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Glossary 
The following terms are commonly used in this report. 

ADHD/ADD Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder/attention deficit disorder. 

Allocation Process for determining which students will receive SLS. 

ASTLE Assessment Tools for Teaching and Learning. 

ERO Education Review Office. 

FTTE 
Full Time Teaching 
Equivalent 

A measure to describe the number of equivalent full time paid hours associated with individual 
LST positions, typically determined by the number of SLS students each LST is employed to 
support, e.g. support for seven SLS students is known as a 0.7 FTTE position. 

GSE 
Group Special Education 

A division of the Ministry of Education devoted to the provision of services to children and 
young people with special education needs, their families and whänau, schools and early 
childhood education centres. 

Host principal Hosts LST. May or may not have student on SLS role. 

Host school Hosts LST. May or may not have student on SLS role. 

ICT Information and communication technologies. 

IEP 
Individual Education Plan 
or Programme 

The Individual Education Plan (or Programme) is a programme developed for school students 
with special education needs. It outlines the student's goals, the time in which these goals 
should be achieved and the resources, monitoring, support and evaluation required to enable 
the student to meet the goals over the defined period. Ideally, the IEP is reviewed at least 
twice a year. 

Kura Kaupapa Mäori Primary schools where teaching and learning is in te reo Mäori. 

LSF 
Learning Support Fund 

A lump sum provided to RTLB clusters to manage and use to meet the needs of students with 
learning and behaviour difficulties. For example, the funds could be used to provide release 
time for classroom teachers to meet with the RTLB, or to prepare an Individual Education 
Programme. 

LST(s) 
Learning support 
teacher(s) 

LSTs are employed by schools to help classroom teachers adapt the way they teach and 
develop teaching programmes and resources to provide effective learning opportunities for 
students who have been allocated SLS. 

Managed pool option/ 
managed pool teachers 

Where a student at a school in a remote area or a specialist school such as a kura kaupapa 
Mäori is allocated a 0.1 FTTE LST teacher directly to their school, as additional staffing. 

Moderation Processes used to determine which of the nominated students are most in need of or will 
benefit most from SLS. 

NCEA National Certificate of Educational Achievement. 

NEG 
National Education 
Guidelines 

Statements for education in New Zealand. Made up of four components: the National 
Education Goals, the Foundation Curriculum Policy Statements, the National Curriculum 
Statements and the National Administration Guidelines. First developed in 1990 and 
substantially revised in 1993. 

Nomination The process of identifying and preparing applications on students to put students forward for 
consideration for SLS funding. 

Non-host Principal Receives LST support for a student, but does not host LST. 

NZCF 
New Zealand Curriculum 
Framework 

The document which sets out the policy direction for the New Zealand curriculum. 

NZEI New Zealand Educational Institute. 

ORRS  
The Ongoing and 
Reviewable Resourcing 
Scheme 

The Ongoing and Reviewable Resourcing Scheme provides resources for a small group of 
students throughout New Zealand who have the highest need for special education. These 
children have severe difficulties and therefore the highest need for special education.  

PDD Pervasive developmental disorder. 

Permanent teachers  LSTs employed in a permanent position to support between six and ten SLS students and 
their teachers. These permanent positions can be either part time (but no less than 24 hours a 
week) through to full time and are itinerant positions, typically requiring permanent LSTs to 
travel between a number of schools to work with their allocated students and teachers. The 
FTTE of permanent positions vary between 0.6 FTTE and 1.0 FTTE. 

Reallocation Processes for allocating existing or new students to vacancies on an LST roll. 
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RT: Lit 
Resource teacher literacy 

Specially trained teachers who support and work in schools, assisting staff to meet the needs 
of students with reading and writing difficulties.  

RTLB 
Resource teachers: 
learning and behaviour 

Specially trained teachers who support and work within schools to assist staff, parents and 
community members to meet the needs of students with moderate learning and/or behaviour 
difficulties. 

SEG 
Special Education Grant 

A grant provided to all schools to assist students with moderate special education needs. The 
amount is based on the school's decile ranking and roll size.  

SENCO 
Special Education Needs 
Co-ordinator 

A teacher responsible for overseeing the provision of special education services to students 
within some (often intermediate or secondary) schools. 

SLS  
Supplementary Learning 
Support  

A Ministry of Education initiative for students who require a level of learning support 
somewhere between that available through the moderate needs initiatives and that available 
through ORRS. SLS provides an individual student with access to a new specialist teacher - a 
learning support teacher (LST) - as well as additional one-on-one specialist support from the 
Ministry’s Group Special Education services (GSE) and is intended to supplement (not 
replace) the learning support these students are already receiving from existing special 
education initiatives. 

SPELD Specific Learning Disabilities Federation. 

TA 
Teacher aides 

People who help educators support children and young people who have special education 
needs, also known as kaiawhina and paraprofessionals. 

Wharekura A composite school - a kura kaupapa Mäori school that has extended into secondary school 
and offers Years 1 to 15. 
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1.0 Executive Summary 

… Something like Supplementary Learning Support is timely and … well overdue. … There was 

this huge gap. The children who had needs that were beyond what could reasonably be expected 

to be supported from the Special Education Grant, but didn’t qualify for ORRS and there was this 

great big gap. So this is at least one attempt to try to cater for that group of children who … schools 

were struggling to really meet their needs …  but we knew that there was more that needed to be 

done. (Non-host Principal) 

What is SLS? 

The Supplementary Learning Support Initiative (SLS) was developed in response to a ministerial review of 

the Special Education 2000 (SE 2000) framework, which found that students with high level special education 

needs were not eligible for Ongoing Reviewable Resourcing Scheme (ORRS). The overarching goal of SLS 

is to improve educational outcomes for these students and can be summarised as follows. 

1. To supplement support for individual students where schools cannot assemble adequate support from 

existing special education initiatives. 

2. To encourage greater educational collaboration to ensure support received by students is cohesive and 

integrated, and to enhance increasing capability amongst teachers to provide appropriate educational 

opportunities for students through allocation and monitoring of SLS. 

3. To ensure that all students (particularly, Mäori and Pasifika students and students in low decile schools) 

have appropriate opportunities to learn and can access the full range of the curriculum to support a 

broad range of learning outcomes. 

Support consists of an additional 0.1 full time equivalent (FTTE) teacher support (i.e. a learning support 

teacher) and, depending on needs identified in the Individual Education Plan (IEP), access to GSE specialist 

support. Schools are expected to continue funding students at the same level considered necessary prior to 

the introduction of supplementary support. Potential students are identified jointly by local GSE and RTLB 

staff and must be achieving at level one of the New Zealand Curriculum Framework in literacy and numeracy 

skills to be eligible. 

The formal allocation of SLS began with the first ‘roll-out’ between January and June 2004 and was restricted 

to 550 students nationally. This provision was extended in 2005 and 2006 by additional allocation of 450 and 

500 student spaces respectively, bringing the total number of students allocated SLS to 1500 nationally.  
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Evaluation 

An evaluation of the SLS initiative began in January 2005 and focused on identifying opportunities for 

enhancing the initiative. The evaluation is based on four objectives, and on informing the development of 

Ministry of Education policy relating to the provision of learning support in general. The evaluation objectives 

were as follows. 

1. To determine if SLS resource allocation processes facilitate equitable allocation. 

2. To describe the function and contribution of learning support teachers (LSTs). 

3. To describe the level of collaboration occurring between support staff and the effect this has had on the 

provision of learning support for students. 

4. To assess to what extent SLS students experience additional or improved learning opportunities as a 

result of SLS and if there is any evidence of improved educational outcomes for these students. 

A mixed method, utilization-focused approach1 was used to understand SLS from multiple perspectives and 

to gather data from different sources for triangulation. The mixed method design included two workshops with 

stakeholders during the evaluation design phase, qualitative interviews with stakeholders, a survey of LSTs 

appointed for the 2005 allocation round, and case studies. The utilization-focused approach enabled key 

Ministry personnel to be progressively informed by emerging data in order to act on research information. 

Further details about individual evaluation methods are provided in Appendix B.  

Findings 

The SLS initiative is achieving substantial successes. In the past three years it has been successfully 

operationalised to provide additional learning support for students nationally. Personnel and processes in 

place and functioning well. The key assumptions underpinning the SLS initiative are largely correct and 

although several challenges have been identified, these are likely to be overcome primarily through 

refinements to existing processes.  

                                                            
1 Utilization-Focused Evaluation (U-FE) begins with the premise that evaluations should be judged by their utility and actual 

use; therefore, evaluators should design any evaluation with careful consideration of how everything that is done (from 

beginning to end) will affect use.  
1 Chelimsky. E., and Grosshans. W. (1990) Case Study Evaluations United States General Accounting Office, Program 

Evaluation and Methodology Division GAO/PEMD –91-10-1.1.9. 
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Achievements of SLS against evaluation objectives 

There are many accomplishments occurring under SLS. In the past three years the initiative has become 

operational and has established mechanisms to provide additional learning support to 1500 students 

nationally.  

 Equitable allocation. At present, the allocation of the SLS resource appears to be equitable and based 

on students’ level of need, although kura kaupapa schools may be experiencing difficulties in utilising 

SLS as intended. However, in the future SLS type students may have more limited access to the 

initiative than those in the current cohort due to the provision of SLS. 

 The role of LST has been fully operationalised. LSTs who are qualified and experienced have been 

employed and are working with students, although there is some variability in the understanding of the 

focus of their role. The SLS model gains considerable strength from the itinerant role of LSTs, which 

both intensifies and disseminates LSTs’ knowledge. 

 Collaborative relationships are occurring amongst staff involved in supporting many SLS students, 

and collaboration is key to achieving the flow on effects, of enhancing learning support opportunities for 

students or increasing capability of those who support them. In many cases, LSTs are able to work 

collaboratively with others and increase the learning support opportunities for SLS students. Where 

school contexts support LSTs to work collaboratively, LSTs can enhance the capability of others who 

work with SLS students. 

 Student outcomes. SLS is providing many SLS students increased access to appropriate learning 

opportunities. Both presence and participation outcomes (namely, improved school attendance, and 

greater presence and participation in class programmes) are in evidence, and although it was not 

expected in the short, two year timeframe of the evaluation, most SLS students appear to have made 

some academic progress on literacy and numeracy. 
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Challenges to SLS 

The challenges identified, suggest that the fundamental structure and processes of SLS provision appear to 

be effective, but that operational procedures and processes may need to be re-emphasised, clarified and 

supported, to enhance and sustain consistency of SLS outcomes over the long term.  

