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Introduction

This report provides an evaluation of the 2025 Year 2 cohort results for schools
implementing the Explicit Mathematics Program (EMP). The analysis is based on Progressive
Achievement Tests (PAT) data collected internally by a sample of schools implementing the
program.

This data was voluntarily de-identified by participating schools and shared with EMP for the
purpose of measuring student progress through two primary metrics: Annualised Growth
(Months) and Percentile Rank Change. By comparing student performance against national
norms, this report explores the impact of the Explicit Mathematics Program in its first year
of implementation in Australian schools.

Methodology

Sampling

At the end of 2025, the EMP’s first year of widespread use in schools, all existing EMP
schools were emailed with a request for PAT data to enable an initial analysis of the
program’s effectiveness. A total of 8 schools responded, providing PAT data for 451 students
who used the program during that calendar year. These schools received no additional
support from EMP than did any other schools who implemented the program in 2025.

Why a Year 2 Focus?

EMP's 2025 analysis focuses on the Year 2 cohort because this year level offers the most
reliable comparison against ACER's nationally normed data, which begins at Year 1. ACER's
norm reference data begins at Year 1, meaning that a Year 2 student performing below year
level can generally still be benchmarked against the Year 1 reference data with confidence.
Students performing below year level in Year 1, by contrast, often fall outside the range of
available norm data, requiring substantial extrapolation and introducing additional
uncertainty into growth calculations. Limitations of a Year-2 only analysis are discussed later
in this report.

Measuring a Year of Growth

EMP's student growth analysis aims to produce a truly standardised measure of learning
impact; one that is comparable across students regardless of starting ability and across
schools regardless of when they test. This requires resolving two core challenges: the non-
linear relationship between scale scores and actual growth, and the wide variability in
school testing schedules.

Drawing on an approach inspired by the Grattan Institute's 'Equivalent Year Level reference
curve' methodology, as outlined in their report Measuring student progress: A state-by-
state report card - Technical Report', EMP's methodology maps PAT scale scores to
national percentiles using ACER norm data, anchors those percentiles to a day-level
timeline, and converts each student's progress into an annualised "months of growth"
metric. A result of 12.0 months therefore represents typical national progress for a student

' Goss, P., & Owain, E. (2018). Measuring student progress: A state-by-state report card-
Technical Report. Grattan Institute, Australia. https://grattan.edu.au/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/910-Mapping-Student-Progress-Technical-Report.pdf
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at that percentile; and any value above this indicates accelerated growth beyond the
national average.

This analysis approach is further detailed in the appended technical appendix.

Reported Metrics

This document reports on two key metrics: average equivalent months of growth and
average percentile change. These two metrics are reported in relation to two key student
groups: all students, and students who entered the program below the 25th percentile.

Together, these metrics speak to two key questions:
1. What was the overall impact of EMP across all students for whom 2025 data is
available?
2. What has been the program's progress toward one of its central goals; closing
achievement gaps and accelerating the learning of students who may otherwise have
become instructional casualties (those below the 25th percentile)

Explicit Mathematics Program

EMP



Impact
Overall Impact

EMP Student Growth vs. National Benchmarks
Expected national growth @ EMP cohort average @ EMP students entering below 25th percentile
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Expected EMP cohort EMP students entering
national growth average below 25th percentile

The above results communicate two key findings.

The average Year 2 student who undertook the EMP in 2025 (from this sample) achieved
23.4 months equivalent annualised growth. This represents the equivalent of 1.95 years of
learning in a single calendar year, or almost twice the expected growth rate.

An EMP student below the 25th percentile (from this sample) achieved an average of 29.7

months of equivalent annualised growth. This represents the equivalent of 2.475 years of
growth in a single calendar year, or almost 2.5 times the expected growth rate.
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Percentile Transitions

EMP Percentile Change vs. National Benchmarks

Expected national change @ EMP cohort average @ EMP students entering below 25th percentile

+25 pts
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+15 pts
+11.7
+10 pts
+5 pts
0
+0 pts
Expected national EMP cohort EMP students entering
change average below 25th percentile

The average Year 2 student who undertook the EMP in 2025 (from this sample) gained 11.7
percentile points over the course of the year. This represents a meaningful upward shift in
the cohort's standing against the national norm given that the expected percentile change
for any student is zero by definition as an average student holds their position relative to
national peers. To illustrate: An EMP student in year 2 who was initially tested and scored at
the 50th percentile, on average, finished the year at the 62nd percentile.

