailor the design of the Program to better reflect the interests of participants and local
Aboriginal Community.
e Work with schools to determine the best supports, specific to each individual. Identify if
further Clontarf Program adjustments may be possible to support students to continue a ;
1 achieve their potential in line with their post school pathway which may include completing ontar
Year 12 and HSC Attainment. Schools
e Identify appropriate leadership roles for older Program participants to encourage Program
participation and encourage positive role modelling for younger Program participation.
e Incorporate an expansion of Program activities to reflect the varied interests of students,
such as music, arts and technology, based on local interests and needs.
. . . .. Clontarf
Ensure appropriate mechanisms are in place to ensure the safety of Program participants
2 e  The Department should investigate the feasibility of granting academy staff duty of care Schools
for excursions to reduce administrative burden for schools and Clontarf Academies. The Department
Incorporate Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander culture, customs and teachings through
appropriate mechanisms
e While noting the Program is not a cultural program, participants and their families/carers
value the exposure the program gives participants to Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander culture.
e Including a cultural element to the program that is developed with, and endorsed by, local Clontarf

3 Aboriginal communities. This should contribute to leadership and self-confidence for the
students would enable a greater sense of self for all participants, enhancing their wellbeing  The Department
and encouraging a sense of pride with Aboriginal culture.

e In collaboration with the Department and local Aboriginal Community members, examine
all Program documentation and language to ensure it is contemporary, and built from a
‘strengths-based’ foundation that avoids 'deficit’ language wherever possible.

e Wherever ICIP is used, ensure that local Aboriginal Community members (or staff, if
applicable) are fairly and reasonably compensated for their ICIP.
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Staffing recommendations

The staff operating Clontarf Academies are a crucial lynchpin of the Program based on the qualitative inputs

into the Evaluation. Maintaining a high-quality workforce is critical to the continued success of the Program.

The Evaluation has identified four recommendations to improve the staffing arrangements of the Program to

ensure appropriate cultural responsiveness, cover and safety of staff and Program participants.

Table 13 | Staffing recommendations

# Recommendation

Ensure each Academy is mostly operated by local Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
identified staff members

Incorporating a minimum of 50 per cent of staff members identified as Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander at each Academy would provide relatable positive role modelling and
improve cultural responsiveness for participants.

Ensure that as much as possible these staff members are local and are not ‘off-country’ in
the Academy that they are located. This is a major priority for Aboriginal communities in
NSW (i.e. ensuring people are not from off-country). It is also critical to note that having
more than one staff member who is a local Aboriginal man is helps to further support
cultural responsiveness.

The Program should work with Schools, Academy Directors and Regional Directors to
review and refine recruitment processes to target recruitment at locals in the community
who have the right skills.

The Program relies heavily on building relationships and trust between Clontarf staff and
key local stakeholders, so it is imperative that staff are well positioned to build these
relationships, and to do so rapidly.

Staff who are local often integrate better when they start at an academy, know the
students and/or their extended family better and understand the needs of the local
Aboriginal Community. Conversely, staff who are not local take longer and can find it
harder to build these relationships with participants, families and communities.

Incorporate a staffing model that enables appropriate cover for all activities

An option to enable this is to hire a part-time staff member for academies for less than 65

students for 0.5 FTE or a casual staff member to cover for excursions, allowing the Clontarf
room to be available to Program participants who are not participating in excursions which
require two staff to facilitate.

Create an attraction and retention strategy for staff

Implement an attraction and retention strategy to address organisational burnout and
continue attracting the most suitable staff for vacant roles in consultation with local
Aboriginal Community.

Develop internal leadership pathways and opportunities for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander staff to ensure Closing The Gap principles and priorities are being met.

Success measurement recommendations

Responsible
actor

Clontarf

Clontarf

Clontarf

The Clontarf Program achieves a broad range of positive outcomes for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
people, their local Aboriginal communities, the broader school community and society as a whole as

demonstrated by the qualitative and quantitative insights throughout the Evaluation. To fully recognise the

benefits of the Program, it is essential to identify and celebrate the successes that result from it.
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Table 14 | Success measurement recommendations

10

Recommendation

Incorporate additional KPIs for students who complete Year 10 and enter further education
or training

Clontarf should recognise students exiting into further education and training as a separate
KPI. While it is noted that Closing the Gap, as well as Aboriginal Education and
Communities (AECD) policy indicates success through Year 12 completion, positive and
meaningful educational outcomes may be achieved through other means, such as through
an apprenticeship or vocational education and training.

This is particularly pertinent for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in
regional and/or rural environments where opportunities and interest lie heavily in trades
and other forms of vocational education and training.

Additionally, the Evaluation recommends that those who exit at Year 10 into further
education and training be classified as alumni, to enable young men to access the benefits
of the Clontarf Alumni network and recognise their success.

Incorporate state-level tracking of performance against KPIs to better demonstrate the
Program'’s performance at a state level.

Increase emphasis on academic performance to support students in striving for post-school
employment

Increasing the support of academics within the Clontarf Academies outside of the current
positive benefits of the program would allow Academies to provide an environment that
celebrates learning, alongside the unique disciplinary and positive role modelling that
Clontarf provides young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men, aligning with
Clontarf's aim of preparing participants for post-school employment.

Celebration of academic achievements, alongside celebration of attendance and
participation, would enable such an environment.

Improve the tracking of post-educational outcomes

Where possible, both Clontarf and the Department should examine ways to encourage
participation among school-leavers/program-leavers to enhance collection of data on post
school outcomes, particularly of students who exit before Year 12, and program attrition. It
is acknowledged that individuals have the right not to respond and may have a range of
reasons not to respond to requests for post-school data. This can be achieved through use
of the Pathways dataset, once ethics approval has been obtained.

Improve the collection of participant data

Examine policies and legal requirements to determine the best way to enhance data
collection, linkage, storage and publication to ensure program impacts and outcomes can
be better measured. Work with agencies, local Aboriginal Community members and
experts to ensure that any enhancements incorporate best-practice principles and Closing
The Gap commitments relating to Indigenous Data Sovereignty and Governance.

Relationships Recommendations

Responsible
actor

Clontarf

Clontarf

Clontarf
The Department

Individuals

The Department

Clontarf is reliant on the strong relationships it has built with its many partners, including schools and donors,
to provide the best experience possible for Participants and the continued success of the Program. Continuing
to build and leverage the relationships Clontarf has nurtured will enable Clontarf to operate more effectively

within schools and within the broader community.
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Table 15 | Relationships recommendations

#

11

12

Recommendation

Embed an annual process for informing school staff about the operation and benefits of the
Program

The Program should work with school executives and relevant staff to embed regular
training and updates about the Program for non-Clontarf staff to ensure they are informed
of the purpose of Clontarf and address any uncertainties or confusion surrounding the role
of Clontarf Academies within a school. An overview of the Program should be incorporated
into staff induction.

Academies should also share achievements through other mechanisms such as school
assemblies or staff meetings to highlight the achievements of Academies and participants
to the broader school community.

Leverage partners to secure adequate resources and facilities for the Program

The Program has a wide range of partners who provide funding and resources for Clontarf
rooms, such as cooking appliances.

Clontarf's ability to leverage such partnerships, particularly with local businesses, is a
strength of the Program and should continue to be flexed to fill gaps in infrastructure and
day to day items.

Diversity recommendations

Responsible
actor

Clontarf

Clontarf

The Clontarf Program provides a high level of positive male role modelling for young Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander men. However, it is equally important for young men to be prepared for diverse environments,
as they will often need to show their capability to contribute positively within today's varied and inclusive
workplaces, demonstrating alignment with contemporary workplace values and practices. The below
recommendations guide an approach to prepare Program participants without compromising on the values
that define Clontarf.

Table 16 | Relationships recommendations

13

14

Recommendation

Expand policies to allow female siblings of Program participants to use Clontarf resources on
a case-by-case basis

Create a policy to work with schools and families to identify referral pathways for female
siblings who may need to access support on a case-by-case basis.

The Evaluation notes that any expansion Clontarf policies to allow for female siblings to
access Clontarf resources must not impede on existing participants’ access to Clontarf
resources.

Increase opportunities for participants to meet and learn from female role models

Incorporate role modelling activities from females to encourage positive and healthy
interactions with women.

The Evaluation notes that interactions with women may be limited in certain cultural
settings. However, it is important that young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men
are engaging appropriately with women, particularly in education and employment
environments.
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Responsible
actor

# Recommendation

Create an inclusive environment for students who are gender diverse

e  The Program should develop a policy to clarify the inclusion and approach towards
gender-fluid and gender-diverse students, including through exploring gender diversity in
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander cultures, to support staff in navigating such
situations.

15 Clontarf
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Appendix A - Data Collection Methodology

A.1 Objectives, Outcomes and Data Sources

A.1.1  Analysis objectives

This evaluation assessed the Clontarf Foundation Program's effectiveness in NSW schools, examining its
strengths, challenges, and areas for improvement. The report aims to inform ongoing program refinement and
the Department of Education's Aboriginal Education policy.

The approach combined qualitative and quantitative methods. Interviews, focus groups, and surveys were
conducted with program participants, staff, families, and stakeholders. This qualitative analysis formed the
primary basis for findings on the Program's impact on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander young men's
education, wellbeing, and life outcomes.

To supplement this, data from the Human Services Dataset (HSDS) was analysed to identify potential
relationships between Program participation and outcomes such as school attendance, justice system
interactions, and health-related admissions.

The qualitative and quantitative analysis informed a Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA), assessing the Program's
potential future impact under two scenarios: maintaining current operations and expanding to additional
schools.

A.1.2 Data source

HSDS Overview and Data Requests

Data for the analysis came from the Human Services Dataset (HSDS), which provides extensive information on
outcomes for people and families in NSW across education, health, justice, and child protection domains. The
HSDS contains de-identified data on children, young people, and families across domains including education,
health, justice, child protection, and housing. For the purpose of this evaluation, the desired population sample
comprised of male Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students who attended NSW public secondary
schools between 2012-2022.

The evaluation team requested data on school enrolment, attendance, suspensions, NAPLAN results, HSC
completion, justice system interactions, health-related admissions, and child protection involvement. Not all
requested datasets were received or accessible within the evaluation timeframe.

Analysis was conducted within a secure HSDS environment that is not internet-enabled. This prevented direct
linkage or inclusion of supplementary data from external sources such as the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

Data Received and Limitations

The data received from the HSDS came with significant limitations. No explanatory documentation or support
materials were provided, and in some cases, data could not be linked together in a meaningful way. This
created limitations in the comprehensiveness and depth of the analysis that could be performed.

