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2006 Target Report 

1. Increase student/school engagement time including digital delivery (*1.5)
Student/school engagement time in 2005 was defined to be the number of hours spent each week in face-to-face teaching episodes by teachers with students. Teachers spent on average approximately 13.8 hours per week in face-to-face with students.
This time is dependent on the context in which each teacher works. Teachers who work within a health provided programme (PMH, YDP, PYS, Mirror, Braemar and Odyssey) are restricted to teaching the hours defined by the programme. 

The remaining time of a 20 hour teaching week was spent by
· Community teachers traveling to the student
· Programme teachers traveling to the programme site

· Completing STEMS logs, writing IEP’s

· Liasing with families, school of enrollment, other agencies

In 2006, to increase school/student engagement, Dr Mary Allan was contracted to provide guidance and development to staff in the use of the INTERACT web platform for digital delivery and online communication. Staff needed to be brought further in, to be able to move further on. 
Actions

· Development of online communication and discussion in Interact

· Professional development for teachers in the technical parts of Interact

· Professional development for teachers to enable digital delivery of lessons

· Trialling of digital engagement with students.

Outcomes
Digital delivery of lessons was trialled with a small number of students. Each teacher developed a lesson or lessons for an individual student, trialled the lesson and reflected on the process in an online journal. 

The devising of a valid measure of the time spent on school/student engagement in digital form began during this process, but is still to be finalized. So once again the data gathered was only for face-to-face contact.
The statistics show that there has been little change in the hours of face-to-face contact in the community but there has been an increase for those teaching in the community and programmes. This has resulted in an increase of time spent in face-to-face contact of 1%. 
In 2006 a record was kept of travel time for community teachers. The average number of hours spent traveling by a community teacher was 5.4 hours per week.

However teachers did have other contact with students to facilitate learning, through email, phone calls and digital lessons.
At the end of 2006, sufficient laptops, video cams and communication software were purchased to enable all appropriate students to be involved in the digital programme in 2007.

The following learning story highlights the advantages of digital delivery in increasing school/student engagement:
Introduction

Having designed and taught lessons in cyberspace (through a medium called interact) it became quickly clear to me that interact was an adaptable piece of educational technology.  Student engagement has overall increased from one face-to-face lesson a week to interaction on a daily basis. The student was able to move from interact and the computer to one-on-one work, into other applications and back to interact. The collaboration, engagement and support interact offers for teaching and learning is new and significant. So far, digital subject delivery allows for making the process of designing and sharing activities easy for student and teachers alike. 

Case Study

Student: R W.

Age: 12 
Year Level: 8
Teaching Location: initially in the community than on-line
Medical Condition: chronic fatigue
Time on roll: approx 3 terms in 2006
Distance travelled and time: I taught RW every Thursday from 13:00 to 14:00 hours. It took me a good thirty to forty minutes (depending on traffic) to get to her home. Travel time was reduced dramatically after digital curriculum delivery was implemented. Instead of seeing RW once a week I felt confident to reduce the face-to-face contact to once-a-month. 

Principal learning areas: Focus is on English and Mathematics at year 8/9 level. 

Preparation: More time was involved in preparing and delivering curriculum requirements than in a face-to-face encounter. However, given that student/teacher interaction increased significantly, lengthy on-line preparation and delivery were hardly significant. 

Evidence of on-line-learning: RW was supposed to attend her virtual classroom on a daily basis for periods of 30 min to 1 hour at a time. This could be checked by the teacher through a statistics feature in the on-line environment. As mentioned before; RW usually received one hour a week of education in the face-to-face environment. The statistics feature in the virtual classroom showed that student/teacher interaction increased from 1 hour (face-to-face) to 4-5 hours (on-line). Another feature in the on-line classroom was a virtual drop box for completed work and assignments. This was used on a daily basis by the student.

Successful strategies: Daily update of interest oriented links in the interactive classroom. This hooked the student immediately and motivated her to continue exploring the multi-linked classroom and completing work, thus increasing student/teacher interaction.

Barriers to learning: Drowsiness during the morning. However, this could be successfully combated because RW was able to access her e-learning lessons at any time during the day. 

Transition requirements: N/A

Actions for 2007

· Develop a suitable and valid measure for time spent on school/student engagement other than face-to-face.
2. Develop data collection and reporting software including base line data for student achievement. (*1.2)

In conjunction with NHS the STEMS database reporting software was further developed. 

Analysis of 2005 student achievement data, showed the need to redefine the reasons for non-mastery of a learning outcome. The data showed a large number of students were unable to achieve a learning outcome because of lack of time. In a lot of cases this was because the student had left the roll and returned to their school of enrollment. By creating this situation as a category and a couple of others new ones, the data now yields more valuable information.