An EMP student below the 25th percentile (from this sample) gained an average of 19.0
percentile points. To illustrate: an EMP student in year 2 who entered at the 24th percentile,
within the bottom quarter of students, on average finished the year at the 43rd percentile,
thereby approaching the national average in a single year.
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Variation in results

It is important to note that the positive results reported above were not universally
distributed amongst schools. As an illustrative example, below we share the variation in
achievement across the 8 schools for those students below the 25th percentile:

Growth for Students Entering Below 25th Percentile, by School
Annualised growth (months) — schools de-identified
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As can be seen, one school, School A, recorded growth for students below the 25th
percentile which did not constitute 12 months equivalent growth.

As with any instructional program, outcomes vary across schools. Factors such as school
context, implementation fidelity, and teacher experience all influence the impact of a
teaching program, and the EMP is no exception. These results are shared transparently to

make clear that the program-wide averages - approximately twice the national growth rate
for the typical student, and 2.5 times for students entering in the lowest quartile - are not a

guaranteed outcome. Student success is always the product of many interacting factors,
and no program delivers uniform results across every context.
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It is of note that the above variation does not appear to be correlated with the demographic
profile or affluence of the schools. For example, here are some key characteristics of Schools
A (1.5 months equivalent growth above) and G (36.1 months equivalent growth above)
which both exist in the same metropolitan city):

Factor School A School G
School sector Non-government (Catholic) | Government
ICSEA value 1,050 +/- 5 1,050 +/- 5
ICSEA percentile 70th +/-1 70th +/-1

LBOTE

Approx. 60%

Approx. 90%

Total enrolments

Approx. 500

Approx. 1500

Note: Approximate values given in all cases to reduce identifiability of schools
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Limitations

Self-selected sample. The schools included in this analysis opted into the EMP and chose
to collect and share PAT data. There is a chance that there is a correlation between schools
who collect PAT data and are sufficiently motivated to submit data for analysis and other
factors related to successful program implementation. As such, the results reported here
should therefore be understood as indicative rather than representative of the program's
impact across all schools.

Small sample size. Eight schools and 451 students is a modest sample (approx. 5% of total
schools using the program in 2025) from which to draw program-wide conclusions. Results
could shift materially with a larger or more diverse set of participating schools.

Year 2 is likely the least favourable year level to assess program impact. Students in Year
2 in 2025 were in their first year of EMP instruction. First-year implementation presents
genuine challenges: teachers are still adapting to the program's approach, and students -
particularly those in the lowest quartile - often arrive with significant gaps in prior
knowledge that take time to address. Compounding this, Year 2 tends to exhibit the
greatest variation in student achievement when compared to Foundation year or Year 1,
making a Tier 1 program like EMP more difficult to implement in 2 than in prior year levels.
This was confirmed by anecdotal reports from schools who consistently reported that Year 2
teachers found it harder than their Year 1 and Foundation counterparts to implement the
program. As such, the results above likely underrepresented the program benefits within
the represented schools. We expect the full benefit of the program to become more visible
over time, and anticipate that this will be reflected in NAPLAN data in 2028, when students
who began EMP in Foundation year in 2025 participate in NAPLAN.

No control group. The analysis does not include a comparison group of students in similar
schools who did not use the EMP. Though the nationally normed data acts as a proxy for
this, without a direct, matched counterfactual, it is not possible to conclusively attribute the
observed growth exclusively to the program.

Single metric source, unverified. All growth data derives from PAT assessments collected
and submitted by schools themselves. EMP had no visibility into how assessments were
administered or whether testing conditions were standardised across schools.

2025 was the program's first year of operation. The EMP has been refined considerably
since 2025, and implementation support has advanced substantially. Feedback from
schools indicates that 2026 online asynchronous video training which is built into the
program was a marked improvement on the first year's written handbook training
resources. This is corroborated by a significant reduction in support requests from schools to
the EMP. Results from subsequent years are therefore likely to reflect a more mature and
consistently implemented program.
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Aspirations for Future Analysis

This report is an initial, small scale, report based upon available data on the impact of the
Explicit Mathematics Program. We welcome further schools to submit data for analysis and
we Wwill release updated reports in response to submissions.

With approximately 170 schools in 2025, and now over 300 at the commencement of 2026,
the EMP looks forward to the opportunity to obtain voluntary data from a larger number of
schools, as well as exploring opportunities to analyse larger datasets where available. We
will continue to seek insight into the impact of our program so that we can responsively
adapt our offerings to maximise student growth.

Conclusions

The 2025 Year 2 cohort data present an encouraging early picture of the EMP's impact.
Across a sample of eight schools and 451 students, the program was associated with
average annualised growth of 23.4 months, approaching twice the national norm, and an
average percentile gain of 11.7 points. For students entering in the lowest quartile, results
were stronger still: 29.7 months of annualised growth and an average percentile gain of 19.0
points, sufficient to move a student entering in the bottom third of the national distribution
to the 50th percentile in a single year.