For student data:

e Enrolment, suspension, and attendance data were successfully linked
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e HSC completion data was not available and could not be linked to student records, preventing
analysis of educational completion outcomes

e Post-school data (including ‘reason for discontinuing studies’ and ‘employment data’ was not able to
be linked to student records

For justice data:

e Interactions with the justice system were recorded, including details on timing, interaction type, and
court appearances

e However, key predictor variables commonly associated with justice outcomes (such as home life
circumstances, family structure, parental incarceration history, and socioeconomic indicators) could
not be linked to student records

e This limited the ability to control for important confounding factors in the analysis
For health data:

e  While health interactions and their broad categories were recorded, temporal information (dates or
months when interactions occurred) was unable to be linked to the interaction or student

e The absence of timing data prevented establishing whether health interactions occurred before,
during, or after program participation

e This limitation necessitated treating health data analyses as purely correlational rather than causal

The absence of these links and data points impacted the analytical approaches that could be employed.

A.1.3 Assessed outcomes

To support our understanding of the impact on Clontarf on students within the context of the available data,
the analysis looked at the following outcomes:

1. School Attendance: The number of days absent from school.
2. School Suspensions: Instances where students are suspended from school.

3. Justice System Interactions: Contact with the juvenile or adult justice system, including arrests, court
appearances, and time spent in custody.

4. Alcohol and Other Drug (AOD) Related Health Admissions: Health interactions related to substance use.
5.  Mental Health Admissions: Health interactions related to mental health issues.

As noted earlier, several other outcome variables were considered for inclusion in the analysis, such as year 12
completion rates, HSC achievement, employment, and further education outcomes.

However, due to limitations in the HSDS data and data linkage capabilities (e.g. data and privacy restrictions
for this project, which prevented individual student-level data matching or analysis), these additional variables
could not be incorporated. The absence of these factors is a recognised limitation, as their inclusion perhaps
could have provided a more comprehensive understanding of the interplay of impact on student outcomes.

A.1.4 Analysis approach

The evaluation employed two analytical strategies to examine the relationship between participation in the
Clontarf Program and various student outcomes.
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Initial Analysis Approach

The initial analysis used logistic regression to examine relationships between Clontarf participation and
outcomes including justice system interactions and health-related admissions. This approach compared
students in Clontarf schools against all eligible male Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students across NSW
public schools who met the demographic criteria.

Due to privacy considerations and data limitations, individual student participation in the Clontarf Program
could not be directly identified within the HSDS. Instead, a school-level approach was adopted to categorise
students. Male Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students were considered part of the ‘Clontarf cohort' if
they attended a school where the Clontarf Program was present during their final year of schooling. In most
Clontarf schools, approximately 79% of eligible students would typically be enrolled in the program (see Table
17). Conversely, students who matched both gender and indigeneity criteria but whose final year was at a non-
Clontarf school were classified as 'non-Clontarf'.

Table 17 | Aggregate participation rate (%) of Aboriginal male students in Clontarf Academies at relevant
schools

Aggregate Clontarf Academy

participation rate 2020 2021 2022 2023

Annual participation rate 77% 77% 81% 83%

Average participation rate (2020-23) 79%

This approach was applied to health and school-based (suspension and attendance) outcomes.

Refined Analysis Approach for Justice Outcomes

Following feedback from the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (BOCSAR), the analytical approach
for justice outcomes was adjusted to ensure comparisons between more appropriate reference groups. This
updated methodology focused on comparing outcomes between defined cohorts with similar characteristics,
rather than against the broader NSW student population.

Students were classified into three comparison groups based on their exposure to the Clontarf program:

e Clontarf Exposed: Students who attended a school with an active Clontarf program for a minimum
defined period.

e Expansion Exposed: Students in schools identified for future Clontarf implementation. This group
represents a comparison of similar schools that had not yet received the Clontarf program but were
assessed as suitable future sites.

e Pre-Clontarf Exposed: Students who attended Clontarf schools before the program was
implemented. This group provides a historical comparison within the same schools, controlling for
school-level characteristics that may not exist in planned future schools.

In addition, data from COVID-impacted years (2019 onward) was excluded from the refined analysis. The
pandemic disrupted normal school operations, attendance patterns, and the ability of Clontarf to use its typical
peer support approaches.

Further information confirming the suitability of expansion schools as a comparison group is available in A.2
Selection of pre-treatment comparator school sites.
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The analysis employed Generalized Estimating Equations (GEE) models for both binary outcomes (any justice
contact) and count outcomes (number of contacts/episodes). This approach better accounts for the correlation
of observations within clusters, produces population-averaged estimates rather than subject- specific effects,
and handles both binary and count data with appropriate link function.

To assess student outcomes, two time-based intervals were modelled:

e Age-Based Windows: This method examined justice interactions within key age ranges (e.g. 17-18,
19-21) aligned with critical developmental and transition periods. Only students with complete data
for the entire age window were included.

e Post-School Analysis: This analysis tracked justice outcomes for fixed periods after school exit,
defined as the first year a student was no longer enrolled. Only students with complete post-school
data for the defined period were included.

Table 18 | Age-Based and Post-School Analysis Windows

Age-Based Window (Years) Post-School Analysis

12-17, 14-17, 16-17, 16-18, 17-18, 18-21, 19-21 3 years after school exit

Each analysis was conducted with exposure thresholds of 2 and 3 years.

A.1.5 Control Variables

Included variables

The primary control variable used in this analysis was the Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage
(ICSEA) score of each student's school. ICSEA is a scale developed by the Australian Curriculum, Assessment
and Reporting Authority (ACARA) that represents the average educational advantage of students in a given
school.

Key aspects of the ICSEA score include:

« Components: The score incorporates factors such as parental occupation and education, school
geographical location, and proportion of Indigenous students.®*

e Scale: ICSEA scores typically range from 500 to 1300, with a median of 1000. Higher scores indicate greater
socio-educational advantage.

¢ Application in this analysis: ICSEA scores were used to control for socio-educational differences between
schools with and without Clontarf programs. Accounting for diverse socio-educational factors without
introducing multiple, potentially collinear variables, and helping to isolate the potential effect of the
Clontarf program from broader socio-educational factors that might influence student outcomes.

Excluded or unused variables

Owing to approach taken to identifying a student’s involvement in Clontarf, the datasets available for analysis,
and some limitations in linking provided datasets to individuals, the following covariates were not used within
the analysis:

o Crime rates: Crime rates by geographical area (or other proxy) were not given. The HSDS secure
environment is not internet enabled, and other publicly available data sources were not to be accessed.

64 guide-to-understanding-icsea-values.pdf (myschool.edu.au)
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Determining crime rates through a proxy (such as offense rates performed by the student population data
per area) was not available during the HSDS access period.

« Policing rates: Policing rates were not provided in the data we were given. The HSDS secure environment
is not internet enabled, so were not able to pull in publicly available data.

¢ Socioeconomic status (SES): SES status of an individual was not included in the data provided. Instead, a
proxy was applied using the ICSEA of a student’s given school.

e HSC completion rates: Was not provided in the data we were given.
o Absenteeism rates: Absenteeism was included in the data set.

e We acknowledge that including this might impact the results, but as the Clontarf program is expected
to impact student rates of absenteeism, it was not something that we considered a covariate.

e Other criminal justice interactions from HSDS: Other criminal justice interactions may have been available
in the data provided but were not deemed applicable or able to be linked to the student and school
records provided within the HSDS access period or due to data complexities.

A.1.6 Revised Justice Analysis Outcomes and Limitations

Multiple analyses were conducted across age windows, post school windows, exposure thresholds and
outcome measures. The analysis models included:

e Analysis Age Ranges: Multiple windows including 12-17, 14-17, 16-17, 16-18, 17-18, 18-21, and 19-
21 years of age

Note: Not all outcome types (detailed below) were run for each age window. Age windows ran for those
models were: 16-17, 16-18, 17-18, and 19-21 years

e Post-School Period: Tracking for 3 years after school exit

e Exposure Threshold: 2 or 3 years in comparator group (or in the Clontarf program) by final year of
school (inclusive)

The analyses examined nine distinct outcome types:
1. Binary contact outcomes: Whether students had any justice system contact
2. Contact count outcomes: Total number of justice system contacts
3. Contact interaction analysis: Examining how program effects varied by school year
4. Binary episode outcomes: Whether students experienced any custody episodes
5. Episode count outcomes: Total number of custody episodes
Post-school contact outcomes: Justice contacts after leaving school

Post-school episode outcomes: Custody episodes after leaving school

L N o

Prior contact analysis: Effects for students with previous justice system involvement during or before
final year of school

9. No prior contact analysis: Effects for students with no previous justice involvement during or before
final year of school

The results of these analyses revealed limited evidence of statistically significant relationships between Clontarf
participation and justice system outcomes. Table 19 below summarizes the findings across all analysis types,
showing:
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e Total number of analyses conducted

e Number of statistically significant results (p < 0.05)

e Significant results showing a positive impact of the Clontarf program or not showing a positive impact
of the Clontarf Program compared to the comparison groups.

Table 19 | Count of statistically significant model results

Total Analyses
(age windows &
exposure
thresholds)

Comparator Group

Binary contact outcomes
Expansion 14
Pre Clontarf Only 14
Contact count outcomes
Expansion 8
Pre Clontarf Only 8
Contact interaction analysis
Expansion 14
Pre Clontarf Only 14
Binary episode outcomes
Expansion 8
Pre Clontarf Only 8
Episode count outcomes
Expansion 8
Pre Clontarf Only 8
Post-school contact outcomes
Expansion 2
Pre Clontarf Only 2
Post-school episode outcomes
Expansion 2
Pre Clontarf Only 2
Prior contact analysis
Expansion 8
Pre Clontarf Only 8
No prior contact analysis
Expansion 8

Pre Clontarf Only 8
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Statistically
significant results

Showed positive
program impact

Did not show
positive program
impact
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Total Analyses Did not show

(age windows &  Statistically Showed positive ..
Comparator Group - . positive program
exposure significant results program impact impact
thresholds) P
Total 144 12 0 12

As Table 19 indicates, the vast majority of analyses yielded no statistically significant associations between
Clontarf participation and justice outcomes. Of the 144 total windows/periods observed, only 12 produced
statistically significant results between comparison groups, with no models suggesting a statistically significant
positive impact of the program.

Several important limitations must be considered when interpreting these results:

e Statistical Power: The relatively small sample sizes in certain analyses limited statistical power to
detect potential program effects, particularly when examining specific age windows or post-school
periods.

e Selection Effects: While the comparison groups (Pre-Clontarf and Expansion schools) were selected
to minimize selection bias, unobserved differences between these schools and Clontarf
implementation schools may still influence the results.

e Temporal Factors: A notable declining trend in justice system interactions was observed across the
entire study period for all student groups, regardless of Clontarf participation status. This generalized
improvement over time may have masked potential Clontarf-specific effects. While interaction terms
were incorporated into some models to isolate whether Clontarf participants experienced greater
improvements than would be expected from this overall trend alone, these analyses did not
consistently yield statistically significant results.

e Program Implementation Variation: The Clontarf program may be implemented differently across
schools, with varying levels of fidelity and effectiveness that cannot be fully captured in this analysis.

e Control Variables: While ICSEA scores provide a measure of socio-educational advantage, they
cannot account for all relevant individual, family, and community factors that influence justice
outcomes. The absence of additional control variables (e.g., individual socioeconomic status, family
structure, neighbourhood crime rates, policing practices) limits the ability to isolate program effects.