The second refinement was adding a category for incomplete achievement of learning outcomes. This is used in the situation when a student begins to work on an outcome, the review date of the IEP is reached, but they haven’t achieved the outcome and they will remain on the roll. The learning outcome is transferred to the new IEP to be continued to work on.
The following is the 2005 and 2006 student achievement data for Mathematics and English. The data is based on the achievement of Learning Outcomes (LO) in the IEP. While no direct comparison can be made between the two years, the data highlights the changes to the reporting software.
Curriculum Report (01/01/2005 - 15/12/2005)
School: SRHS
	Subject
	# of students
	# of LOs recorded
	LOs Achieved
	LOs Not Achieved
	Incomplete
	Not Recorded
	Non-Mastery Reason
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	Mathematics
	238
	1010
	434
	43
	199
	20
	41
	4
	336
	33
	13
	7
	7
	4
	28
	14
	10
	5
	6
	3
	88
	44
	43
	22
	19
	10

	English
	245
	1160
	483
	42
	222
	19
	61
	5
	394
	34
	21
	9
	9
	4
	56
	25
	30
	14
	1
	0
	82
	37
	44
	20
	12
	5


Reasons for non-mastery currently being recorded: 

1. Unrealistic learning outcome 

2. Lack of physical/teaching resources 

3. Decline in medical condition 

4. Behaviour 

5. Family dynamics 

6. Lack of time to complete (Students leave roll before completion) 

7. Other 
8. Not recorded
Curriculum Report (1/02/06 - 15/12/06)
School: SRHS
	Subject
	# of students
	# of LOs recorded
	LOs Achieved
	LOs Not Achieved
	Incomplete
	Not Recorded
	Non-Mastery Reason
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	Mathematics
	259
	1330
	710
	53
	194
	15
	178
	13
	248
	19
	17
	9
	1
	1
	24
	12
	22
	11
	1
	1
	55
	28
	35
	18
	0
	0
	6
	3
	66
	34
	5
	3

	English
	261
	1517
	622
	41
	274
	18
	280
	18
	341
	22
	14
	5
	6
	2
	50
	18
	69
	25
	4
	1
	80
	29
	24
	9
	0
	0
	5
	2
	60
	22
	20
	7


Reasons for non-mastery: 

1. Unrealistic learning outcome 

2. Lack of physical/teaching resources 

3. Decline in medical condition 

4. Behaviour 

5. Family dynamics 

6. Lack of time to complete 

7. Withdrawn from Health School roll 

8. Transferred to another Health School unit 

9. L.O. replaced 

10. Other 

The process for student achievement data collection has been developed. 

Staff professional development was held to ensure that the data was valid and consistent between teachers. To this end guidelines for data input were developed as part of the IEP Guidelines.
Following discussions with NHS, the comments in the 2005 Target Report are further supported. (The goal of producing base line data, while admirable, is not possible. The population of students is continually changing throughout the year. Each student has individual learning outcomes different from any other student even at the same year level. The population is too small for comparisons to be valid. Most important are the factors which affect the achievement of outcomes, over which the school has no control. These include medical condition and the ability to complete set tasks.)

3. Report appropriate information to parents, schools, community and Ministry of Education (*2.4)
This target has been achieved by the following:
· Development of the SRHS website on INTERACT

· Publication of student achievement data on the website

· Publication of plans and policies for consultation

· Publication of BOT meeting minutes

· Developing and trialling of a student report to parents

· Held a BOT meeting in Invercargill, to which a representative from all schools in the region were invited

· Meeting the BOT’s planning and reporting obligations to the MoE

· Delivery of the 2005 Annual Report to five MOE and seven other stakeholders

4. Develop appropriate Board Self Review practices (*2.3)
During 2006 the Board has initiated a self review process aimed at

· Overall Board performance

· Individual performance

· Chairperson performance

A draft document aimed at high level governance measures was considered by the Board and it was agreed to modify the document to fit the educational context. It is envisioned that the new Board will adopt the process in 2007, with a timeline and training.
The Board has developed a new format for the Strategic and Operational plans. This has led to a strategic focus to Board meetings through the agenda and more efficient and effective reporting to the Board on school operations. The Operational plan is reviewed annually to include new targets and ensure consistency with the Strategic plan.

A process for the triennial review of policies and associated procedures has been developed and implemented. This process will be reviewed in 2007.

5. Allocate funds to reflect the school’s goals (as stated in Board’s 2006-2008 Strategic Plan). (*4.2)
2006 Budget and Annual Accounts
*Reference to 2006 – 2008 Strategic Plan