 There are several issues that impact on the equitable use of the SLS resource. 

 Kura kaupapa schools may experience difficulties in utilising SLS as intended, due to a general 

scarcity of suitable staff and limited efforts to adapt the provision of external specialist support in 

ways which suit the philosophical values and practices used in kura settings.  

 Furthermore, equity of the allocation is complicated by a lack of clarity about how to implement the 

exit criteria. There are variations in how exit criteria are used in practice. 

 The degree to which future SLS type students are able to benefit from SLS over the long term could 

be constrained by the current scope of SLS provision (particularly the number of positions available 

nationally), given the stable membership of the current cohort. 

 There are a variety of views on the ideal focus of the LST role. Many LSTs focus solely on planning and 

delivering stand alone instruction in literacy and numeracy rather than integrating programmes. Many 

LSTs also provide support directly to students and work infrequently with teachers. 

 LSTs receive limited professional support or formal review and few training opportunities. LSTs would 

like more support for their role and professional development to expand their knowledge of special 

education. 

 Collaboration between SLS support staff does not occur consistently and can break down. This is 

particularly evident when IEP processes are not established or supported by school wide systems. 
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Sustaining SLS 

The SLS initiative has been successfully established. Those challenges identified can be addressed to 

strengthen the initiative’s successes to date. SLS resource allocation, the function and contribution of LSTs 

and collaborative support are the three key areas that require action to sustain and enhance the operations of 

SLS. The priority actions promoted by the evaluation team are as follows. 

 Enhance appreciation for the needs and principles underpinning Mäori medium education by GSE. 

 Communicate the exit criteria for SLS students to all stakeholders. 

 Develop a generic LST job description. 

 Provide professional development for LST’s.  

 Clearly communicate the dual focus role of LSTs to all stakeholders. 

 Ensure support staff understand the need for collaboration and the processes required. 

In order to build upon and enhance the effectiveness of SLS and the learning opportunities and educational 

outcomes for students over the medium to long term, priority and additional action based on the evaluation 

findings are promoted.  
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Conclusion 

The SLS initiative is achieving substantial successes. It has been successfully operationalised with personnel 

and processes in place and SLS support functioning well. 

 Allocation - There is good evidence of equity of access for most students. However, access for kura 

kaupapa students could be improved. 

 LSTs are making a significant contribution, which could be reinforced by further clarification of their role. 

 Collaboration is happening, but not universally. It is key to achieving the flow on effects of increasing 

learning support opportunities for students or enhancing the capability of those who support them.  

 Outcomes for students are being achieved. Outcomes of increased access to learning support 

opportunities, student presence and participation and some academic achievements are being seen.  

Now that the SLS initiative is established, efforts are best directed towards addressing the challenges 

identified. These challenges are associated with refinements to the existing operational processes of SLS 

resource allocation, function and contribution of LSTs, and promoting collaborative support of students. 

Given the findings of this evaluation, it is a reasonable assessment of the initiative to say that SLS is moving 

towards it’s overarching goal of improved educational outcomes for students with high level special education 

needs and this success is contributing towards the intent of SE 2000. 
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2.0 Introduction 

He’d been a non-reader. He had only recognised the letters of the alphabet when I first arrived in 

and even to midway through the year, but by the end of the year he was reading level 3 books and 

had an extensive vocabulary, and was, his whole attitude to school had shifted. (LST) 

Supplementary Learning Support (SLS) is a new special education initiative designed to 

provide additional support to students with ongoing significant educational needs but who 

are not eligible for support under the Ongoing Reviewable Resourcing Scheme (ORRS).  

In 2004, Research New Zealand2 was contracted by the Ministry of Education to evaluate the SLS Initiative 

and was asked to focus on identifying opportunities to enhance the initiative. The evaluation objectives were 

(see Appendix B for details): 

1. determine whether the SLS resource allocation model facilitates equitable resource allocation 

2. describe the function and contribution of LSTs 

3. describe the level of collaboration occurring between support staff and describe the effect this has had 

on the provision of learning support for students 

4. assess the extent SLS students experience additional or improved learning opportunities as a result of 

SLS and if there is any evidence of improved educational outcomes for these students. 

                                                            
2 Prior to February 2006, Research New Zealand was known as BRC Marketing & Social Research.  
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A mixed method, utilisation focused approach was used to understand SLS from multiple perspectives and to 

gather data from different sources for triangulation. The evaluation designed used the intervention logic that 

had been developed by the Ministry of Education (see Diagram 2). The design was finalised following two 

planning workshops with SLS stakeholders. The mixed method design included: 

 Face-to-face (and telephone) qualitative interviews with SLS stakeholders (n=22), including LSTs, GSE, 

and RTLBs. 

 A mail survey of inviting information from all LSTs appointed for the first roll-out in 2004 (n= 98) 

 Six school case studies, including a case study focusing on kura kaupapa. 

A utilization focused approach was adopted to enable key Ministry personnel to be progressively informed by 

emerging data in order to act on research information. Further details about individual methods are provided 

in Appendix B.  

This report presents final evaluation findings and is part of an integrated reporting strategy which includes a 

previous report (Early Findings August 2005), a PowerPoint presentation and ten minute digital story on CD.  

2.1 Background 

The SLS Initiative was developed in response to growing pressure to better meet the needs of an increasing 

number of students with special learning needs under the Special Education 2000 (SE 2000) framework. 

Within this framework, funding is allocated to two groups of students based on their level of need. 

1. Those who have ‘high’ and ‘very high’ needs – estimated to be approximately 25,000 students. 

Assistance to these students is currently provided through the ORRS, The Behaviour Initiative and The 

Speech Language Initiative, and the High Health Needs Fund.  

2. Those who have ‘moderate’ needs – estimated to be approximately 45,000 students. Assistance to 

these students is currently provided through Special Education Grant (SEG), resource teachers: learning 

and behaviour (RTLB), Enhanced Programme Funding and the Moderate Contracts (sensory and 

physical needs). 

A Ministerial Review of SE 2000 found that students with high level special education needs were not eligible 

for ORRS funding. Although these students could access learning support through other special education 

initiatives (e.g. a Special Education Grant or communication and behaviour services designed for moderate 

needs), the funding available per student was considerably lower than that available under ORRS. This, and 

the higher number of providers involved in providing a range of other initiatives meant students with combined 

moderate needs were more likely to receive inadequate learning support (Wylie 2000).  
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2.1.1 Problem definition 

SLS is designed to address three critical issues, which emerged following a review of the ORRS eligibility 

criteria3:  

1. Mixed capability of class teachers, specialists and support workers 

to provide learning opportunities for special needs students.  

A number of evaluation and research studies suggest that some classroom teachers are unsure of how to 

engage special needs students or do not believe that they are able to teach them. Yet research on student 

learning outcomes shows that effective teaching approaches for students with special education needs are 

the same as for all students. However they may need to be individualised for those with special needs and 

these students often need more time engaged in learning4. Various constraints (e.g. lack of resources or 

time) may prevent classroom teachers from having the capacity and/or capability to provide additional support 

to these students. SLS seeks to support teacher capacity by providing learning support teachers (LSTs) who 

can work with teachers and other providers to enhance their capacity in this area. 

2. No access to specialist teacher time and potentially insufficient 

specialist support 

Other initiatives available to students (ineligible for ORRS) do not include time with a specialist teacher as is 

provided through ORRS, and may not provide sufficient support. SLS provides GSE with funding for 

additional specialist support for eligible students. 

3. Fragmented provision of learning support 

Fragmented provision was found to result from split responsibilities across different providers, e.g. Group 

Special Education (GSE), schools and specialist providers (including clustered specialist providers such as 

RTLBs)5. SLS seeks to foster greater collaboration between all providers from the beginning of the service 

provision process by ensuring that local RTLB and GSE specialists who are knowledgeable about (and 

working with) nominated students are able to contribute to resource allocation decisions. These 

arrangements are designed to foster greater collaboration between all providers for an increasingly cohesive, 

consistent ongoing provision of support (across providers) to students with high, ongoing support needs. 

                                                            
3 ORRS provides the highest level of education support available to the 1% of students most in need. Eligibility is based on 

whether students have attained level 2 competencies in literacy and numeracy for their age group.  
4 Gray, A., and Renwick, M. (1998). A study into the effectiveness of teacher education programmes. Wellington: Gray 

Matter Research and Renwick Consultants. Lewis, A & Norwich, B. (2000) Mapping a pedagogy for special educational 

needs. Exeter: School of Education, University of Exeter. http://www.bera.ac.uk/publications/pdfs/pedagogyreview.pdf 
5 Other providers could include RT: Lit, SENCOs and those involved in the provision of services such as the Severe 

Behaviour Initiative, Speech-Language initiative, School High Health Needs Fund etc. 
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2.2 SLS goal and objectives  

The overarching goal of SLS is: 

To improve educational outcomes for students who have a range of ongoing, high level  

special learning needs and who are not eligible for ORRS support. 

To achieve this, SLS has the following objectives. 

1. To better match learning support to the educational needs of students who have ongoing, high level 

special education needs. 

2. Supplement learning support for individual students where schools cannot assemble adequate support 

from existing special education initiatives. 

3. Ensure that best use is made of all relevant resourcing to support learning. 

4. Ensure the capability of teachers to provide appropriate educational opportunities for students through 

allocation and monitoring of SLS. 

5. Ensure students have access to the full range of the curriculum to support a broad range of learning. 

6. Ensure that Mäori and Pasifika students, and students in low decile schools, have full access to learning 

opportunities. 

2.3 SLS structure, delivery and outcomes 

The SLS initiative has been operational since October 2003 and is currently funded to cater for 1500 students 

nationally. The key stakeholders, structure and actual processes of SLS provision are described below. 

2.3.1 SLS stakeholders 

Provision of SLS involves co-ordination between a range of different stakeholder groups at school, regional 

and national levels: 



 

 

Diagram 1: SLS Stakeholders 

 

National Level 

District Level 

 

SLS Management Committee 
 

The Management Committee includes: 
- The host school principal. 
- Two representatives from cluster schools, 

at least one of who must be an RTLB. 
- A GSE representative. 
- The Learning Support Teacher. 

 
The Management Committee is responsible for: 
- Establishing operational procedures. 
- Informing cluster schools and GSE staff of 

enrolment, withdrawal and referral policies 
and processes. 

- Liaising co-operatively with appropriate 
professional agencies and other  
specialists. 

- Promoting all aspects of equity. 