¢ Identification Approach: The school-level identification of Clontarf participation (rather than
individual program enrolment) introduces measurement error, as not all eligible students in Clontarf
schools participate in the program.

e Binary Outcomes: The analysis primarily examined whether students had any justice contact, but did
not fully capture potential differences in the severity or nature of justice system involvement.

These limitations highlight the challenges in drawing causal inferences about the Clontarf program's impact on
justice outcomes based solely on the quantitative analysis. The findings should be interpreted as part of a
broader evidence base that includes qualitative insights from program participants, staff, and stakeholders.

A.2 Selection of pre-treatment comparator school sites

In order to enable quantitative analysis, Clontarf schools are compared with ‘pre-treatment’ schools identified
by the Department. The purpose of this is to reduce bias in the results, by selecting a comparator group that
had similar characteristics, rather than a broader population such as the whole of NSW. This section describes
the Department'’s process for selecting the pre-treatment schools and provides information about the
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similarities and differences between Clontarf, pre-treatment, and other schools and Local Government Areas
(LGAs). It is essential to underscore that there are many factors differentiating each school and locale, and
there is no way of establishing a perfectly matched control group of schools to compare with Clontarf
Academy schools.

A.2.1 Description of process and selection criteria for ‘program’ Clontarf
schools and pre-treatment schools

Process for a Clontarf Academy to commence at a school

There are two key criteria that must be met for a Clontarf Academy to be implemented at a school:

¢ Schools must have appropriate funding available and community approval. School principals have
budget flexibility and local decision-making power to implement appropriate programs for their students
and community. A school principal will work in consultation with their school community, including
students, parents, and the local Aboriginal Education Consultative Group (AECG) to make this decision. The
school must have the endorsement of the local Aboriginal community (e.g., local AECG) before the
program can commence.

¢ Schools must demonstrate a clear need and suitability for Clontarf according to key metrics. Since
the Department provides 50% of the NSW-level funding for an Academy (remaining 50% provided by
participating schools), the Department carefully examines school attendance, retention, and outcomes data
for male Aboriginal students at potential schools seeking a Clontarf Academy. Due to funding constraints,
it is crucial that areas of need receive support and prioritisation. The Department also reviews the total
number of Aboriginal students from Years 7 through 12 to ensure there are more than 50 male Aboriginal
students who could be eligible to participate, as the minimum funding viability for staffing a Clontarf
Academy is 50 participating students. Schools must agree to host Clontarf and provide a space that can
serve as an Academy room.

Identification of the ‘pre-treatment’ schools

The Department worked with internal experts to identify a ‘pre-treatment’ group of schools that could be a
suitable comparison to existing Academy schools. This meant that the Department engaged in the second step
of the process: assessment of need and suitability.

It is important to note that each school is its own educational ecosystem and there are numerous contextual
factors that make any school unique. This means there is no way of establishing a perfectly matched control
group for Clontarf schools to provide a point of comparison for trends. This evaluation identified pre-
treatment schools, assessed in a similar manner to how existing Clontarf Academy schools were assessed and
identified, to find the most suitable comparison group of schools, considering the aforementioned limitations
of finding a perfect ‘control group’ comparison.

The Department identified 29 schools across 20 Local Government Areas that may be suitable for a Clontarf
Academy. As discussed above however, the commencement of an Academy is ultimately the decision of school
principals, parents and the local Aboriginal community.

Since this identification process also related to the ex-ante (future looking) cost-benefit analysis, the
Department spoke with the Clontarf Foundation to check if the listed ‘pre-treatment’ schools could feasibly be
engaged and provided with an Academy in coming years. The Clontarf Foundation advised it could feasibly
expand, which assisted the Department and its external evaluator to undertake a credible cost-benefit analysis
to support government decision-making processes.
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The Clontarf schools group covered 30 LGAs and the Pre-treatment group covers another 20 LGAs. Both
groups cover 50 LGAs in total and are spread across regional, rural, remote (RRR), and ‘Major Cities’ locations,
per the standard geographic definitions used by the NSW Department of Education. This extensive coverage
across the state helps to provide significant geographic and socio-demographic spread in the analysis. A full
list of treatment and pre-treatment schools is included at Table 20.

e Of the 54 treatment schools, 19 were in ‘Major Cities’, and 35 in RRR locations

e Of the 29 pre-treatment schools, 11 were in ‘Major Cities’, and 18 in RRR locations

Table 20 | Clontarf Academy schools and Pre-treatment schools by Local Government Area (LGA)

Clontarf Academy schools and Pre-treatment schools by Local Government Area (LGA)

Local Government Area
Albury City Council

Blacktown City Council

Bourke Shire Council
Brewarrina Shire Council
Broken Hill City Council
Camden Council
Campbelltown City Council
Cessnock City Council

City of Newcastle Council
City of Shoalhaven Council
Clarence Valley Council
Coffs Harbour City Council
Coonamble Shire Council

Dubbo Regional Council

Eurobodalla Shire Council

Griffith City Council

Gunnedah Shire Council
Inverell Shire Council
Kempsey Shire Council
Lachlan Shire Council

Lake Macquarie City Council

Liverpool Plains Shire Council

Mid-Coast Council
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Schools with a Clontarf Academy (‘Clontarf Schools’)
James Fallon High School

Chifley College - Bidwill, Chifley College - Mount Druitt, Chifley College -
Senior, Chifley College - Shalvey

Bourke High School

Brewarrina Central School
Broken Hill High School
Elizabeth Macarthur High School
Airds High School

Kurri Kurri High School
Newcastle High School
Shoalhaven High School, Vincentia High School
South Grafton High School
Orara High School

Coonamble High School

Dubbo College - Delroy Campus, Dubbo College - Senior Campus, Dubbo
College - South Campus, Wellington High School

Moruya High School

Murrumbidgee Regional High School - Griffith Campus, Murrumbidgee
Regional High School - Wade Campus

Gunnedah High School

Inverell High School

Kempsey High School, Melville High School
Lake Cargelligo Central School

Toronto High School

Quirindi High School

Chatham High School
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Clontarf Academy schools and Pre-treatment schools by Local Government Area (LGA)

Moree Plains Shire Council

Narrabri Shire Council
Narrandera Shire Council
Orange City Council
Penrith City Council

Port Macquarie-Hastings Council

Port Stephens Council

Queanbeyan-Palerang Regional
Council

Randwick City Council
Shellharbour City Council
Singleton Council

Snowy Valleys Council
Sutherland Shire Council
Tamworth Regional Council
Tweed Shire Council
Wagga Wagga City Council
Wollongong City Council

Local Government Area

Armidale Regional Council
Bathurst Regional Council
Blacktown Council
Campbelltown Council

Central Coast Council

Cessnock Council
Clarence Valley Council
Coffs Harbour Council
Eurobodalla Council
Lake Macquarie Council
Lismore Council

Maitland Council
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Moree Secondary School - Albert Street Campus, Moree Secondary
School - Carol Avenue Campus

Narrabri High School

Narrandera High School

Canobolas Rural Technology High School

Chifley College - Dunheved, Cranebrook High School

Hastings Secondary College - Port Macquarie, Hastings Secondary
College - Westport

Hunter River High School, Irrawang High School
Karabar High School

Matraville Sports High School

Lake Illawarra High School

Singleton High School

Tumut High School

Endeavour Sports High School

Oxley High School

Tweed River High School

Kooringal High School, Mount Austin High School

Kanahooka High School

Schools eligible for a Clontarf Academy but it is yet to commence ('Pre-
treatment Schools’)

Armidale Secondary College

Denison College of Secondary Education, Bathurst High Campus
Doonside High School

Ambarvale High School

Gorokan High School, Northlakes High School, Wadalba Community
School

Cessnock High School, Mount View High School

Grafton High School

Toormina High School, Woolgoolga High School
Batemans Bay High School

Hunter Sports High School, Morisset High School
Southern Cross School of Distance Education

Maitland High School, Rutherford Technology High School
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Clontarf Academy schools and Pre-treatment schools by Local Government Area (LGA)

Mid-Coast Council Taree High School

Muswellbrook Council Muswellbrook High School

Nambucca Council Nambucca Heads High School

City of Newcastle Council Callaghan College Wallsend Campus, Callaghan College Waratah Campus
Parkes Council Parkes High School

Port Macquarie-Hastings Council ~ Camden Haven High School

Richmond Valley Council Casino High School
Tamworth Regional Council Farrer Memorial Agricultural High School, Peel High School, Tamworth
High School

Clontarf, Pre-treatment, and other schools have been compared across key indicators available in the
Department of Education School Master Dataset, accessed August 2024. As the analysis within this evaluation
spans 2012 — 2022, it is noted that the 2024 indicators detailed below may be different to the indicators during
the evaluation period. Each indicator should be considered only as an indicative comparison between the
schools.

Table 21 below shows that school indicators reflect the Department’s identification process for Clontarf and
Pre-treatment schools. In particular these schools contain higher proportions of Aboriginal students, and more
of these schools are located in outer regional, remote, or very remote locations.

Table 21 | Comparison of school indicators

Other NSW
Schools (not
Pre-treatment Clontarf or Pre-
Indicator Clontarf Schools Schools treatment)
Number of schools 536> 29 389
FTE Enrolment 583 797 666
Indigenous Percentage 29.8% 21.8% 12.8%
Language Background Other Than English
Percentage 11.8% 9.9% 35.8%
Average ICSEA 855 923 967
Percent in Outer Regional/Remote/Very
Remote 26.4% 18.5% 3.6%

Source: Department of Education, School Master Dataset, accessed August 2024.

%5 There were 54 Clontarf programs in 2023, including at the two Moree Secondary School campuses as detailed in Table 21 above. However,
the Department of Education’s School Master Dataset records these as one consolidated Moree Secondary School.
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A.2.2 Data supporting the comparability of Clontarf schools and pre-
treatment schools

This section presents information that compares the Clontarf and pre-treatment schools by looking at key
indicators for their respective Local Government Areas (LGA), as well as the broader NSW population. This
helps to uncover potential selection biases that may impact the outcomes measured. Selection bias may be
introduced to the statistical analysis if the pre-treatment schools used as a control group do not share
characteristics with the Clontarf schools, and these underlying differences are attributed to the Clontarf
program. The information considered to assess the comparability of the two groups includes socioeconomic
variables, population age, youth crime rates, and school factors.