These results are particularly notable given the limitations of this dataset. The analysis
covers only the program's first year of operation, at the year level most likely to understate
its effects, with a self-selected sample of schools and no control group.

At the same time, the variation across schools is a genuine finding and should not be
minimised. The data make clear that strong outcomes are not automatic. Implementation
quality, teacher expertise, and school context can all play a role, and the gap between the
highest and lowest performing schools in this sample is substantial. EMP's ongoing
investment in implementation support and training is directly responsive to this reality, and
we expect these investments to be reflected in future cohort data.

Taken together, the 2025 results provide a credible foundation for cautious optimism. They
do not yet constitute definitive evidence of program efficacy - that will require larger
samples, multiple year levels, and longitudinal data. The NAPLAN results of the 2025
Foundation cohort in 2028 will be a particularly important milestone. What the current data
do establish is that, in the right conditions, the EMP is capable of producing growth
outcomes that are meaningfully and substantially above the national average; including,
most importantly, for the students who need it most.

Explicit Mathematics Program

EMP



Technical Appendix

Measuring student growth accurately requires a sophisticated approach that accounts for
two distinct challenges: the non-linear nature of educational progress and the wide
variability in school testing schedules. Psychometrically, scale scores in standardised testing
such as in the Progressive Achievement Tests (PAT) by the Australian Council for
Educational Research (ACER), do not increase at a constant, linear rate across different
percentiles or year levels. Consequently, a fixed-point gain represents vastly different levels
of actual growth depending on a student's starting percentile. Logistically, schools
determine their own testing schedules; while some test annually, others may test bi-
annually at strict six-month intervals, or opt for an early-year assessment in March followed
by a late-year assessment in November.

To illustrate the scale score challenge, consider ACER norm data: a student at the 95th
percentile typically progresses from a scale score of 118.3 in Year 1to 128.4 in Year 2 (a gain of
10.1 points). Conversely, a student at the 5th percentile generally advances from 80.6 to 88.2
over the same period (a gain of only 7.6 points). Despite this discrepancy in absolute points,
both students can be said to have achieved exactly 12.0 months of typical growth relative to
their starting positions and national peers.

To resolve both the scoring and scheduling complexities, the EMP analysis standardises the
norm data by percentile and day. First, it utilises ACER's Norm Data to map scale scores to
national percentiles, applying linear interpolation between norm benchmarks to create a
comprehensive 'Reference Grid' of scale scores. To overcome the challenge of varying
testing schedules, this grid also acts as a timeline. By using the middle of the school year
(July 1st) as the anchor point for the ACER Norm Data (e.g., for the 2025 Year 2 cohort), the
system can interpolate expected scale scores for any given date. This allows the system to
calculate exact growth expectations based on the precise timeframe between a school's
chosen assessments, neutralising the variance between a strict six-month testing gap and
an eight-month March-to-November gap.

Progress is then calculated by matching a student's percentile at the start of their specific
testing period to their equivalent percentile position at the end. The final result is converted
into a standard "months of growth" metric and annualised. A growth value of 12.0 months
represents the progress typically achieved by the general population at that percentile over
one full calendar year, regardless of the actual time elapsed between tests. This approach
allows for a truly universally standardised measure of impact: any value above 12.0 indicates
accelerated learning beyond the national average.

This approach was inspired by the Grattan Institute's 'Equivalent Year Level reference curve'
methodology, as outlined in their report Measuring student progress: A state-by-state
report card - Technical Report?, and departs from it in three key ways. First, rather than
utilising a quadratic function to interpolate between reference data points and a linear
function to extrapolate (as Grattan did), we chose to interpolate and extrapolate linearly
throughout, on the basis that this provides a sufficiently accurate estimate given the higher
resolution of the PAT data (yearly rather than bi-yearly, as is the case with NAPLAN data).
Second, we used linear interpolation between percentile figures to generate a growth curve

2 Goss, P., & Owain, E. (2018). Measuring student progress: A state-by-state report card-Technical
Report. Grattan Institute, Australia. https://grattan.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/910-Mapping-

Student-Progress-Technical-Report.pdf
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for each percentile rank, rather than a single equivalent year growth curve in all cases,
which better enables us to capture differential expected growth rates for a student at a
given percentile. Third, we referenced each data point to a specific day, allowing us to
resolve data collected by schools at vastly different times, and was a consideration that did

not arise in Grattan's NAPLAN analysis, where data is collected at a fixed time point by all
schools.

Please direct any questions pertaining to analysis methods used within this report to
support@empschools.com
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