- Ensuring the LSTs undertake regular 
professional development. 

Host Principals
 

The host principal is responsible for: 
- Establishing a management 

committee. 
- Appraising the performance of the 

LST. 
- Being accountable to the Ministry 

for the effective, efficient and 
equitable operation of the LSTs 
programme. 

- Ensuring that LSTs access 
induction training provided by the 
Ministry. 

 

LSTs 
 

The key tasks of a LST are to: 
- Provide advice (teachers, 

teacher aides, GSE staff 
and family/whänau). 

- Assess and analyse, 
design and implement 
interventions in consultation 
with the student’s team. 

- And work flexibly with a 
student or group of 
students as agreed with the 
Management Committee. 

 

MoE National Office 
 

National operational staff are 
responsible for: 
- Overseeing the 

development, refinement 
and dissemination of 
information to sustain and 
enhance delivery of 
supplementary learning 
support.  

- This includes the 
development of policy 
intent, guidelines and 
provision of induction 
training for LSTs. 

 

GSE and RTLB 
 

GSE and RTLB staff are responsible for:
- Identifying, nominating and 

llocating SLS to suitable students 

- Providing ongoing support to SLS 
students, LSTs and schools as 
required. 

School Level 
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2.3.2 Allocation of SLS funding 

To receive SLS, student with high level special education needs must be nominated by GSE and RTLB staff6. 

Nominated students are assessed by a local SLS management committee using SLS eligibility criteria. The 

allocation process is designed to ensure that specialists who are knowledgeable about (and working with) 

nominated students are able to contribute to resource allocation decisions and initiate a more cohesive, 

collaborative approach to the provision of support from the outset. The roll of students receiving SLS is 

reviewed annually to ensure that allocation remains available to students with the highest need (that is, in the 

event that changes in a student’s learning support needs mean they are no longer eligible for SLS). 

2.3.3 Intended delivery of SLS and SLS outcomes 

The way in which SLS is expected to achieve the outcomes described above is depicted in the SLS 

intervention logic diagram (Diagram 2) below. This model depicts the link between SLS resources, the 

activities of LST (and other educators) and how these are expected to combine to result in improved 

educational outcomes for students. Note that this logical ‘chain of results’ is intended to apply regardless of 

whether the student is supported by a managed pool or a permanent LST.  

A brief summary of the SLS logic is as follows. The SLS initiative seeks to support better student learning 

through; appointing experienced, qualified teachers as LSTs; encouraging RTLB and GSE staff to work 

closely with schools and teachers in their cluster to identify and nominate students for additional support. 

Following a moderation process, students are allocated SLS funding. Once students are selected, LSTs are 

expected to work alongside those individuals already supporting the student. The nature of educational 

support an LST provides is expected to vary but should be determined in active collaboration with a student’s 

class teacher(s), parents, teacher aide(s) and any other educators who are supporting the student; e.g. a 

special education needs co-ordinator (SENCO), RTLB or GSE staff member. 

SLS is therefore intended to achieve four interconnected outcomes: allocation, collaboration, professional 

capacity/capability and educational. These SLS outcomes map to loosely the four evaluation objectives. To 

assess the presence of each of these SLS outcomes, a set of indicators to progress in each outcome was 

developed during the evaluation design process. (See Table 1 below). 

 

                                                            
6 GSE and RTLB may work with other providers to identify potentially eligible students. 



Supplementary Learning Support Intervention Logic (revised post Indicators Workshop 14 October 2004) Diagram 2: Intervention logic 
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Logic developed by Education Management Policy, Management of Education. Revised by Research New Zealand following post Indicators Workshop 14 October 2004.  



 

 

Table 1: SLS outcomes and change Indicators 

SLS outcomes Indicators of change towards intended outcome 

EQUITABLE ALLOCATION 
Students with highest support needs are 
given priority 
(Intervention logic outcome A) 

Students in secondary, intermediate and primary school and from all RTLB clusters and GSE districts are represented amongst eligible 
students 
Lack of complaints about selection (and associated procedural difficulties) from all stakeholders 
Very few eligible students are identified after the selection process is completed (i.e. as found through a review or repeat of the selection 
process in a district) 
Selection committees provide evidence of moderation of student need 

ENHANCED COLLABORATIVE 
RELATIONSHIPS 
Collaborative relationships between all 
involved stakeholders are strengthened 
(Combines intervention logic outcomes B, 
C, D, F) 

Groups involved include: RTLB, GSE, Class teacher, student, parents/caregivers, SENCOs, LST, Resource Teachers Literacy, management 
committees, school principals 
Evidence of joint meetings (files, minutes) and stated sense of ‘team’ 
Shared use and creation of teaching and assessment resources,  
Shared creation and use of Individualised Education Plans (IEPs) for SLS students [maybe – could be too individualised] 
Each group is knowledgeable about the contributions /activities of others 
Similar views of changes in student outcomes  
Provision and take-up of formal and informal professional supervision could also be a potential indicator  

ENHANCED TEACHER & SUPPORT 
STAFF CAPABILITY Teacher confidence 
and capacity to teach and support special 
needs students generally increases 
(Combines intervention logic outcomes D, 
E) 

Class teacher reports more time with students and LST 
Class teacher is more knowledgeable about the student as a person 
Class teacher can discuss the elements of the student’s education programme  
Class teacher can clearly link teaching activities to the New Zealand Curriculum Framework (NZCF) in terms of:  
- curriculum resources developed, changes to the student’s IEP and reasons for these, impact on the student’s learning 
Class teacher can identify changes in their own capacity: 
- confidence in teaching the student, access to specialist support 
Class teacher reports having impact on the student’s learning 

IMPROVED EDUCATIONAL ACCESS & 
LEARNING Students experience 
increased supported learning 
opportunities and their educational 
outcomes improve 
(Combines intervention logic outcomes G 
+ H) 

IEP plans identify work programmes with clear links to the Essential Skills, Essential Learning Areas and Attitudes and Values in NZCF 
IEPs show evidence of change in the nature of the student’s work programme since SLS i.e. broader curriculum (functional and academic), 
higher order learning goals, more academic challenge, planning for transitions, planning for post-schooling life 
Non SLS resourcing is also linked to the student’s work programme 
Sustained, ongoing GSE involvement with student and/or their teacher(s), and/or LST and/or parents 
School staff focus on learning (rather than just on behaviour management or recreation),  
Student participation in learning improves in terms of: 
- improved school attendance (reduced truancy), participation in school activities, socialisation with peers 
- engagement in meaningful learning on similar topics to their classroom peers (i.e. same time, same room) 
Evidence of learning new knowledge, skills and competencies across social, cultural and academic domains. 
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2.4 SLS assumptions 

There are a number of key assumptions underpinning the SLS model. These are presented here as they 

have been used, alongside the intervention logic and evaluation objectives, as the basis by which evaluative 

judgements about the initiative have been made. 

Allocation related assumptions: 

 All schools use GSE and RTLB services, therefore GSE and RTLB know most of the eligible students. 

 Improved co-ordination between GSE and RTLB will improve the equity of allocation processes. 

Collaboration related assumptions7: 

 Improved relationships and co-ordination between multiple stakeholders will improve the pooling of 

resources for learning support. 

 Relevant support staff (providers) will still contribute to the overall package of learning support. 

 Schools can and will resource other support through the special education grant and RTLB learning 

support fund (LSF). 

 All stakeholders involved in the initiative will have a clear, consistent and shared understanding of their 

own role and the roles of others. 

Capacity/capability related assumptions: 

 Lack of teacher time and, to a lesser extent, lack of teacher knowledge are the main impediments to 

improving the provision of learning support to SLS type students. 

                                                            
7 See Appendix D on the theory of collaboration and the value of an agreed definition of collaboration, which is relevant to 

the SLS initiative. 
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The following sections of this report describe SLS in operation, the initiative’s key 

accomplishments and the potential challenges ahead. The final chapters consider 

accomplishments and challenges against the SLS evaluation objectives, SLS 

assumptions to present recommendations for sustaining the SLS initiative long term.  
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3.0 Supplementary Learning Support in operation 

SLS has been designed as an evolving, flexible model. This section provides a 

descriptive snapshot of the initiative in operation during the period from February 2005 to 

April 2006 as based on evaluation findings and includes details about the LST position, 

current national level information and details of SLS in six case studies.  

3.1 LST operations 

Support consists of an additional 0.1 full time equivalent (FTTE) teacher support (i.e. a learning support 

teacher) and, depending on needs identified in the Individual Education Plan (IEP), access to GSE specialist 

support. Schools are expected to continue funding students at the same level considered necessary prior to 

the introduction of supplementary support. Identification of students is a joint responsibility of GSE and RTLB 

staff and to be eligible students must meet the criteria outlined in these guidelines8.  

Extra support for each student is achieved by employing LSTs in permanent positions, which are either full-

time or part-time (from 0.6 – 1.0 FTTE). Permanent LSTs are expected to provide support for between 6 and 

10 students by working directly with individual students and their class teachers. Where the student attends a 

school in which the total curriculum is delivered in te reo Mäori (e.g. a kura kaupapa or immersion setting), or 

where the school attended by the SLS student is in a remote area9, LST funding is provided directly to the 

school to employ an existing staff member who has suitable special education experience and has capacity to 

take on an additional 0.1 FTTE role as a LST. This type of LST position is referred to as the ‘managed pool 

option’ and the staff member is expected to devote at least four hours per week supporting the student’s 

learning in an appropriate way. 

                                                            
8 Supplementary Learning Support (SLS) Teacher Induction Pack, 2005. p.1 
9A remote area is defined by the Ministry as being further than a one hour return trip for an itinerant LST. 
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3.2 At the national level 

As of 2006, funding has been made available to provide 1500 students with 0.1 FTTE from a LST and access 

to GSE specialist support as needed. This is equivalent to 150 full time teachers employed by schools. 

3.2.1 Current status of supplementary learning support 
provision 

The current statistics associated with the initiative correct as of May 4th 2006 are: 

 1500 SLS students (currently nominated and accepted for SLS - however as LSTs are yet be appointed 

in all cases, some of these students are not yet receiving LST support) 

 9010 permanently appointed LSTs 

 224 managed pool positions, including six who are working in kura kaupapa schools 

 50 host schools 

 16 GSE District Co-ordinators  

 1 National SLS Co-ordinator. 

3.2.2 LST’s working role 

In general, the role of an LST involves a large amount of planning, teaching and informal monitoring related 

tasks. While the LST role is shaped predominantly by the needs of individual students, it is also influenced by 

class teachers and host principals. LSTs tend to plan work and adapt resources mainly on their own, although 

they do discuss their ideas with a range of other people. The LSTs surveyed reported that their relationships 

with other groups (i.e. school staff, RTLB and GSE) are consistently positive, although contact between LST 

and GSE staff is comparatively infrequent. 