Comparator group definitions:

Comparison groups are labelled as Clontarf, Pre-treatment, Both, and Other.

e  Clontarf: 30 Local Government Areas that have a school/s with a Clontarf Academy in operation

e  Pre-treatment: 20 Local Government Areas that have a school/s that are eligible for a Clontarf
Academy but do not yet have one in operation

e Both: 11 Local Government Areas that include ‘both’ the school types described above (note this is a
subset of the two above groups, and therefore the 11 LGAs are also found within the Clontarf and Pre-
treatment datasets)

e  Other: All remaining (78) Local Government Areas in NSW that do not have schools with a Clontarf
Academy in operation, nor any school identified as eligible for an Academy in near future.

The three groups of ‘Clontarf’, ‘Pre-treatment’, and ‘Both’ groups are also referred to as ‘Program LGAs'.

Sources for the data used include ABS Census 2021 (Counting Persons, Place of Enumeration), BOCSAR NSW
LGA crime tables (2022-23), and the NSW Department of Education School Master Dataset. Detailed sources
are outlined in the tables below.

The Program LGAs were similar to one another but significantly different to Other LGAs

Similarity is observed among the LGAs in the Clontarf, Pre-treatment and Both groups (Program LGAs). No
significant differences are observed when comparing, for example, the mean of a specific variable within the
Clontarf group to the mean of that variable in the Pre-Treatment and Both groups. However, there were
significant differences seen between the means of some variables within the Other LGAs compared to the
Program LGAs.

Based observations, ANOVA single factor tests were applied to selected variables to assess the variation
between the Clontarf, Pre-treatment, and Both sets, and then the aggregate of these sets compared to the
other group. Statistically significant differences between the Other LGAs and the Program LGAs include:

¢ Youth crime: Program LGAs experience significantly more offences proceeded against by police for
people aged 10-17 years per 100,000 people aged 10-17 years, across all offences, violent offences, and
property offences.

¢ Education and Employment: Program LGAs have much higher rates of people with less than Year 12
schooling, and much lower rates of people with a bachelor's degree or higher. Program LGAs have a
somewhat lower labour force participation gender gap than Other LGAs.

« Assistance with Activities: The Program LGAs have higher rates than Other LGAs of people needing
assistance with core activities.

¢ Proficiency with Spoken English: Program LGAs have much lower rates of people who speak English ‘not
well’ or ‘'not at all’
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e Public housing: Program LGAs have much higher rates of people in public housing, and somewhat higher

rates of home ownership.

« Population age: Program LGAs have somewhat more people aged under 20 years or over 60 years, and
somewhat fewer people aged 20 — 44 years.

Minimal variation was observed among:

¢ Household and Family: There is overall minimal variation between the four groups in the household and

family structures examined.

¢ Home ownership: There is overall minimal variation between the four groups in rates of home ownership.

Table 22 below summarises which variables were found to have statistically significant differences across

samples, and the detailed ANOVA outputs are provided in Appendix A.3.

Table 22 | Summarised results of ANOVA single factor tests for statistically significant variance between the
means of groups for selected variables (see Appendix | ANOVA single factor test results for detailed tables)

Variable

*'Program LGAs' includes Clontarf, Pre-
treatment, and Both

Socioeconomic

Group Household

Year 12 Completion

Bachelor’s degree or Higher

People who speak English ‘not well’ or ‘not
at all’

Need for assistance with core activities
Home ownership rate

Public housing rate

Youth Crime

All offences proceeded against by police,
ages 10-17 years, per 100,000 people aged
10-17 years

Violent offences proceeded against by
police, ages 10-17 years, per 100,000
people aged 10-17 years

Property offences proceeded against by

police, ages 10-17 years, per 100,000
people aged 10-17 years
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Statistically significant difference between the means of groups

*Program LGAs compared
against each other

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

*Program LGAs compared to
Other LGAs

Similar

Similar
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Table 23 below details the weighted average for each group of LGAs of the percentage of the population
relevant to the socioeconomic variable. A weighted average by population was used to minimise the impact of
LGAs with very small population on the summary result (see A.4). Table 45 also includes the ABS Census 2021

source for each variable.

Table 23 | Comparison of socioeconomic variables between LGA groups (weighted average)

Variable
Resident population (mean)

Household and Family
Lone person household
Group household

Couple/one-parent families with children

Couple families with no children
Families with 4+ children

People in dwellings with 5+ residents

Registered marriage
De facto marriage
Divorced/separated

Education and Employment
Less than Year 12
Bachelor's degree or higher

Personal income under $1,000
Unemployment rate - M
Unemployment rate - F

Not in labour force - M

Not in labour force - F

Labour force gender gap

Assistance with Activities

Needing assistance

Proficiency in Spoken English
Speak English at home

Speak English not well or not at all
Speak English not at all

Tenure and Landlord Type
Home Ownership Rate
Public Housing Rate

Population Age
Under 10 years
10 - 19 years
20 - 29 years
30 - 44 years

Nous Group | Evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation | Final report | 13 May 2025

Clontarf
(n =29)
60,620

9.8%
2.8%
72.5%
26.4%
4.9%

21.1%

47.1%
11.8%
9.0%

46.6%

23.6%

57.8%

3.1%
2.4%
32.6%
39.3%
6.7%

6.3%

99.6%
1.7%
0.4%

70.3%
3.5%

12.6%
12.3%
12.5%
19.7%

Pre-

treatment
(n=9)
69,886

10.9%
2.6%
71.0%
27.9%
4.9%

20.2%

44.7%
12.4%
10.7%

52.5%

19.2%

63.5%

3.4%
2.5%
36.1%
42.5%
6.4%

7.4%

99.8%
0.8%
0.2%

70.2%
3.2%

12.0%
12.7%
11.3%
17.9%

Both

(n=11)
131,007

9.1%
2.8%
73.4%
25.5%
5.7%

22.6%

47.6%
10.4%
9.2%

47.1%

23.6%

62.7%

3.7%
2.9%
36.4%
42.8%
6.3%

71%

99.3%
2.6%
0.7%

68.7%
4.4%

12.7%
12.4%
12.2%
20.0%

Other
(n = 81)
52,370

9.2%
3.9%
733%
25.4%
5.1%

22.8%

47.7%
9.9%
8.0%

31.3%

37.0%

55.5%

3.6%
2.8%
33.5%
41.0%
7.5%

5.5%

98.2%
7.3%
1.8%

64.6%
2.8%

11.5%
11.4%
13.9%
22.3%

Data source

Household Composition
Household Composition
Family Composition

Family Composition

Count of All Children in Family
Number of Persons Usually
Resident in Dwelling

Social Marital Status

Social Marital Status
Registered Marital Status

Highest Year of School
Completed

Level of Highest Educational
Attainment

Total Personal Income
(weekly)

Sex and Labour Force Status
Sex and Labour Force Status
Sex and Labour Force Status
Sex and Labour Force Status
Sex and Labour Force Status

Core Activity Need for
Assistance

Proficiency in Spoken English
Proficiency in Spoken English
Proficiency in Spoken English

Tenure and Landlord Type
Tenure and Landlord Type

Age in Five Year Groups
Age in Five Year Groups
Age in Five Year Groups
Age in Five Year Groups
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45 - 59 years 18.6% 18.9% 18.0% 18.9% Age in Five Year Groups

60 - 74 years 16.1% 17.7% 16.6% 14.7% Age in Five Year Groups

75+ years 8.2% 9.5% 8.2% 7.4% Age in Five Year Groups
Source: ABS Census 2021, Counting Persons, Place of Enumeration. Note that this includes the special purpose codes
Unincorporated NSW and Migratory/Offshore/Shipping.

Table 24 below details the weighted average for each group of LGAs of the offences proceeded against by
police for people aged 10-17 years (per 100,000 people). A weighted average was used to minimise the impact
of LGAs with very small population on the summary result.

The crime statistics used in this analysis, provided by the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research,%
covers the period April 2023 — March 2024, while detailed age and LGA population breakdowns are only
available from the 2021 Census. The population of 10-17-year-olds in each LGA used to estimate the offenses
per 100,000 people is therefore derived by increasing the 2021 Census count in line with ABS Estimated
Resident Population as of 30 June 2023.57

Table 24 | Comparison of offences proceeded against by police (ages 10-17 years) between LGA groups
(weighted average) 8

Offences proceeded against by police by
people aged 10-17 years, per 100,000

people aged 10-17 years Treatment  Pre-treatment Both Other
All offences 4,427 4,388 4,854 2,588
Violent offences 1,004 1,319 1,095 582
Property offences 1,136 1,118 1,006 632

Sources: NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, Recorded Crime Statistics April 2023 — March 2024, Age and gender of
alleged offenders proceeded against by NSW police for incidents of selected offences.

ABS, Census 2021, Counting Persons, Place of Enumeration, Age.

ABS, Estimated resident population and components, Local Government Areas, New South Wales. Regional population, 2022-23.

A.3 ANOVA single factor test results

A.3.1 Group Household

Table 25 | ANOVA single factor test for Group Household across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
Treatment 29 0.708942 0.024446 0.000122
Pre-treatment 9 0.242611 0.026957 5.38E-05
Both 11 0.307429 0.027948 0.000206
ANOVA

6 NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, Recorded Crime Statistics April 2023 — March 2024, Age and gender of alleged offenders
proceeded against by NSW police for incidents of selected offences.

67 ABS, Estimated resident population and components, Local Government Areas, New South Wales. Regional population, 2022-23.

88 Source: NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, Recorded Crime Statistics April 2023 — March 2024, Age and gender of alleged
offenders proceeded against by NSW police for incidents of selected offences, Alleged offender’s age 10-17 years, all gender, by LGA.
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Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between Groups 0.000115 2 5.77E-05 0.449194 0.640912 3.199582
Within Groups 0.005908 46 0.000128
Total 0.006024 48

Table 26 | ANOVA single factor test for Group Household across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Program LGAs 49 1.258983 0.025694 0.000125
Other 81 2.252918 0.027814 0.000536
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.000137 1 0.000137 0.359425 0.549886 3.915138
Within Groups 0.048879 128 0.000382
Total 0.049017 129

A.3.2 Year 12 completion

Table 27 | ANOVA single factor test for Year 12 Completion across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Treatment 29 15.69843 0.541325 0.010704
Pre-treatment 9 4.989749 0.554417 0.006693
Both 11 5.771672 0.524697 0.009217
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.004497 2 0.002249 0.232216 0.793699 3.199582
Within Groups 0.445439 46 0.009683
Total 0.449936 48
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Table 28 | ANOVA single factor test for Year 12 Completion across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 81 38.24819 0.4722 0.030862
Program LGAs 49 26.45985 0.539997 0.009374
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.140333 1 0.140333 6.153875 0.01441 3.915138
Within Groups 2.918904 128 0.022804
Total 3.059236 129

A.3.3 Bachelor degree or higher

Table 29 | ANOVA single factor test for Bachelor Degree or Higher across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Treatment 29 5.286493 0.182293 0.005935
Pre-treatment 9 1.604203 0.178245 0.004303
Both 11 2.201242 0.200113 0.004218
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.003121 2 0.00156 0.295632 0.745464 3.199582
Within Groups 0.242799 46 0.005278
Total 0.24592 48

Table 30 | ANOVA single factor test for Bachelor Degree or Higher across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
Other 81 20.33739 0.251079 0.024921
Program LGAs 49 9.091938 0.18555 0.005123
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ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.131101 1 0.131101 7.492718 0.007077 3.915138
Within Groups 2.239634 128 0.017497
Total 2.370735 129

A.3.4 People who speak English ‘not well’ or ‘not at all’

Table 31| ANOVA single factor test for people who speak English ‘not well’ or ‘not at all’ across Clontarf,
Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Treatment 29 0.324109 0.011176 0.000132
Pre-treatment 9 0.061541 0.006838 1.96E-05
Both 11 0.174907 0.015901 0.000338
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.000412 2 0.000206 1.308415 0.280116 3.199582
Within Groups 0.007234 46 0.000157
Total 0.007645 48

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 81 2.127697 0.026268 0.001965
Program LGAs 49 0.560556 0.01144 0.000159
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.006713 1 0.006713 5.212018 0.02408 3.915138
Within Groups 0.164855 128 0.001288
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Total 0.171568 129

A.3.5 People who need assistance with core activities

Table 33 | ANOVA single factor test for people who need assistance with core activities across Clontarf,
Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Treatment 29 1.947496 0.067155 0.000222
Pre-treatment 9 0.67304 0.074782 0.000167
Both 11 0.855033 0.07773 0.000142
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.001055 2 0.000528 2.709897 0.077167 3.199582
Within Groups 0.008958 46 0.000195
Total 0.010014 48

Table 34 | ANOVA single factor test for people who need assistance with core activities across Program
LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 81 4.873012 0.060161 0.000334
Program LGAs 49 3.475569 0.07093 0.000209
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.003541 1 0.003541 12.32629 0.000617 3.915138
Within Groups 0.03677 128 0.000287
Total 0.040311 129
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A.3.6 Home ownership rate

Table 35 | ANOVA single factor test for home ownership rate across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Treatment 29 19.56918 0.674799 0.006373
Pre-treatment 9 6.2187 0.690967 0.001598
Both 11 7.681052 0.698277 0.001677
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.005089 2 0.002544 0.562696 0.573543 3.199582
Within Groups 0.208006 46 0.004522
Total 0.213095 48

Table 36 | ANOVA single factor test for home ownership rate across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 81 56.58389 0.698566 0.009377
Program LGAs 49 33.46893 0.683039 0.004439
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.007361 1 0.007361 0.9781 0.324534 3.915138
Within Groups 0.963264 128 0.007525
Total 0.970624 129

A.3.7 Public housing rate

Table 37 | ANOVA single factor test for public housing rate across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
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Treatment 29 1.666681 0.057472 0.004468

Pre-treatment 9 0.345009 0.038334 5.41E-05
Both 11 0.403066 0.036642 0.000247
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.004781 2 0.002391 0.859069 0.430239 3.199582
Within Groups 0.128006 46 0.002783
Total 0.132787 48

Table 38 | ANOVA single factor test for public housing rate across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 81 2.245635 0.027724 0.001156
Program LGAs 49 2414756 0.049281 0.002766
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.014188 1 0.014188 8.0622 0.005259 3.915138
Within Groups 0.22525 128 0.00176
Total 0.239437 129

A.3.8 All offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years, per 100,000
people aged 10-17 years

Table 39 | ANOVA single factor test for all offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years, per
100,000 people aged 10-17 years across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
Treatment 29 240487.2 8292.661 1.36E+08
Pre-treatment 9 41467.13 4607.459 2978805
Both 11 52352.91 4759.356 2112015

Nous Group | Evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation | Final report | 13 May 2025 | 85]



ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 1.54E+08 2 76829872 0.914661 0.407815 3.199582
Within Groups 3.86E+09 46 83998201
Total 4.02E+09 48

Table 40 | ANOVA single factor test for all offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years, per
100,000 people aged 10-17 years across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 80 304023.3 3800.292 36855979
Program LGAs 49 334307.2 6822.596 83699521
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 2.78E+08 1 2.78E+08 5.087372 0.025812 3.915727
Within Groups 6.93E+09 127 54560624
Total 7.21E+09 128

A.3.9 All violent offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years, per
100,000 people aged 10-17 years

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Treatment 29 62280.52 2147.604 5102969
Pre-treatment 9 13303.85 1478.206 133476.8
Both 11 15015.92 1365.084 262207.6
ANOVA

Source of Variation df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 6399092 2 3199546 1.004135 0.374249 3.199582
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Table 41 | ANOVA single factor test for all violent offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years,
per 100,000 people aged 10-17 years across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both
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Within Groups

Total

1.47E+08

1.53E+08

46

48

3186370

Table 42 | ANOVA single factor test for all violent offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years,
per 100,000 people aged 10-17 years across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 80 86384.69 1079.809 4118831
Program LGAs 49 90600.29 1848.986 3186919
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 17978309 1 17978309 4.773071 0.030744 3.915727
Within Groups 4.78E+08 127 3766612
Total 4.96E+08 128

A.3.10 All property offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years,
per 100,000 people aged 10-17 years

Table 43 | ANOVA single factor test for all property offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years,
per 100,000 people aged 10-17 years across Clontarf, Treatment, and Both

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Treatment 29 78635.69 2711.575 22824770
Pre-treatment 9 12746.97 1416.33 575360.4
Both 11 12674.27 1152.206 336257
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 24907477 2 12453739 0.885347 0.419483 3.199582
Within Groups 6.47E+08 46 14066500
Total 6.72E+08 48
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Table 44 | ANOVA single factor test for all property offences proceeded against by police, aged 10-17 years,
per 100,000 people aged 10-17 years across Program LGAs and Other

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Other 80 97574.1 1219.676 4799656
Program LGAs 49 104056.9 2123.611 13999302
ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 24829635 1 24829635 2.999948 0.085695 3.915727
Within Groups 1.05E+09 127 8276687
Total 1.08E+09 128

A.4 NSW LGA population weighting table

Table 45 below provides the overall population weightings of NSW LGAs within the groups to assist in
interpretation of the descriptive statistics provided in Table 234 in Section 1.2.2. Note that the actual
weightings used may differ slightly for different variables, as individuals responding ‘Not Applicable’, ‘Not

Stated’, or ‘Overseas Visitor’ to the question of interest were excluded from the analysis, where appropriate.

Table 45 | NSW LGA population weightings by group

LGA

Treatment
Albury
Bourke
Brewarrina
Broken Hill
Camden
Coonamble
Dubbo
Griffith
Gunnedah
Inverell
Kempsey
Lachlan

Liverpool Plains

Population
total

55874
2512
1430
17779
119053
3858
54882
27442
13078
17937
31310
6110
7586

weghting  L0#

Other
0.032 Ballina
0.001 Balranald
0.001 Bayside (NSW)
0.010 Bega Valley
0.068 Bellingen
0.002 Berrigan
0.031 Bland
0.016 Blayney
0.007 Blue Mountains
0.010 Bogan
0.018 Burwood
0.003 Byron
0.004 Cabonne
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Population
total

46351
2336
175777
36298
13500
8484
5783
7422
77990
2579
40289
36727
13714

Population
weighting

0.011
0.001
0.041
0.009
0.003
0.002
0.001
0.002
0.018
0.001
0.009
0.009
0.003
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Population  Population Population  Population

LGA total weighting LGA total weighting
Moree Plains 13300 0.008 Canada Bay 89330 0.021
Narrabri 13151 0.007 Canterbury-Bankstown 369754 0.087
Narrandera 5681 0.003 Carrathool 3028 0.001
Orange 44037 0.025 Central Darling 1992 0.000
Penrith 217772 0.124 Cobar 4411 0.001
Port Stephens 74510 0.042 Coolamon 4316 0.001
Queanbeyan-Palerang 63069 0.036 Cootamundra-Gundagai 11434 0.003
Randwick 133460 0.076 Cowra 12790 0.003
Shellharbour 75928 0.043 Cumberland 235292 0.055
Shoalhaven 109178 0.062 Dungog 9579 0.002
Singleton 24899 0.014 Edward River 8393 0.002
Snowy Valleys 14940 0.008 Fairfield 207740 0.049
Sutherland 228505 0.130 Federation 12620 0.003
Tweed 98247 0.056 Forbes 9467 0.002
Wagga Wagga 68783 0.039 Georges River 152311 0.036
Wollongong 213680 0.122 Gilgandra 4350 0.001
Glen Innes Severn 8908 0.002
Pretreatment Goulburn Mulwaree 32506 0.008
Armidale 28998 0.046 Greater Hume 11024 0.003
Bathurst 43740 0.070 Gwydir 4949 0.001
Central Coast (NSW) 346101 0.550 Hawkesbury 67104 0.016
Lismore 44778 0.071 Hay 2889 0.001
Maitland 89772 0.143 Hilltops 19230 0.005
Muswellbrook 16585 0.026 Hornsby 151261 0.036
Nambucca Valley 20779 0.033 Hunters Hill 13307 0.003
Parkes 14397 0.023 Inner West 180469 0.043
Richmond Valley 23824 0.038 Junee 6503 0.002
Kiama 22955 0.005
Both Ku-ring-gai 123608 0.029
Blacktown 397215 0.276 Kyogle 9435 0.002
Campbelltown (NSW) 176407 0.122 Lane Cove 39010 0.009
Cessnock 63502 0.044 Leeton 11419 0.003
Clarence Valley 55004 0.038 Lithgow 20926 0.005
Coffs Harbour 79880 0.055 Liverpool 234017 0.055
Eurobodalla 41253 0.029 Lockhart 3276 0.001
Lake Macquarie 211536 0.147 Mid-Western 26064 0.006
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LGA Population
total
Mid-Coast 97486
Newcastle 167897
Port Macquarie-Hastings 87437
Tamworth 63464

Source: ABS Census 2021, Counting Persons, Place of Enumeration.