On a daily basis planning, teaching students and informal monitoring and feedback activities make up the 

work of LSTs. The LSTs surveyed reported spending most of their time on searching for appropriate 

educational resources, developing educational resources using my own expertise to support student learning, 

working 1-1 with students in a separate setting outside of the classroom, and discussing ideas and 

approaches for supporting students learning with students’ teachers and teacher aides (TAs).  

                                                            
10 This figure is based on LSTs currently appointed for 1000 students to end of 2005 as opposed to the full number of LSTs 

that are yet to be appointed following successful allocation of support to an additional 500 students in early 2006. 



 

Research New Zealand   |   15 June 2006  27 

 

LSTs tended not to explicitly demonstrate teaching practices, strategies or techniques to class teachers - 

11% reported regularly modelling lessons and teaching techniques to class teachers. However, one quarter 

(27%) of LSTs support the teacher by modelling lessons and teaching techniques to teacher aides regularly. 

A number of activities are undertaken on a termly basis only. These include discussions with parents about 

student progress, IEP meetings, formal assessments of student achievement and administrative reporting; for 

example documenting student progress and updating learning programmes to guide daily planning and 

teaching activities.  

3.2.3 Profile of students receiving SLS 

SLS data provided by the Ministry of Education shows that the majority of SLS students currently enrolled (as 

at April 2006) are male (71%), more than half are aged between 6 and 11 years old (n=768 or 66%) see 

Figure 1, and most are attending primary school (n=917 or 79%). SLS students are spread around all GSE 

districts (see Figure 3). Information about the specific diagnosis of SLS students is not available, however 

case study results indicate that these students typically experience learning difficulties as a result of medical 

conditions such as epilepsy, Asperger’s, autism, pervasive development disorder (PDD).  

Figure 1: Age of SLS students – Ministry of Education supplied data 
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Figure 2: School type of SLS students - Ministry of Education supplied data 

School type of SLS students

79%

21%
Primary

Secondary

School sector is determined by age only so is likely to contain errors 
(Secondary sector includes students 13 years or over)

 

Figure 3: School type of SLS students in each region - Ministry of Education supplied data 
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3.3 At the school level: six case studies  

Six case studies were undertaken as part of the evaluation design. Table 2 below summarises the 

characteristics of the schools included in the case studies. Methodological details associated with case study 

selection, data collection and analysis are provided in Appendix B.  

Deep and light case studies 

The six case studies incorporate data from a total of eight schools. To manage resource limitations, the 

evaluation design allowed for a combination of deep and light case studies to be undertaken. Light case 

studies involved a single visit to the case study site, while deep studies involved two visits to examine 

changes in student progress, including student transition, over time. Table 2 below summaries the features of 

light and deep cases.  

Content of case studies 

The case studies were structured to meet the objectives of the SLS evaluation. Each of the case studies 

provides contextual information, descriptive statements of achievement within the four intended SLS outcome 

areas, a table of data collected and an applied version of the SLS intervention logic to illustrate how SLS is 

operating in that case study.  

Case Study 1 pp 31-35 

Case Study 2 pp 36-42 

Case Study 3 pp 43-52 

Case Study 4 pp 53-56 

Case Study 5 pp 57-61 

Case Study 6 pp 62-69 
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Table 2: Case study sample  

 
Case 

study 1 
Case 

study 2 
Case 

study 3 
Case 

study 4 
Case 

study 5 
Case 

study 6 

Intensity  Light 
Deep  

(2 visits/ 
2 schools) 

Deep  
(2 visits/ 

2 schools) 
Light Light 

Deep 
(1 visit 
each/  

2 schools) 

School Type       

Primary       

Intermediate       

Secondary       

Primary/Secondary       

Decile       

Low (1-3)       

Median (4-7)       

High (8-10)       

Size       

Small (<200)       

Medium (200-600)       

Large (>600)       

Geographical spread       

North Island       

South Island       

Urban       

Rural       

SLS/LST details       

Hosts Permanent LST       

Hosts 0.1 LST       

Non Host School       

Hosts RTLB       
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3.3.2 Case study 1: (Light) Urban, Primary school, Decile 10 

This case study involved one visit to the primary school focusing on the LST and a selected SLS student.  A 

summary of case study data sources sighted and/or kept, interviews and observations undertaken are given 

in Table 3 below. 

Table 3: Summary of case study data sources sighted and/or kept - case study 1 
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The school context and culture: The school is a large, urban, decile 10, primary school. It caters for 

students from years 1-8 with a roll ranging annually from 720 through to 810 students, 77% of whom are 

päkehä. A new principal was appointed in 2001 and Education Review Office (ERO) reports support the 

strategic direction intended by the new principal. Over the last 18 months (beginning 2004) the school 

appears to have experienced a degree of staff change and turnover. The school hosts two LSTs (1.0 and 0.7 

FTTE equivalent). Both teachers were previously employed as full time staff at the school and both have 

worked as the SENCO. The 0.7 LST also holds 0.3 other roles, including the SENCO (0.1) position. The 

school atmosphere is collegial and busy with many staff involved in multiple activities. The principal is 

particularly proud of being a host school for the SLS initiative.  

The SLS student: The student is an 11 year old (in Y7). He has two siblings. He began at the school aged 

six, following his family’s arrival in New Zealand. He was diagnosed with severe dyslexia prior to arriving in 

New Zealand. His parents are well informed and have been proactive in accessing multiple sources of 

educational support but believe state funded support available in both NZ and overseas has a limited ability to 

significantly enhance his educational outcomes and it has reached that limit. Over the last four years the 

student has had difficulties absorbing new knowledge, understanding routines and fitting in socially with his 

peers. At times, he has been bullied and has been reluctant to attend school. Staff turnover has meant that 

he has had three class teachers in 18 months. Academically the student has been at level 1 for reading and 

maths and has particular trouble understanding concepts of time and sequencing.  
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The class teacher: The student’s current class teacher has been in the position for ten weeks only (at time of 

visit in term 4, October 2005) and was previously employed at a private school overseas. She is young, used 

to smaller classes, has not worked with SLS type students before and is very aware of the student’s social 

isolation, both in class and across the school as a whole. She is aware that a range of other staff are involved 

with the student but has had difficulty meeting these people and the SENCO to access IEPs for the student. 

She is also concerned about the degree of time the student is withdrawn for instruction, believing that this 

may be contributing to his social isolation. She works to encourage peers to engage him in class and adapts 

some strand and unit work to his level for curriculum areas, including, literacy, numeracy and Information and 

communication technologies (ICT). 

All these people take him out and that’s probably why the class feel like he’s got nothing actually to 

do with them, because he is taken out for so many times of the day. For English at the end of the 

term the children had to present a speech and a PowerPoint presentation. This school is really ICT 

orientated and the kids are better at PowerPoint than the teachers, some of them. So it’s quite a big 

thing. That was unique because the children actually wanted to help [the SLS student] with that 

because they enjoy ICT and…they thought that was quite cool to help [him] make his own 

PowerPoint. (Class teacher) 

The LST: The LST is a trained primary teacher, with considerable experience (30 years, including 6 years in 

special education). She has worked at the school for the last eight years and is well known to the student 

both as SENCO and later as his class teacher in Y6 (immediately prior to beginning as an LST). She assists 

the current class teacher by focusing on pure reading and numeracy tasks in isolation from the class 

programme, provides topic related resources for the student’s use in class, helps the student complete 

standardised tests when necessary and provides a workbook of ‘other’ highly simplified tasks to allow the 

student to work independently when class topic tasks are beyond his achievement level. These are referred 

to as ‘busy book’ tasks and have been developed by the LST reportedly at the teacher’s request. The LST 

and class teacher programmes are not clearly linked to the Curriculum Framework. The LST has no contact 

with the local RTLB who are hosted at another school and her contact with GSE is currently very sporadic, 

although she received considerable induction support from the district co-ordinator when beginning in the LST 

role.  

Host school support: Having been a full time staff member at the school, the LST is entrusted to get on with 

the job. She requests and receives little direct support from the host principal and is aware that the IEP 

planning and monitoring systems within the school are not ideal, and that supervision and accountability for 

her own performance is surprisingly lax (and theoretically could be abused). However the situation is not of 

central concern to either party.  
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SLS in the school - The IEP process: Although IEPs meetings are expected to occur each term, varying 

reports were given as to who is responsible or accountable for IEPs at the school. At the time of the field visit 

in term 4, the student’s IEP was not current and appears to have been out of date for almost 12 months. The 

parents and new class teacher were both particularly unclear about the status of the IEP for term 4. Despite 

repeated requests and agreement, an IEP for the student was not made available to the evaluation team.  

I think one criticism I would make certainly this term, but I wouldn’t say this is normal, normally 

we’re fairly clear on IEP. There has been a bit of a breakdown in the IEP system this term, just, it 

wasn’t done, but I don’t know quite why. (Parent) 

Relationships and collaborative educational planning: The class teacher, LST, SENCO and TAs are 

providing support to the student in isolation. This is evident in the long term irregularity of the IEP process, the 

confusion of roles with regard to IEP planning and a stated understanding amongst senior staff that 

programme planning and communication should occur in ‘free time’ - i.e. interval, lunchtime or outside paid 

work hours. Consequently there is very limited collective understanding about the student’s overall learning 

experience, and no shared sense of ‘team’ even though, individually, respondents acknowledged a team 

approach would be more effective.  

Enhanced teacher capacity: The class teacher views the LST positively and welcomes her support – which 

includes the LST’s provision of resources suitably adapted for the student to use on class topics. However, 

the class teacher and the LST do not interact regularly and the LST is avoiding engagement with the teacher 

on planning related tasks and teaching strategies, citing lack of teacher time or interest in these topics. The 

class teacher does not report having additional time with the LST or with the student and is not especially 

knowledgeable about the student as an individual. However she would welcome the LST and TA providing 

support within the classroom environment. 