Population
weighting

0.068
0.117
0.061
0.044

LGA

Mosman
Murray River
Murrumbidgee
Narromine

North Sydney

Northern Beaches

Oberon
Parramatta
Ryde

Snowy Monaro
Strathfield
Sydney
Temora
Tenterfield
The Hills
Upper Hunter
Upper Lachlan
Uralla

Walcha
Walgett
Warren
Warrumbungle
Waverley
Weddin
Wentworth
Willoughby
Wingecarribee
Wollondilly
Woollahra

Yass Valley

Unincorporated NSW
Migratory - Offshore -

Shipping (NSW)
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Population

total
27675
12610
3309
6315
67807
261159
5641
257725
129225
27496
45517
217369
6031
7108
191975
14407
8574
5947
2999
5672
2625
9423
67453
3534
7726
76269
53166
53664
51999
17332
1236

38

0.007
0.003
0.001
0.001
0.016
0.062
0.001
0.061
0.030
0.006
0.011
0.051
0.001
0.002
0.045
0.003
0.002
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.002
0.016
0.001
0.002
0.018
0.013
0.013
0.012
0.004
0.000

0.000

Population
weighting

|90 |



Appendix B - Data Collection Tools

B.1 Clontarf Foundation Program Evaluation Survey

B.1.1 Introduction

This survey is being administered by the Nous Group and Murawin. We have been engaged by the Department
of Education to evaluate the Clontarf Academies Program.

B.1.2 Why are we asking you to do this survey?

We want to hear your thoughts and opinions and your experiences interacting with or working with the
Clontarf Foundation and Clontarf Academy Program. Your responses to this survey will help us understand
your views on what the Program delivers and its impacts on your wellbeing and the outcomes for current and
former students.

Your feedback will help the Department of Education better understand how the program can be improved to
provide the best possible support and outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men in
NSW.

You have been asked to take part in this survey because you are either a former student, a family member of a
current or former student, a staff member who works with the Clontarf Foundation or a local educator who is
working within a local school in which a Clontarf Academy operates. Your opinions are very important to
understanding this program and how to ensure it can provide the best possible outcomes for students and
their families.

B.1.3 What does participation involve?

Completing this survey is voluntary, it is your choice to participate in in the survey or not to complete the
survey. If you choose to not complete the survey it will not affect your ongoing relationship with the
Safeguards team.

You don't have to answer any questions you don't feel comfortable answering. If you don’t want to, or can't,
answer a question just click ‘next’ and move to the next question. You do not have to complete the survey, you
can stop at any time you like. If you stop and leave the survey before completing it, your responses will not be
stored or counted as part of this evaluation.

This survey will take 15-20 minutes to complete. Please complete this survey yourself and answer the survey
guestions from your experience with the Clontarf Foundation Program.

B.1.4 Your privacy is important to us

All your answers and responses will be kept private and confidential. They will not be shared with anyone
beyond the Nous and Murawin team who are authorised to work on the evaluation and none of your
responses will be shared in a way that can personally identify you.

This survey will also ask you a series of basic questions about you and your interactions and experiences with
the Clontarf Academy Program, however these will not be able to identify you personally. You do not have to
answer all of the demographic questions (about you, your age, etc) if you don’t want to.
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Nous and Murawin will analyse the survey responses, and data from interviews and Yarning Circles, we
conduct, and present these themes in the final evaluation reports. Data collected will be de-identified to ensure
you will not be able to be identified in the evaluation reports.

The completed survey responses will be kept secure by Nous in a password-protected network server
computer drive and only officers conducting the evaluation will access the data over the life of the evaluation.
The data will be destroyed when the evaluation has been completed.

Data will be stored on private network servers, in a secure data centre in Australia, or kept securely on
premises. All data is protected by password access and firewalls. E-mail systems are encrypted and remote
access to the network is secure via a password-protected server. All private cloud hosting services are provided
by established Australian infrastructure providers in 24-hour security monitored data centres.

If you have any questions about this survey or the evaluation, please contact the Nous evaluation team.

B.1.5 Informed consent

It is entirely up to you to participate in this survey as part of the evaluation of the Clontarf Academy Program.
There will be no consequences to you if you do not want to participate.

You can withdraw at any time by exiting out of the survey. Your responses will not be counted or kept by the
evaluation team.

All of your answers and responses will be entirely confidential.
If you agree to participate in this survey, please confirm below:

e | understand the purpose of the evaluation and why | have been invited to participate.
e By completing this survey, | provide consent to the Nous and Murawin team to use my responses to
inform evaluation findings.

Survey questions

DEMOGRAPHICS

1 e  Former student
This survey is split into sections e  Family member of a former student
depending on the whether you identify Multiple choice . Clontarf Academy staff member
as one of the following: e Educator or Teacher (not employed by
Please let us know if you are a: Clontarf Academy)
e  Other:
2 How long were you involved with the ~ Check box (tick all O Less than 6 months
Clontarf Academy Program? that apply) O 6 months to 1 year
[If you are a former student or a family g 1-2years
member of a former student, how long O Over 2 years

were you previously involved with the
Clontarf program, for example over
year 11 and 12, or for 6 months, etc.]

3  What area of NSW are you located in:  Free text
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Which school did you or a family Free text
member attend or engage with?
When did you or a family member start Free text

attending or get involved with the
Clontarf Academy?

Were you referred or recommended?

FORMER STUDENT EXPERIENCES WITH THE PROGRAM
What kind of services or programs did  Tick boxes
you receive as part of the Clontarf

Academy Program? (Tick all that apply)

On a scale from 0 to 10, what was your ~ Scale
experience in the local Clontarf
Program academy when you were in

the program?

Being part of the Clontarf Program Tick boxes

helped you with (tick all that apply):

In your own words, what impact do Free text
you think the Clontarf Academy

Program had on you? For example, this

might be

academic/social/psychological/self-

esteem/other effects?

On a scale from 0 to 10 how much Scale
support do you think you received as

being part of the Clontarf Program?

Free text, three
options

In your own words, what are the best
three things about the Clontarf
Academy Program?
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aaaoaa

[Month/year]
O - Referred
O - Recommended

+ Other please specify:

Program improvement or evaluation
Academic research

Policy development

Inform clinical practice

General interest and information
Other:

0 — mostly negative

10 mostly positive

Attending school regularly

Doing better with your schoolwork

Having a better relationship with school staff
Finding part-time work

Become more involved with school activities
(leadership role, arts, music, sporting
activities

Talking more with your family about school

0 - little to no support
10 — very supportive
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In your own words, what are the worst
three things about the Clontarf
Academy Program?

Were you mostly happy when you
were in the Clontarf Program?

Were you healthier when you were in
the Clontarf Program?

Did the Clontarf Academy program
help you at home or did your family
life improve as well?

Which parts of the Clontarf Academy
program did you like the best and
made the greatest contribution to a
successful program. Please order the
relevant program parts in order of
importance.

What would you like to change about
the Clontarf Program that you think
would make it work better for students
and their families and carers?

Do you think the Clontarf Program is
valuable and should continue to be
provided as is to Indigenous students?

Free text, three
options

Tick boxes and
free text

Tick boxes and
free text

Tick boxes and
free text

Order list

Free text

Tick boxes and
free text

O Mostly happy in the program
Somewhat happy in the program

8 Neither happy/nor unhappy in the
program

Somewhat unhappy in the program
3 Mostly unhappy in the program
Other please specify:______

Healthier in the program

Neither healthier/nor unhealthier in the
program

Unhealthier in the program

Other please specify:

Family life was mostly better while | was in
the program

Family life was neither better or worse while |
was in the program

Family life was mostly worse while | was in
the program

Other please specify:

Engagement to keep me at school
Supports for my family
Assistance with playing sport

Nutrition and assistance with meals and food

The Clontarf Academy Program is valuable,
and it should continue to be provided

The Clontarf Academy Program has some
value, but improvements are needed

The Clontarf Academy Program is not very
valuable, and it should discontinue.

Other please specify:

FAMILY MEMBERS WHO HAD A STUDENT WITH THE CLONTARF ACADEMY PROGRAM
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What kind of services or programs did  Tick boxes O Academic support
your family member receive as part of O  Sporting activities
';TletE;)r;tarT ?cademy Program? (Tick O Mentoring
PPY O Meals or food

On a scale from 0 to 10, what was the Scale e 0 - Mostly negative
experience of your family member who e 10— Mostly positive
participated in the local Clontarf
Program academy?
For your family member who was in Tick boxes O Attended school regularly
the Clontarf Program did they O Did better with your schoolwork
experience any of the things below O Had a better relationship with school
while in the program (tick all that staff

ly): .
apply) O Found or looked for part-time work

O Become more involved with school
activities (leadership role, arts, music,
sporting activities

O Talked more with you about school

In your own words, what impact do Free text
you think the Clontarf Academy

Program had on your family member

or relative? For example, this might be
academic/social/psychological/self-

esteem/other effects?

On a scale from 0 to 10 how much Scale 0 - Little to no support
support do you think your family 10 — Very supportive
member or relative received as being

part of the Clontarf Program?

Which parts of the program did your Order e Engagement to keep them at school
family member value the best and e Supports for the family
were the greatest contribution to a o Assistance with playing sport

successful program. Please order the
relevant program parts in order of

e Nutrition and assistance with meals and food

importance.
In your own words, what are the best Free text, three 1.
three things about the Clontarf options 2

Academy Program?

In your own words, what are the worst ~ Free text, three 1.
three things about the Clontarf options 2.
Academy Program?
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What would you like to change about  Free text
the Clontarf Program that you think

would make it work better for students

and their families and carers?

Do you think the Clontarf Program is Tick boxes and O The Clontarf Academy Program is valuable,
valuable and should continue to be free text and it should continue to be provided
provided as is to Indigenous students? O The Clontarf Academy Program has some

value, but improvements are needed

e  The Clontarf Academy Program is not very
valuable, and it should discontinue.

Other please specify:

CURRENT CLONTARF ACADEMY STAFF

On a scale from 0 to 10, how effective ~ Scale 0 — Mostly ineffective

do you think the Clontarf Program 10 — Mostly effective

Academy is?

What is the most common or main Order elements ¢ Attended school regularly

outcome from the Clontarf Program e  Did better with your schoolwork

for students? Please re-order the e Had a better relationship with school staff
outcomes with 1 being the most « Found or looked for part-time or full-time
common or main outcome for work

students?

e Become more involved with school activities
(leadership role, arts, music, sporting
activities

In your own words what impact do you Free text
think the Clontarf Academy Program

had on students? For example, this

might be

academic/social/psychological/self-

esteem/other effects?

On a scale from 0 to 10 how much Scale 0 - No additional support
additional support do you think 10 — Much more support
program participants received as being

part of the Clontarf Program?

In your own words, what are the best Free text, three 1.
three things about the Clontarf options
Academy Program?

In your own words, what are the worst ~ Free text, three 1.
three things about the Clontarf options
Academy Program?
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What would you like to change about  Free text
the Clontarf Program that you think

would make it work better for students

and their families and carers?

Do you think the Clontarf Program is Tick boxes and O The Clontarf Academy Program is valuable,
valuable and should continue to be free text and it should continue to be provided
provided as is to Indigenous students? O The Clontarf Academy Program has some

value, but improvements are needed

e  The Clontarf Academy Program is not very
valuable, and it should discontinue.