Yes it would be good for [the LST] sometimes to come and work in the classroom, or the teacher 

aides to come and read with him in the classroom. But I guess, because our classroom is quite a 

small classroom compared to some of them… teacher aides feel it’s quite tricky to do reading or 

anything with him in the classroom because it’s quite noisy. So I guess I can understand why they 

do want to take him out. (Class teacher) 
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Access to learning opportunities: The student has been receiving SLS for 13 months. Prior to SLS, the 

student had multiple series of RTLB support, three TAs for reading, spelling and writing, SPELD tuition and 

motor skills therapy. His parents actively support the student at home using school resources and strategies 

as agreed in previous IEPs and have also sourced phonics based reading resources from an Auckland 

University programme which the student completes at home. However, at the time of the visit, school staff 

appeared unaware of this. With the exception of RTLB assistance, all forms of learning support have 

continued following the student’s acceptance onto the LST’s roll. At present, the student is withdrawn from 

the class for 1-1 instruction daily, amounting to a total of 7 hours per week including SLS support (i.e. 

approximately 31%11 of his time at school each week). While in class he undertakes a 50-50 split of 

curriculum related tasks adapted to level one by the class teacher and ‘busy book’ tasks.  

Student outcomes: At the time of the visit (beginning of term 4 2005) the student was observed to have no 

friends of his own age and is socially isolated in his classroom. He has made minimal academic progress; still 

reading at level one (green) with increased word knowledge, but limited comprehension. He had recently 

demonstrated steady improvements in understanding timing and sequencing and was particularly pleased 

with his PowerPoint presentation; 

My speech, I liked my speech, because it was just, it is like a hard thing and I just did it. I was like 

shaking and nervous. I had goosebumps. I did it with my [class] teacher. I felt proud. (Student) 

 

                                                            
11 This figure is calculated based on an assumption that students spend a total average of 22.5 hours per week at school 

engaged in some form of learning activity, excluding a 30 minute interval and a one hour lunch break each day. 



Supplementary Learning Support Intervention Logic - Case Study 1 (Host School) Diagram 3: Case study 1 intervention logic 
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3.3.3 Case 2: (Deep) Rural Primary school, Decile 3, and Rural 
Intermediate, Decile 7 

This case study involved two visits to two different schools. This case study focuses on one LST and a 

selected student. The first visit in 2005 was to a non-host primary school and the second visit was in 2006 to 

the intermediate school the student now attends. A summary of case study data sources sighted and/or kept, 

interviews and observations undertaken are given in Table 4 and Table 5 below. 

Table 4: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) – case study 2: primary school 

Background 
Information  

Planning 
 Documentation 

Qualitative Interviews Observation 

E
R

O
 re

po
rt 

S
cho

ol w
eb

site
 

LS
T

 su
rve

y 

S
tu

d
e

n
t IE

P
 

C
la

ss un
it le

sson p
lan

s 

D
ia

ry o
r co

m
m

u
n

ica
tion

 
re

cords 

A
ssessm

en
t re

sults 

E
xam

ples o
f stu

d
e

nt w
o

rk 

P
rin

cip
al 

LS
T

 

C
la

ss tea
ch

er 

S
E

N
C

O
 

T
A

 

R
T

L
B

 

G
S

E
 

S
tu

d
e

n
t 

P
aren

ts/w
hä

n
a

u
 

S
tu

d
e

n
t in 

cla
ss/playg

ro
un

d
 

IE
P

 p
ro

cess 

                   

 
Table 5: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) - case study 2: intermediate school  
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The school context and culture in 2005:  The school is a small, rural, decile 3, primary school, (years 1-6). 

It caters for 200 students, 31% of whom are Mäori. A new principal was appointed in 2001 and ERO reports 

favourably on the leadership of the school, particularly in terms of professional development, use of enquiring 

learning strategies, cultural respect, consultative and collaborative culture and high expectations and 

celebration of student achievement. The principal is extremely well regarded by staff, has a strong 

professional and personal interest in special needs education and hosts two RTLBs co-located with an RT-

Lit. Although the school does not host the LST, the principal acts as an informal professional mentor for the 

LST. The staff room atmosphere is friendly and open. 

In 2006: The student began preparing to transition to a new school during term 4 2005. The new school is a 

medium sized, rural, decile 7, intermediate with a predominantly Päkehä population. 17% of students are 

Mäori. The ERO report describes curriculum and assessment management as a strength of the school and 

notes the school’s promotion of three core values: courtesy, common sense and consideration for others - 

known as the three C’s. The school offers additional literacy support through an Extra Assistance in Reading 

and Language (EARL) programme, delivered by two qualified teachers (one of whom also holds the SENCO 

position) with approximately seven TAs who are based in a separate classroom devoted to this purpose. 

Students requiring EARL support typically leave their home class to attend 45 minute sessions up to four 

times weekly in the EARL room. However, in 2006 an unexpected increase in the number of students 

requiring EARL support (including eight kura kaupapa students with limited English literacy) resulted in the 

operation of the EARL room as a permanent full time class in its own right.  

So three days into the term the Principal made a decision that because our class numbers were 

now at 36, 37 that we would create a class of 27 children … across the school who had needs of 

one sort or another and who were basically operating at Level 1. Whilst they would have a 

homeroom, which they went to first thing in the morning and they went to for music and dance and 

PE and all the rest, they would come to [the EARL] Room for literacy and numeracy. That room 

would operate basically full time. (SENCO) 

The SLS student in 2005: The student is an 11 year old (Y7) of Mäori ethnicity. She has four siblings. She 

moved to the school aged six, based on the Principal’s reputation for supporting students with special needs. 

She has been diagnosed with autism – (Asperger’s) and her older brother is also autistic. Her parents are 

extremely aware of her approaching adolescence and are focusing on developing her social, emotional and 

intellectual independence. They are satisfied with the school based support and have a close relationship 

with the Principal. During her time at the school, the student has slowly progressed from being emotionally 

withdrawn, dependent on adults, possessive and engaged in attention-seeking behaviour, towards more 

frequent and socially appropriate interaction with her peer group. These changes have been marked in the 

school context, but are less apparent at home. Academically, she has moved from emergent literacy and 

numeracy to hover between (upper) level 1 and (lower) level 2 in both areas but consistently struggles with 

complex, abstract problem solving tasks in both. She enjoys her ‘special’ status and commonly avoids tasks 

demonstrating learned helplessness. 
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In 2006:  Initially confident and talkative during her transition visits to the school in 2005, the student has 

been noticeably quiet, withdrawn and socially under confident during term 1. This has been partly ascribed to 

a family death, parental illness and time off school during the early part of the term. Most recently, the student 

has re-engaged in attention seeking ‘tattle-tale’ behaviour, which is viewed by staff as a sign of her increasing 

confidence in the new school setting. Academically she is the most able EARL student in terms of concrete 

literacy skills, but continues to struggle with inferential and abstract reading comprehension. Conversely, her 

abstract numeracy skills are strong, particularly in geometry and algebra but she continues to have difficulty 

with concrete level one number skills, particularly multiplication. She has recently queried her placement in 

the EARL room and has demonstrated interest in spending more time amongst peers in her home class. She 

is not observed to be participating socially and has yet to establish a clear set of personal friendships. 

The class teacher in 2005: The student’s current class teacher is passionate about education and has a 

diverse occupational background, prior to moving into education. She has been teaching for five years at the 

school but has been somewhat disillusioned by the challenging behaviour of students and anxious about her 

professional abilities. She frequently uses enquiry learning approaches, expects the student to tackle class 

topics at a modified level with TA support and has deliberately ignored the student’s possessive, attention-

seeking behaviour out of necessity rather than principle. She has only recently recognised that her TA is 

supporting the student’s learned helplessness.  

In 2006: The student’s new class teacher is effectively the senior teacher who manages the EARL room and 

holds the SENCO role. She has an extensive background in supporting the schools ORRS students and 

oversees the individually tailored adaptation of all curriculum subjects for all EARL supported students, 

including the SLS student. Although supportive of mainstreaming education principles, she believes that 

intermediate level teaching experience is frequently insufficient to enable staff to adapt the curriculum to a 

level suitable for SLS students. She addresses this by adapting resources to support the topic based 

curriculum instruction being delivered by other teaching staff; 

I find that in intermediate, if a teacher has never taught children who are at a lower level, like five, 

six, seven, or eight year olds, they’re not particularly capable of actually adapting the programme 

because they haven’t got the skills to do that. EARL staff have always made adaptations of work 

that the children could take back into the classroom for certain areas. (SENCO) 

The structure and high level of resources available in the EARL room have meant that the class teacher has 

made only limited use of the LST support for the student, mainly as a source of information about the 

student’s emotional wellbeing. She prefers the LST to work with the eight kura students based in the EARL 

room, but speaks highly of the LSTs teaching ability, having worked with her as a former colleague at the 

school. 
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The LST in 2005: The LST is a trained primary teacher (0.7 FTTE). She does not fit the typical LST profile, 

being younger, Samoan Mäori, with seven years teaching experience at intermediate (local) and tertiary level 

(in Denmark). She lives in the school community, knows the student’s family through teaching her older 

brother and is admired by staff and parents for her focused and reflective teaching style. She assists the 

class teacher by reinforcing aspects of the class programme with the student as directed weekly by the 

teacher, and has developed a literacy programme which she implements co-jointly with the TA. She is also 

modelling appropriate support techniques to the TA to ensure that the TA supports the student to tackle 

modified in-class tasks independently. She has considerable contact with the RTLB and RT-lit based at the 

school, and is informally mentored by the school principal. Her contact with GSE is positive but not regular.  

In 2006: The LST continues to support the student in a reduced capacity; mainly completing additional 

assessments the student has missed due to absence. She is also working directly with the eight kura 

students on English literacy. She believes this provides indirect support to the SLS student as it helps 

address the potential level of class disruption associated with a group of students who are confused by 

changes in their educational setting. Although the LST has adapted to the student’s new educational 

arrangements at the intermediate, she is concerned that supporting the student in a fully adapted educational 

environment will have a negative impact on her social and emotional independence long term and also allows 

other class teachers to avoid responsibility for working inclusively with students, undermining the inclusive 

principles of the SLS initiative.  