Other please specify:

EDUCATORS AND TEACHERS WHO WORK AT A SCHOOL WITH THE CLONTARF ACADEMY

On a scale from 0 to 10, how effective  Scale 0 — Mostly ineffective

do you think the Clontarf Program 10 — Mostly effective

Academy is?

What is the most common or main Order elements ¢ Attended school regularly

outcome from the Clontarf Program e  Did better with your schoolwork

for students? Please re-order the e Had a better relationship with school staff
outcomes with 1 being the most e Found or looked for part-time or full-time
common or main outcome for work

students?

Become more involved with school activities
(leadership role, arts, music, sporting
activities

In your own words what impact do you Free text
think the Clontarf Academy Program

had on students? For example, this

might be

academic/social/psychological/self-

esteem/other effects?

On a scale from 0 to 10 how much Scale 0 — No additional support
additional support do you think 10 — Much more support
program participants received as being

part of the Clontarf Program?

In your own words, what are the best Free text, three 1.
three things about the Clontarf options 2.
Academy Program?

In your own words, what are the worst  Free text, three 1.
three things about the Clontarf options
Academy Program?

Nous Group | Evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation | Final report | 13 May 2025 |97



What would you like to change about  Free text
the Clontarf Program that you think

would make it work better for students

and their families and carers?

Do you think the Clontarf Program is Tick boxes and O The Clontarf Academy Program is valuable,
valuable and should continue to be free text and it should continue to be provided
provided as is to Indigenous students? O The Clontarf Academy Program has some

value, but improvements are needed

e  The Clontarf Academy Program is not very
valuable, and it should discontinue.

Other please specify:
FINAL FEEDBACK

Please share any other feedback you Free text
have about the Program

B.1.6 Conclusion and thank you

Thank you for taking time to participate in this important survey for the Nous and Murawin evaluation of the
Clontarf Academy Program. Your answers will remain confidential and will only be available to members of the
Nous team. Your answers will not be shared with members of the Clontarf Academy Program or the
Department of Education.

By concluding this survey, you provide informed consent for your responses to be anonymously used for the
purpose of this evaluation. If you do not wish to provide this consent, please exit out of the survey now and
your responses will not be saved.

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact the Nous evaluation team.
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B.2 Interview guide — Clontarf Academy staff

The NSW Department of Education have engaged Nous Group (Nous) and Murawin to undertake a strategic
evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation Program (the Program).

As part of the evaluation, you have been invited to spend 1 hour participating in an interview to tell us what
you think about the Clontarf Academy Program and how you think it has been running and how it can be
improved into the future. The objective of this interview is to evaluate the implementation process of the
Clontarf Academy program as well as outcomes of the program including the overall value for money.

Before the interview begins, you will have received an Informed Consent Form and Participant Information
sheet. This document would have outlined why we are doing this evaluation, your role and how to provide
informed consent. To be involved, you would have signed this document and provided your informed consent
to participate.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you do not want to participate, you do not have to and there will be
no consequences or repercussions. You do not have to answer any questions you don't feel comfortable
answering. What you say and choose to discuss is entirely up to you. You can withdraw your consent at any
stage and leave the interview. We will ask you to fill out a Withdrawal Form and will remove all your responses.
They will not be used in the evaluation.

If you have any questions, you may ask them now, or you can contact Rodney Williams after the interview,
whose contact details were provided to you on the Participant Information Sheet and Informed Consent Form.
If you would like another copy of these documents, we can provide them to you now.

Below is list of questions that will guide the interview. We will focus on the questions you feel best placed to
answer. We will capture the insights from the interviews and keep individual responses anonymous.

KEQ (for evaluation team

Themes Questions
use)

. Please tell us a bit about yourself, including your role in the
Introductions -
Clontarf Academy?

Do you believe the program is being implemented as it
was intended to? (Prompt: Is it very similar to its original
first principles or original purpose)

Do you experience any barriers towards the To what extent has the Program
implementation of the Clontarf Academy Program, if so, been implemented as planned?

Program what are they?

implementation o o .
(Prompt: accessibility, feeling isolated, school is not

assisting to make participation easy)

What are the barriers and success
factors to Program

What are the key drivers of success or what are the implementation?

enablers that assist the Clontarf academy program?

(Prompt: ease of interaction, participants welcomed, food,
various sport options, staff encouragement)
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Themes

Program outcomes

Economic

Opportunities for
success

Questions

What are the main outcomes the Clontarf Program is trying
to achieve and have they been achieved? (Prompt:
Outcomes similar to program documentation?)

Has this changed over time?

Are there any key issues with the Clontarf Academy
program (Prompt: staffing, resources, conflict, behaviour
management?

Is the Clontarf program sustainable, is it regularly meeting
its objectives?

Would participants be able to attend a similar program if
the Clontarf program was not available? What are the
reasons for this?

(Consider factors such as affordability and the availability
of similar programs in nearby locations)

Have participants previously attended any other programs
similar to the Clontarf program?

What are the key learnings from implementing Clontarf
from your point of view and what could strengthen the
Program? (Prompt: staffing model, engagement with
students)

In your opinion has the Clontarf program had a protective
effect in reducing crime either directly with participants or
more broadly in the region?

Are there any policy decisions that could be taken at the
government level that could assist to enable Clontarf to be
a better program (Prompt: More budget, more schools,
less red tape for signing up, less expensive)?
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KEQ (for evaluation team
use)

What desired outcomes has the
Program achieved, and how have
these changed over time?

How sustainable is the delivery
and outcomes of the Program?

What is the economic impact of

the Program?

What opportunities exist to
strengthen the Program and what
are the learnings for AOPD's
broader policy objectives?
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B.3 Yarning circle guide — Current students

B.3.1 Introduction

Nous and Murawin are conducting an evaluation for the NSW Department of Education of the Clontarf
Academies Foundation Program (the CAFP), which is the largest Aboriginal-led initiative operating in NSW
schools.

The Program aims to help Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander boys and young men to participate in
society in a positive way through a range of school-based wrap-around supports to improve their education,
discipline, life skills, self-esteem, and employment prospects. The Program has been operating in NSW since
2012 and is currently embedded in almost 50 schools across the state.

It has been five years since the Program was last evaluated and it is timely for the department to evaluate the
Program again to understand its impact and inform future decision making, particularly as the current funding
agreement comes to an end.

The evaluation represents an important opportunity to understand the extent to which the Clontarf
Foundation’s model has been effective in NSW schools at achieving its intended outcomes for Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander boys and young men over the past five years.

It will assess how the Program has been implemented and how it has changed education, justice, and broader
social, emotional and cultural wellbeing outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men
students, as well as its economic impact.

The evaluation report will provide conclusions that will inform the Program and are relevant to the broader
work of the Aboriginal Outcomes and Partnerships Directorate (AOPD).

B.3.2 What does participation involve?

As part of the evaluation, you have been invited to spend 1 hour participating in the Yarning Circle to tell us
what you think about the Clontarf Academy Foundation Program (CAFP) and how you think it has been
running and how it can be improved into the future. As a participant you will be provided with a $30 voucher
for your attendance.

A yarning circle is an important process within Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander culture. This form of
dialogue will be used to elicit responses to research questions while at the same time building respect,
encouraging learning and sharing knowledge. A yarning circle is an opportunity for both Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander and non-Indigenous people to come together talk (yarn) share knowledge and learn from
one another. It will not be used as a presentation of research but rather a space where each person can
collectively share ideas, concerns, stories and knowledge of how the CAFP is working.

Before the yarning circle begins, you will have received an Informed Consent Form and Participant Information
sheet. This document would have outlined why we are doing this evaluation, your role and how to provide
informed consent. To be involved, you would have signed this document and provided your informed consent
to participate. Your parent or caregiver also would have signed this sheet to provide informed consent on your
behalf. If this is not the case, please let us know.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you do not want to participate, you do not have to and there will be
no consequences or repercussions. You do not have to answer any questions you don't feel comfortable
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answering. What you say and choose to discuss is entirely up to you. You can withdraw your consent at any
stage and leave the yarning circle. We will ask you to fill out a Withdrawal Form and will remove all your
responses. They will not be used in the evaluation. If you need any help or support after the yarning circle, we
have people who can help you. If at any time you feel upset, please let us know and we will stop the yarning
circle and make sure you are okay before proceeding. Whether you want to keep participating will be entirely
up to you.

If you have any questions you may ask them now, or you can contact Rodney Williams after the yarning circle,
his contact details were provided to you on the Participant Information Sheet and Informed Consent Form. If
you would like another copy of these documents, we can provide them to you now.

B.3.3 Introductions

Tells us about yourself, one at a time, in a couple of sentences, including your name, what team you barrack for
and how long have you been involved with the Clontarf Academies Foundation Program.

B.3.4 Questions

For the following questions these relate to your experiences with the Clontarf Academies Foundation Program
as a current student.

1. Can you tell us about your overall experience with the Clontarf Academies Foundation Program (CAFP).
(Prompt: mostly positive, no real effect, mostly negative)?

2. Do you feel that the CAFP has a positive impact on you in any particular area? (Prompt: This might be
in the form of: academic/social/psychological/self-esteem/other effects)

3. Do you think that the CAFP officer in your local academy supports you and your family in the
program? (Prompt: were you kept up to date about the program?; what is happening in the
program?)

4. Has the CAFP helped a family member/relative do better at school? (Prompt:
Academically/socially/culturally/greater participation in school activities {sports, arts, etc}).

5. Could you tell me if you think the CAFP is not helping you? (Prompt: have you felt shame about
being part of the program, or have other students/school staff teased you and/or a family
member/relative about being part of the program?).

6. Do you feel you are happier and healthier in the program than you were previously? (Prompt: Did you
think or notice you are happier; behave more respectfully or were helpful at home; you wanted to
go to school; you enjoyed the program?)

7. Have you developed an idea or plan about completing high school, or set goals to do vocational or
university studies; or identified a job and industry you want to work in from being part of this
program? (Prompt: talk about their plans to start vocational (TAFE/etc); university study; or an
apprenticeship; or set a goal to get a job in an industry (retail/hospitality/sport/other).

8.  What part/parts of the CAFP do you like and you feel are good for you? (Prompt: staying in school;
being able to play more sport; being a school leader in sports or other activities?).

9. What would you like to change about the CAFP that you think would make it work better for students
and their families and carers? (Prompt: How long the program runs for, eligibility to join the CAFP;
support to take your family member/relative to sporting activities?; other things?).
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10. Is there anything the CAFP could do differently to work better with you? (Prompt: more
information/support for either, or both, the student or their family member/carer/parent.)

11. Was there anything the CFAP could do to make it easier for you to stay in the program? (Prompt: Are
participants encouraged and supported to enter and stay in the program? Do they need other
support to complete the program?)

12. Is there anything else that we haven't discussed that you feel is a positive thing from being part of the
CAFP? (Prompt: You do more social activities; you spend more time with your family and relatives;
your household members seem happier?).

13. Please share any other feedback you have about the Clontarf Academy Program.

e A copy of the evaluation report will be available to any students who participated today, at the conclusion
of this evaluation by requesting it from relevant staff.

B.3.5 Conclusion and thank you

Thank you for taking time to participate in this Yarning Circle for the Nous and Murawin evaluation of the
Clontarf Academies Foundation Program.

Your answers will remain confidential and will only be available to members of the Nous team. Your answers
will not be shared with members of the Clontarf Academies Foundation Program or the Department of
Education.

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact the Nous evaluation team:

Rodney Williams

Title: Principal

Phone: 07 3007 0868

E-mail: Rodney.williams@nousgroup.com

Www.nousgroup.com.au
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B.4 Interview guide — non-Clontarf staff

B.4.1 Introduction

Nous and Murawin are conducting an evaluation for the NSW Department of Education of the Clontarf
Academies Foundation Program (the CAFP).

The Program aims to help young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men to participate in society in a
positive way through a range of school-based wrap-around supports to improve their education, discipline, life
skills, self-esteem, and employment prospects. The Program has been operating in NSW since 2012 and is
currently embedded in almost 50 schools across the state.

The Program uses a strengths-based approach to improve education and post-school outcomes as well as the
broader social, emotional and cultural wellbeing of young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men. It
draws on students’ interests and provides supportive relationships and environments to develop the values,
skills and abilities that will assist students to transition into meaningful employment and achieve better life
outcomes.

It has been five years since the Program was last evaluated and it is timely for the department to evaluate the
Program again to understand its impact and inform future decision making, particularly as the current funding
agreement comes to an end.

The evaluation represents an important opportunity to understand the extent to which the Clontarf
Foundation's model has been effective in NSW schools at achieving its intended outcomes for young
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men over the past five years.

It will assess how the Program has been implemented and how it has changed education, justice, and broader
social, emotional and cultural wellbeing outcomes for young Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander men, as
well as its economic impact.

The evaluation report will provide conclusions that will inform the Program and are relevant to the broader
work of the Aboriginal Outcomes and Partnerships Directorate (AOPD).

B.4.2 What does participation involve?

As part of the evaluation, you have been invited to spend 1 hour participating in a focus group to tell us what
you think about the Clontarf Academy Program and how you think it has been running and how it can be
improved into the future.

Before the focus group begins, you will have received an Informed Consent Form and Participant Information
sheet. This document would have outlined why we are doing this evaluation, your role and how to provide
informed consent. To be involved, you would have signed this document and provided your informed consent
to participate.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you do not want to participate, you do not have to and there will be
no consequences or repercussions. You do not have to answer any questions you don't feel comfortable
answering. What you say and choose to discuss is entirely up to you. You can withdraw your consent at any
stage and leave the focus group. We will ask you to fill out a Withdrawal Form and will remove all your
responses. They will not be used in the evaluation.

If you have any questions you may ask them now, or you can contact Rodney Williams after the focus group,
whose contact details were provided to you on the Participant Information Sheet and Informed Consent Form.
If you would like another copy of these documents, we can provide them to you now.
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B.4.3 Questions for staff

1. Please in a tell us a bit about your role as an Educator/Teacher, including how long you've been
working alongside the Clontarf program or been aware of its existence?

2. What interaction have you had with the Clontarf Academy program?

3. Do you believe the program is being implemented as it was intended to? (Prompt: Is very similar to
its core intent/original purpose if known)

4. Do you experience any barriers working with the Clontarf Academy Program, if so, what are they?
(Prompt: accessibility of staff, isolated, or singled out as different, not able to participate as fully)
5. What are the key enablers of success or what helps the Clontarf academy program the most?
(Prompt: staff interaction, welcomed, food, sport, encouragement)

6. What outcomes do you think the Clontarf Program is achieving? (Prompt: It was designed to: help
Aboriginal young men to participate in society in a positive way through a range of school-based
wrap-around supports to improve their education)

7. Has this changed over time?

8. Are there any key issues with the Clontarf Academy program (Prompt: staffing, resources, sport,
conflict, behaviour management?)

9. Is the Clontarf program sustainable, is it reqgularly meeting its objectives
10. Have participants previously attended any other programs similar to the Clontarf program?

11. In your opinion has the Clontarf program been able to reduce crime either directly with participants or
more broadly in the region?

12. What are the key learnings from your point of view of the Clontarf Academy and what could
strengthen the Program? (Prompt: staffing model, engagement with students)

13. Are there any policy decisions that could be taken at the government level that could assist to enable
Clontarf to be a better program (Prompt: More budget, more schools, less red tape for signing up,
less expensive)?

B.4.4 Final feedback

e Please share any other feedback you have about the Clontarf Academy Program.

A copy of the evaluation report (upon its finalisation) will be available to any staff who participated today, by
requesting it from Nous staff.

B.4.5 Conclusion and thank you

Thank you for taking time to participate in this Yarning Circle for the Nous and Murawin evaluation of the
Clontarf Academies Foundation Program.

Your answers will remain confidential and will only be available to members of the Nous team. Your answers
will not be shared with members of the Clontarf Academies Foundation Program or the Department of
Education.
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If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact the Nous evaluation team:

Rodney Williams

Title: Principal

Phone: 07 3007 0868

E-mail: Rodney.williams@nousgroup.com

www.nousgroup.com.au
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B.5 Interview guide — Family and carers

The NSW Department of Education have engaged Nous Group (Nous) and Murawin to undertake a strategic
evaluation of the Clontarf Foundation.

As part of the evaluation, you have been invited to spend 1 hour participating in an interview to tell us what
you think about the Clontarf Academy Foundation Program and how you think it has been running and how it
can be improved into the future. The objective of this interview is to evaluate the implementation process of
the Clontarf Academy program as well as outcomes of the program for people such as yourself and your
family.

Before the interview begins, you will have received an Informed Consent Form and Participant Information
sheet. This document would have outlined why we are doing this evaluation, your role and how to provide
informed consent. To be involved, you would have signed this document and provided your informed consent
to participate. If this is not the case, please let us know.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you do not want to participate, you do not have to and there will be
no consequences or repercussions. You do not have to answer any questions you don't feel comfortable
answering. What you say and choose to discuss is entirely up to you. You can withdraw your consent at any
stage and leave the interview. We will ask you to fill out a Withdrawal Form and will remove all your responses.
They will not be used in the evaluation. If you need any help or support after the interview, we have people
who can help you. If at any time you feel upset, please let us know and we will stop the interview and make
sure you are okay before proceeding or ending the interview. It will be entirely up to you.

If you have any questions you may ask them now, or you can contact a staff member or Rodney Williams after
the interview, whose contact details were provided to you on the Participant Information Sheet and Informed
Consent Form. If you would like another copy of these documents, we can provide them to you now.

Below is list of questions that will guide the interview. We will focus on the questions you feel best placed to
answer. Nous will capture the insights from the interviews and keep individual responses anonymous.

KEQ (for evaluation team
Themes Questions use)

e Please tell us a bit about where you and your family?
(Prompt: this question is mainly to develop rapport)
Introductions e When did your child start attending the Clontarf Academy -
program and why? (Prompt: how did they hear about the
program and were they referred/recommended?

e Can you tell us about your overall experience with the To what extent has the
Clontarf Academies Foundation Program (CAFP). (Prompt: Program been implemented as
Program mostly positive, no real effect, mostly negative)? planned?
implementation e Do you feel that the CAFP had a positive impact on your
child in any particular area? (Prompt: This might be in the What are the barriers and
form of: academic/social/psychological/self-esteem/other success factors to Program
effects) implementation?
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KEQ (for evaluation team
Themes Questions use)

e Do you think that the CAFP officer in your local academy
supported you and your child in the program? (Prompt:
were you kept up to date about the program?; what was
happening in the program?)

e Did the CAFP also help a family member/relative do better at
school? (Prompt: Academically/socially/culturally/greater
participation in school activities {sports, arts, etc}).

e Could you tell me if you think the CAFP did not help your
child? (Prompt: did you or your child feel shame about being
part of the program, or did other students/school staff tease
your family member/relative about being part of the
program?).

¢ Do you feel your child was happier and healthier in the
program than they were previously? (Prompt: Did you think
or notice your child was happier; behaved more respectfully
or were helpful at home; wanted to go to school; enjoyed the

rogram? .

prog ) What desired outcomes has the
¢ Did your child develop an idea or plan about completing Program achieved, and how

Program outcomes high school, or set goals to do vocational or university have these changed over time?

studies; or identified a job and industry they wanted to work

in from being part of this program? (Prompt: they talked

about their plans to start vocational (TAFE/etc); university How sustainable is the delivery
study; or an apprenticeship; or set a goal to get a job in an and outcomes of the Program?
industry (retail/hospitality/sport/other).

e What part/parts of the CAFP did you like? (Prompt: staying
in school; being able to play more sport; being a school
leader in sports or other activities?).

e Would participants be able to attend a similar program if the
Clontarf program was not available? What are the reasons for
this? What is the economic impact of
Economic (Consider factors such as affordability and the availability of the Program?
similar programs in nearby locations)

e Have participants previously attended any other programs
similar to the Clontarf program?

e What would you like to change about the CAFP that you

think would make it work better for students and their

families and carers? (Prompt: How long the program runs

for, eligibility to join the CAFP; support to take your family What opportunities exist to

member/relative to sporting activities?; other things?). strengthen the Program and
what are the learnings for
AOPD’s broader policy
objectives?

Opportunities for

success e Is there anything the CAFP could have done differently to

work better with you and your child? (Prompt: more
information/support for either, or both, the student or their
family member/carer/parent.

e Was there anything the CFAP could have done to make it
easier for your child to enter and stay in the program?
(Prompt: Was your child encouraged and supported to enter
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Themes Questions

and stay in the program? Did they need other support to
complete the program?)

In your opinion has the Clontarf program had a protective
effect in reducing crime either directly with participants or
more broadly in the region?

Is there anything else that we haven’t discussed that you feel
was a positive thing from being part of the CAFP? (Prompt:
Your child did more social activities; spent more time with
your family and relatives; your family member/relative was
happier and more help around the home; your household
members seemed happier?).

B.5.1 Conclusion and thank you

KEQ (for evaluation team
use)

Thank you for taking time to participate in this Yarning Circle for the Nous and Murawin evaluation of the
Clontarf Academies Foundation Program.

Your answers will remain confidential and will only be available to members of the Nous team. Your answers
will not be shared with members of the Clontarf Academy Foundation Program or the Department of

Education.

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact the Nous evaluation team:

Rodney Williams
Title: Principal
Phone: 07 3007 0868

E-mail: Rodney.williams@nousgroup.com

www.nousgroup.com.au
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