It defeats the purpose of trying to uphold the Ministry directive of getting teachers to take more 

responsibility for their students for whatever needs they have and having that inclusive umbrella to 

work under. Although it’s giving them one-on-one attention and it really does help, research states 

that that sort of assistance isn’t conducive in the long run. The kids actually need to be a part of a 

classroom of mainstream kids where they’re actually learning and other kids around them are role 

modelling for them. They do achieve, like it does help; I’m not saying that it’s not helping [and] it 

sounds great to parents - that it’s an individualised programme, you know, it’s addressing their 

needs. But it has also taken the responsibility away from the teachers; - in order for those kids to 

survive it’s all about the holistic way that that child can learn and the environment that that child 

works in. I think it’s soul destroying and I think that the kids become heavily reliant on teacher aides 

and they lose independence. (LST) 

Host school support in 2005: Professional support for the SLS initiative and the LST was initially strong and 

proactive, but changes at the host school have resulted in a new principal who has a limited understanding of 

the initiative. As no SLS students are located at the host school, host support consists primarily of physical 

space and formal obligations to undertake LST performance reviews. The bulk of collegial support is provided 

through informal mentoring with the Principal at the case study school and through contact with the GSE 

district co-ordinator as needed.  

In 2006: Host school support has not changed substantially from that provided in 2005.  
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SLS in the school -The IEP process in 2005: IEPs occur termly and are co-ordinated by the Principal and 

RTLB, although the LST is being mentored to take up the Principal’s role in this. IEP minutes show meetings 

are well attended, describe student progress against some essential skill areas (art, writing, reading 

comprehension, oral language, maths, self management and independence) but not clearly linked to the 

curriculum strands or the class programme. Planned activities and staff responsibility for actioning these 

including planning for school transition and social stories are also described. A Learning Support Plan (LSP) 

developed by the LST for literacy and numeracy is also referred to in the minutes. This plan presents 

assessment results from multiple tests, student learning goals, teaching procedures, resources, staff 

responsibility for teaching and monitoring and also lists a set of LST goals.  

In 2006: The IEP meetings are held regularly at the intermediate and co-ordinated by the SENCO. The 

student’s first IEP for 2006 had been delayed due to school absences and a desire to accommodate the 

research process. An IEP meeting held during the research visit focused on describing the student’s 

adjustment to the new school and her achievement in numeracy and literacy. Assessment results and work 

examples were presented, although goal setting and specific activities to support goals were not discussed. 

Relationships and collaborative educational planning in 2005: There is a strong sense of collaboration 

particularly between the LST, class teacher and TA with input from RTLB, RT-Lit, principal and parents to 

guide student learning. Each group has consistent perceptions of the student’s progress at home and at 

school and there is consistent agreement over the need for her to be more independent. Each group is also 

aware of the others’ activities and how they are contributing to this goal. The LST appears to be a driving 

force in shaping the collaboration, with the Principal’s support and supervision. This is evidenced by the LST 

role in facilitating IEP processes and use of a collaborative action plan or CAP.  

In 2006: Collaboration between LST, SENCO, RTLB, GSE and parents in the intermediate context is 

noticeably lower compared with the collaboration between staff at the primary school. Although each is aware 

of the other’s activities and have similar views about the student’s academic progress, interpretations of the 

cause of the student’s behaviour over the first term and educational needs differ significantly and have 

resulted in differences of opinion over how best to support the student.  

Enhanced teacher capacity in 2005: LST and class teacher interaction occurs weekly. The class teacher 

uses LST support to reinforce her teaching programme and to address ‘gaps’, including gaps in TA capacity. 

However she does not report additional time working with the student. Despite this, she is somewhat 

knowledgeable about the student as an individual and keen to extend this knowledge. She can discuss her 

learning programme, its links to the class topics and how these links will contribute to the student’s agreed 

IEP/educational goals. She is aware of the student’s academic and social progress, but considers herself to 

have contributed mainly to the student’s social progress and this has occurred by accident rather than design.  
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In 2006: The new class teacher is sufficiently able to support the student’s academic learning needs without 

additional LST assistance but has acknowledged that the LST provides a valuable source of insight into the 

student’s emotional and social wellbeing having worked with her for a longer period and in different settings. 

Both the LST and class teacher are aware of the need to enhance the capacity of other teaching staff to 

support SLS type students through curriculum adaptation.  

Access to learning opportunities in 2005: The student has been receiving SLS for 18 months. Prior to 

SLS, she has been declined ORRS support, but received RTLB support, 10-12 hours of TA assistance and 

some speech language therapy assistance. She has also been attending Riding for the Disabled (RDA) one 

morning per week to gain ‘quiet time’ outside the class/school environment. This support has continued in 

addition to SLS, although she is now a ‘sleeper’ on the RTLB roll. The class teacher and LST have raised 

concerns about the quality of TA support who is over assisting the student in completing tasks and when 

undertaking assessments. This is seen to encourage dependence and possessive behaviour in the student 

and is resulting in inaccurate assessment results.  

In 2006: The student is permanently based in the EARL room but attends a home class for roll call each 

morning and rotates to specialist classes for manual options such as woodwork and baking.  

Student outcomes in 2005: At the time of the visit (beginning of Term 4 2005) the student was observed to 

be socially active and had established a strong personal friendship with another student who is deaf, learning 

sign language in order to communicate. She has continued to make very gradual but steady academic 

progress. She is reading at 8.5 years, although continues to struggle with comprehension and abstract 

numeracy tasks such as basic multiplication. Her parents believe she has made very noticeable social 

progress over the last 18 months and has improved her numeracy knowledge (to lower Level 2) since LST 

support became available. The student has received consistent sources of educational support over the last 

four years and more focused learning support in the last 18 months. Over the same period she has made 

considerable social progress, including management of a degree of learned helplessness and reliance on TA 

support which has gone undetected and unaddressed until relatively recently. She has also made academic 

progress in literacy skills, particularly reading, although her inferential comprehension remains limited and 

concrete numeracy understandings have increased.  

Verbally she would probably be Level 2. For independent writing and problem solving she’s Level 1 

and emotional stuff she’s probably Level 1, maybe getting up to Level 2 now. She problem solves a 

lot better now. (Class teacher) 

In 2006: At the time of the second visit (end of term 1 2006) the student was reported to be making similar 

academic progress to that observed in 2005 with particularly improved numeracy skills in algebra. However, 

socially, the student had become increasingly quiet and withdrawn and was beginning to re-engage in similar 

attention seeking behaviour demonstrated under times of stress at primary school.  



 Supplementary Learning Support Intervention Logic - Case 2 (Non-host School) Diagram 4: Case study 2 intervention logic 
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3.3.4 Case 3: (Deep) Urban, Primary school, Decile 1a and 
(Light) Urban Secondary School, Decile 2 

This case study involved two visits to two different schools. This case study focuses on two LST’s based at 

one host primary school and two selected students. The first visit in 2005 was to the host primary school 

focusing on one LST and one student attending the host primary school. The second visit, in 2006 had two 

areas of focus. These included a second visit to the host primary school and same primary school student 

and LST and additionally a visit to a secondary school with a second LST and a secondary school student at 

the intermediate school the student now attends. A summary of case study data sources sighted and/or kept, 

interviews and observations undertaken are given in Table 6 and Table 7 respectively. 

Primary School 

Table 6: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) – case study 3: primary school 
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The school context and culture in 2005: The school is a small, urban decile 1a school with a diverse 

student population (54% Mäori, 14% Pacific Island), which is highly transient (up to 50% turnover). The 

school places considerable emphasis on student health and behaviour, running a daily breakfast club and 

weekly health meetings to address these issues. The school is establishing systems for curriculum planning, 

professional development and management and has been annually reviewed by ERO for the last 5 years. 

The Principal was appointed in 2003 from existing staff. They view her positively and support the approach 

she has taken as Principal. The staffroom atmosphere is energetic, upbeat and supportive, demonstrating the 

high level of staff commitment to working with the needs of students in a low decile school. Over the past 18 

months, the school appears to have experienced a degree of staff change. The school hosts two LSTs (1.0 

and 0.8 FTTE equivalent although staff in the 1.0 position has been replaced). The Deputy Principal holds the 

SENCO position.  

In 2006: The school has re-appointed a second LST to the full time position (1.0 FTTE) in December 2005 

and staff appear settled and positive after a recent ERO visit. 
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The SLS student in 2005: The student is a Päkehä, 10 year old (Y6). He has siblings who also have special 

learning needs. He began at the school aged six, in 2001 and is diagnosed with attention deficit hyperactivity 

disorder (ADHD). Over the last four years he has been highly distractible, has struggled to interact in socially 

appropriate ways with his peers and has been unable to access ADHD medication regularly. He has made 

limited academic progress due to his difficulties concentrating and operates at emergent level only. However 

his behaviour, self-confidence and concentration have improved noticeably following the successful 

implementation of school based systems to monitor regular medication. His mother is supportive of the 

school and support provided to date. The student is very responsive to praise and reward systems and 

following input from the LST, has demonstrated increased interest in learning, a strong work ethic and an 

ability to concentrate for longer periods. Academically he has maintained emergent level literacy but is 

making steady progress toward Level 1 numeracy skills.  

In 2006: The student has smoothly transitioned into Y7 and is very settled in his new class. His behaviour, 

concentration and interest in learning continue to improve and he is spending more time participating in class-

based curriculum activities than previously. Academically, he is now working on Level 1 numeracy tasks and 

showing some progression within emergent level literacy tasks.  

The class teacher in 2005: The student’s current class teacher is in his first full time teaching position with a 

whänau based (i.e. multi-level) class, which has a general TA attached. He has been part time relieving in the 

student’s class for six months moving to fulltime in July 05. He has focused on building a knowledge of the 

student’s personal interests and managing his behaviour before addressing academic skills, and is slowly 

becoming aware of additional school based systems to support his students and his own teaching practice. 

He is not providing homework for the student or the class at this point. He is taking his teaching lead from the 

LST's goals for the student, but does not plan activities for the student’s TA and remains unfamiliar with the 

nature of support the TA is providing.  

In 2006: The student’s new class teacher has been with the school for the last four years and is taking a firm, 

directive approach in supporting the student. This includes engaging the student in a full class based 

curriculum programme and planning work for the new TA to undertake with the student in a small group 

setting. The class teacher is unsure of the function of the LST role but aware of the tasks the LST is 

undertaking with the student and is beginning to build upon these in class.  
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The LST in 2005: The LST (0.8 FTTE) is a trained primary teacher, fitting the typical LST profile. She has 

considerable experience (23 years), including 6 years in special education, with prior experience as an ORRS 

teacher. She has been in the LST position for three months (to October 2005) and has been given significant 

responsibility for establishing systems to support a range of special needs students within the school. She 

has developed a literacy and numeracy plan for the student which she implements co-jointly with the TA. She 

has also established a comprehensive system of rewards and praise for the student. She has no contact with 

the local RTLB and, although she received a considerable level of initial support from the district co-ordinator, 

this contact is now sporadic but remains positive.  

In 2006: The LST continues to focus on direct 1-1 literacy and numeracy instruction with the student and has 

developed a new literacy and numeracy plan for 2006. However following the student’s transition to a new 

class teacher for Y7, she now works more independently than previously, having a similar level of limited 

contact with the new class teacher and significantly less contact with the student’s new TA (see relationships 

and collaborative planning below).  

Host school support in 2005: Support provided by the host school appears to be collegial and positive with 

a strong emphasis on clarifying and documenting roles, responsibilities and reflecting these in performance 

appraisal processes. However the LST is aware that the development phase the school is in, may result in a 

desire to expand her responsibilities for special needs students throughout this school (and others) in ways 

which compromise her effectiveness and may be beyond the intended scope of the LST role. 

In 2006: The Principal remains strongly supportive of the two LST positions but has begun actively seeking 

further formal clarification about LST responsibilities including the development and co-ordination of IEPs. 

Although two LSTs are hosted (and physically co-located) at the school they work entirely independently 

using widely contrasting approaches to teaching, planning and documenting student needs and achievement.  

SLS in the school -The IEP process in 2005: Contradictory reports were given as to the existence and 

general nature of the school’s IEP processes. At the time of the first field visit in Term 4, 2005 the student did 

not have an IEP but did have a literacy and numeracy plan, established by the LST, which was viewed as an 

appropriate equivalent to an IEP. The plan dated September 2005 identified the student’s present literacy and 

numeracy status and needs and included formal assessment results, broad achievement goals, specific 

strategies and responsibilities for these and intended learning outcomes, although no long term aims were 

documented and the plan did not make reference to other essential learning areas or skills.  

In 2006:  A revised literacy and numeracy plan developed by the LST continues to act in lieu of an IEP. Few 

changes have been made to the 2006 literacy and numeracy plan. Changes made include revised 

assessment results and the removal of a number of the previously intended learning outcomes. Broad 

achievement goals, strategies and responsibilities remain identical and no long term aims are documented.  
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Relationships and collaborative educational planning in 2005: Collaborative planning to support the 

student’s learning is occurring in ‘pockets’ between some individuals rather than collectively between all 

those involved. This is evidenced by the inconsistent or patchy knowledge many individuals have of one 

another’s activities with the student, and there are few examples of shared resources. The LST and TA are 

an exception to this. Both meet regularly to adapt, monitor and reflect upon the student’s learning and a TA 

report describing work planned and completed is sent to the student’s mother each week. Collaboration 

between the TA and the LST is reflected in their detailed knowledge of one another’s activities with the 

student, a shared timetable and their use of a ‘communication’ book, which they exchange during the week. 

Collaboration also occurs between the SENCO and the student’s mother but is mainly concentrated on 

medication related issues. However, although the class teacher is not participating in collaboration planning 

and instruction, all individuals have a consistent perception of the student’s progress.  

In 2006: Collaboration continues to occur in pockets but between different individuals reflecting the different 

goals and teaching style of the student’s new class teacher for Y7. The class teacher now takes full 

responsibility for setting the TA programme and communicates regularly with the student’s mother. The LST 

documents the student’s work and progress in a notebook, which is reviewed by the class teacher. Although 

the LST and class teacher do not jointly plan the student’s learning programme, the class teacher is slowly 

beginning to build on the aspects of the LST programme when working with the student in class. However all 

individuals have a more thorough understanding of the student’s learning programme and his progress, 

suggesting that that the level of collaboration occurring is collectively, higher than the previous year. 

Enhanced teacher capacity in 2005: The class teacher views the LST positively and welcomes her support. 

However the two do not interact regularly and the class teacher does not report having additional time with 

the LST or with the student. The class teacher is becoming more knowledgeable about the student as an 

individual but appears happy to allow the LST and TA to take responsibility for the student’s learning 

programme.  

In 2006: The class teacher is not aware of the purpose of the LST role and sees herself as the key party 

responsible for supporting the student as effectively as possible. However, she is trying to define a role for 

the LST in her practice and acknowledges that at times she has been able to reinforce elements of the LSTs 

programme to good effect with the student. The LST is simultaneously reconsidering ways in which she can 

support the teacher more directly, given the teacher’s evident confidence in supporting the student.  
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Access to learning opportunities in 2005: The student has been receiving SLS for three months. Prior to 

SLS, the student had had multiple support from RTLB (two series of active support focused on learning and 

on social appropriateness), general TA support in class as well as being withdrawn for 1-1 TA support. 

Teacher aide support has continued alongside SLS, although the student now has RTLB ‘sleeper’ status 

only. At present, the student is withdrawn from the class for 1-1 instruction four days, amounting to a total of 

three hours per week including SLS support (i.e. approximately 13%12 of his time at school each week). While 

in class he undertakes curriculum related tasks adapted to his level by the class teacher and supported by 

the TA.  

In 2006: The student now spends more time in the classroom undertaking a full curriculum programme 

adapted by the class teacher. This programme is supported by the TA who works with the student in a 

smaller group of four in a break-out room linked to the main classroom. The student receives LST support for 

two hours a week. 

Student outcomes in 2005: At the time of the first visit (beginning of term 4, 2005), the student was 

observed to have become more able to play constructively with other students than previously and has 

become significantly more engaged in learning and actively seeking opportunities to undertake class work. 

He has made minimal academic progress - only slowly increasing his word knowledge and maintaining 

literacy skills between emergent and Level 1. Numeracy skills are improving at a slower rate.  

In 2006: The student continues to display a high level of interest in learning and remains appropriate in his 

behaviour towards others so long as his medication is well managed. He is now working at Level 1 across the 

curriculum with support, and continues to make small gains in literacy – particularly reading, and numeracy.

                                                            
12 This figure is calculated based on an assumption that students spend a total average of 22.5 hours per week at school 

engaged in some form of learning activity, excluding a 30 minute interval and a one hour lunch break each day. 



 Supplementary Learning Support Intervention Logic - Case 3 (Host School) Diagram 5: Case study 3 intervention logic 
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Secondary School 

Caveat: The student described below received SLS support during 2005 but was 

suddenly removed from the LST roll prior to the field visit in March 2006. School staff 

were unaware of this change prior to the field visit and were unable to advise the 

evaluation team. This consequently prevented the team from making arrangements to 

explore an alternative secondary school setting 

Table 7: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) – case study 3 
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The school context and culture: The school is a large, urban decile 2, secondary school. The school has a 

diverse roll with Mäori (30%), Pasifika (10%), Asian (4%) and Päkehä (55%) students attending. The school 

has had a troubled history with ERO reviews occurring every three years since 1992 and at least two periods 

of statutory management. A new Principal has been appointed recently (2006) and is seeking to review and 

restructure school operations to support more effective financial and academic outcomes. The school 

includes a special needs unit in which students complete core subjects and are mainstreamed for other 

essential skills. This unit is currently under review. The school also runs a ‘Whänau’ – a bilingual immersion 

unit for students, which includes a full marae. The Whänau provides core classes as well as pastoral care, 

and cultural language classes for Mäori students in the school. The Whänau appears to operate largely as a 

separate learning environment, sometimes at odds with general standards and practices used elsewhere 

within the school. The school atmosphere is strained and disjointed and staff appear to be exhausted and 

constrained by limited financial resources.  
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The SLS student: The student is a Mäori, 15 year old (Year 11) who is based in the ‘Whänau’ and has been 

supported by the special needs unit also. He lives with his relatives and is diagnosed with ADHD, severe 

dyslexia and suffered a head injury in 2004. He has attended the secondary school since 2004 (following 

injury) and is unable to read or write. He has had significant difficulty maintaining stable attendance at school 

and concentration in class. He is very receptive to Mäori centred protocols, reacting negatively to situations or 

environments which are culturally foreign. During Y9 the student was based in the whänau and received ACC 

funded TA support alongside assistance from the special needs unit. During this time student attendance at 

school became more stable. In 2005, the student was allocated SLS, which was provided consecutively by 

three different LSTs (due to appointment difficulties at the host school). However, cultural differences 

rendered LST support ineffective – with the student refusing to engage with Päkehä teachers and being 

absent during LST visits. ACC TA support also ceased in January 2005 as a result of a staff departure and 

the school did not pursue replacement staff until the beginning of 2006.  

The class teacher: The student is most frequently supported by the class teacher who oversees the 

‘Whänau’ in addition to the maths and science curriculum within the school. He has been with the school for 

eight years and has taught the student in all three contexts. He is providing an adapted science and 

mathematics programme for the student as far as is possible within the constraints of NCEA standards, but 

observes that this material is still beyond the student’s achievement level. He is aware that the student has 

been accepted for LST support but has not received any direct contact or assistance from the LST.  

The LST: The current LST (0.1 FTTE) is a trained RTLB teacher, who, although male, fits the typical LST 

profile (with 25 years’ teaching experience). He has been in the LST position for three months (to March 

2006). He has drawn his RTLB experience in working with the student, focusing initially on life skills including 

assisting the student gain his driver’s licence by studying the Road Code. He has focused on building a 

rapport using social stories which allow the student to describe his recent experiences and knowledge of 

tikanga. He has also provided some in class support for the student in maths and science classes, but has 

not planned a specific learning programme.  

Host school support: The host school is aware of the students on the LST’s roll at the secondary school. 

However there appeared to be limited involvement or knowledge of the role of the LST in this secondary 

setting. The appraisal process for this teacher had not been initiated in this term. 

SLS in the school -The IEP process: There is no clear evidence of an IEP process in place for this student 

or within the Whänau or special needs unit and mixed reports were given as to who holds responsibility for 

IEP processes overall. There is also very limited understanding or appreciation of the SLS initiative amongst 

those interviewed.  

Relationships and collaborative educational planning: Overall, there are limited signs of collaborative 

planning or contact between school staff involved with the student and the LST. Parental interactions with 

support staff and knowledge of school staff activities is also extremely limited.  
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Enhanced class teacher capacity: No evidence of contact or direct support for the class teachers was 

provided or referenced in data collected as part of the field visit. 

Access to learning opportunities: The student has been officially receiving SLS for 12 months however 

actual support has only been provided for a month during term 4 in 2005. Prior to SLS, the student received 

consistent support through the ACC funded TA, and periods of RTLB support. While in the Whänau he 

undertakes NCEA tasks at an adapted level in maths and science. 

Student outcomes: At the time of the visit (beginning of term 1 2006), the student was reported to have 

made no academic or social progress. 

 

 



 Supplementary Learning Support Intervention Logic - Case 3 (Non-host School) Diagram 6: Case study 3 intervention logic 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Host school 
recruits LST  

 
Parents 
support 
learning 

programme   

? 

Student Educational outcomes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 NZ Curriculum Framework 
•  Essential Skills 
•  Essential Learning Areas 

Participation 
in life of the 

school 

Presence – 
full enrolment 

in school  

Achievement–
developmental, 
vocational and 

academic 

Access – to 
appropriate 

learning 
opportunities 

GSE awards 
study 

assistance 

GSE 
negotiates 

deployment of 
LST’s 

RTLB 
reviews 

caseloads 
and refers 

eligible 
students 

GSE 
reviews 

caseloads 
and refers 

eligible 
students  

GSE and 
RTLB search 

for eligible 
students not 
on caseloads 

LST 
undertakes 

study for role 
where 

necessary  

Local 
committees 
moderate 
eligible 

students  

GSE 
inducts 

LST into 
new role  

Students 
with highest 

support 
needs given 

priority  

Local 
committees 

manage LST 
caseloads 

Improved 
relationships 

between GSE 
and RTLB  

GSE 
allocates 
additional 
specialist 

staff 

Learning 
Support 

Teacher assists 
teacher in 

assessment, 
planning, 

adapting the 
curriculum, 
provision, 

monitoring and 
review 

GSE 
specialists 

provide advice 
and support to 
LST, teacher, 

parent and 
student as 
necessary P

a
re

n
ts

, 
sp

ec
ia

lis
ts

, 
su

p
p
o
rt

 s
ta

ff
 a

n
d 

te
a
ch

e
rs

 c
o
lla

b
o
ra

te
 

Providers 
of 

specialist 
support 
pool and 

co-
ordinate 

resources 
to provide 
adequate 
levels of 
support 

and 
advice  

Teacher has 
capacity and 

support to 
engage 

parents and 
student an 

agreed 
learning 

programme 

Specialists 
provide direct 

support/ 
therapy to 

student  

Teacher and 
school  
provide 
quality 

learning 
programme  

Student 
receives 

appropriate 
support to 

learn 

Quality  
participation 

and 
contribution to 

society 

Unknown Not 
occurring 

Sometimes 
occurring 

Generally 
occurring

?  Intermediate Outcomes 

GSE 
recruits and 

deploys 
additional 
specialist 

Outcomes Outputs Activities 

A
llo

ca
te

 S
u

p
p

le
m

en
ta

ry
 L

ea
rn

in
g

 S
u

p
p

o
rt

 

 

 Po 

Limited availability 
of assessment tools 

to aid selection – – 

Allocation of 
planning time 

Potentially eligible 
Students not known 

to GSE or RTLB – 

Poor quality information about 
students’ learning 

  

TA support 

– 

Staffing  
change 

 

IEP Processes Mediating Influences 

Operational 
misunderstandings 

 

– 

Lack of teachers for 
LST positions 

School’s capacity to 
support teacher and 

student  

Quality of current GSE, 
RTLB and local school 

relationships  

GSE capacity to deploy 
specialists small scale 

incentive – 

– 

Inadequate time, resourcing or training to enable LST’s 
to develop or access teaching resources 

Parent’s capacity and 
willingness to engage 

in education 

Self-managing schools use of 
their own resources rather than 

networks of providers – – 

Differing GSE and 
RTLB practices 
across regions 

Teacher’s prior 
knowledge, skills and 

attitudes 

– 

Travel time to 
students in rural 
and urban areas 

LST’s experience, 
knowledge and 

skills  – 

Lack of additional 
specialists (rural, 
Kura, Pacifica) 

Fit of itinerant LST 
model for 

secondary schools  

LST performance 
appraisal 
processes  

  

 
Positive impact on 
student learning 

? Potentially a +/- 
influence 

 
Inhibiting student 
learning 

-  
Not a key mediating 
influence in this case 

 



 

Research New Zealand   |   15 June 2006  53 

 

3.3.5 Case study 4: (Light) Urban, Primary school, Decile 10 

This case study involved one visit to the host primary school focusing on the LST and a selected SLS 

student.  A summary of case study data sources sighted and/or kept, interviews and observations undertaken 

are given in Table 8 below. 

Table 8: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) – case study 4: primary school 
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The school context and culture: The school is a medium sized, urban, decile 10, primary school. It has a 

predominantly Päkehä roll (81%) but includes students from diverse range of ethnic groups (Pacific, Indian 

and Asian students). The school has used its SEG, additional GSE funding and contributions from parents to 

develop an enhanced professional role for the school’s TAs to support skill development and long term 

retention of these staff. Systems are overseen by the SENCO and include training and professional 

development for TAs and the appointment of a senior TA. The staffroom atmosphere is quiet, reserved, and 

not noticeably inclusive. The SENCO is on maternity leave and this role is being managed by a senior 

teacher as a 0.1 role. The current principal has been with the school for the last 10 years, and recently 

returned from six months’ study leave. He is appreciative and supportive of the SLS initiative.  

The SLS student: The student is a Päkehä 9 year old, held back to remain in Year 3 for 2005. He has four 

siblings. He has had TA support since starting school. He began at the case study school in 2001, aged six. 

He is diagnosed with PDD, dyspraxia, Asperger’s and attention deficit disorder (ADD) and is also physically 

uncoordinated. Over the last three years he has been highly anxious, disruptive and socially aggressive 

(spitting on peers, running taps in school toilets). He has excellent recall of complex information but is very 

sensitive to emotional and circumstantial change and struggles to understand consequences of actions, 

particularly social actions. In the last 12 months his behaviour, self-confidence and literacy levels have 

improved noticeably following combined support from the class teacher, the LST, TA, speech language 

therapy and parental support at home. The student is very responsive to emotional stability and praise, and 

following input from the LST, has demonstrated increased skill and active interest in reading. 
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The class teacher: The student’s current class teacher is a newly qualified teacher who completed a training 

posting at the school. She has held a permanent position for the last 9 months, has 2 years’ experience 

teaching overseas and is very highly regarded by the Principal, LST and parents. She has focused on 

building the student’s understanding of social norms and setting clear social expectations which emphasise 

mutual responsibilities for the whole class and the student, before addressing the student’s academic skills. 

She has a strong, close rapport with the student and parents and is highly committed to supporting them 

both, providing adapted homework and resources at parental request. She is very receptive to LST 

suggestions, especially admiring the focus and strategies used by the LST. She works hard to ensure that the 

student tackles the same class and curriculum topics as his peers, adapting the structure more than the 

content of his tasks and uses the TA to supervise student completion of these.  

The LST: The LST (1.0 FTTE) is a trained primary teacher, fitting the typical LST profile. She has 

considerable experience (21 years, including 13 years in early childhood education) and has been in the LST 

position for 18 months (to Oct 2005). At the SENCO’s request she has focused on literacy, and has 

developed an IEP for this to complement the full IEP. She works closely with the TA and class teacher, 

paying particular attention to emotional stability of the student, discussing coping strategies and reinforcing 

social norms clarified by the teacher.  

Host school support: host principal support was initially comprehensive. A high level of support and 

commitment to the initiative resulted in proactive management of issues and active affirmation of the LSTs 

personal skills and role. However the performance appraisal process was underdeveloped and hastily 

completed and support waned after pressures placed on the school resulted in the departure of the Principal 

in August/September – end of term 3. An acting Principal with limited knowledge of the SLS initiative has 

since been appointed (pending a permanent appointment) and support for the LST has remained minimal as 

a consequence. However she is co-located with RTLB in her host school and receives considerable support 

from this group. 

SLS in the school - The IEP process: Consistent feedback was given as to the existence and general 

nature of the school’s IEP processes. IEPs are co-ordinated and written up by the SENCO termly. The SLS 

student’s IEP meetings are well attended and at the time of the visit were up to date. The IEP records 

learning goals, achievement criteria and clear responsibilities for parents, student, and teacher but does not 

refer to essential skills or curriculum areas. The LST’s literacy IEP makes clear reference to literacy skills, 

goals, strategies and resources. The class teacher, TA and LST regularly refer to both documents and 

develop new goals to replace those achieved. 
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Relationships and collaborative educational planning: Collaborative planning to support the student’s 

learning is occurring consistently within the school between the LST, TA, class teacher, parents, and SENCO. 

Each is actively playing a role to support one another to support the student. Examples include the LST 

provision of resources for the class teacher and parents, homework resources created by the teacher for 

parents, a ‘social communication’ book which travels between home and school documenting social progress 

and issues, SENCO and senior TA support to assist the current TA in developing appropriate support 

strategies (as requested by the class teacher). The LST has developed a diary for the student, which records 

learning goals, the student’s written work, assessments and notes on student progress. It is used to keep 

parents, TA and Class teacher aware of the LST work and student progress. The LST also makes contact 

with teacher and the TA before and after each instructional session with the student.  

Enhanced teacher capacity: While the LST is circumspect about her role in directly supporting the class 

teacher it is evident that she often does this by means of discussion, affirmation and anticipatory provision of 

suitable resources. The class teacher views the LST very positively and actively seeks LST support to help 

initiate or flesh out her educational instincts. She sees no viable distinction between the LST support she 

receives and the LST’s instruction of the student: 

Well isn’t it the same thing really, I mean if she’s there for [SLS student], its really for me, and if 

she’s there for me, its for him, if that makes sense. To me it’s the same thing really. (Class teacher)  

Access to learning opportunities: The student has been receiving SLS for 18 months. Prior to SLS, the 

student had consistently received TA support, but provided by three different staff over time. In the last 9 

months a single TA and LST support has been supplemented by eight weeks of speech language therapy 

(during Term 2) and an increased level of parental support to complete homework. At present, the student is 

only withdrawn from the class for two hours of 1-1 LST instruction per week (i.e. only 8% of his time at 

school). An inclusive environment is highly valued by the class teacher. While in class he undertakes 

curriculum related tasks alongside his peers. These are adapted by the class teacher to allow greater focus 

and longer time for completion and are overseen by the TA.  

I wouldn’t have him taken out for anything else because he needs to be in that social environment 

of understanding that there’s noise going on around you. The kids have to also understand, ‘sorry 

they’re working together and they’re talking because that’s what happens when you work together 

and you just have to focus on your own work. (Class teacher) 

Student outcomes: At the time of the visit (beginning of term 4 2005), the student was observed to have 

become increasingly mature, organised in class and increasingly socially appropriate in his engagement with 

peers. Academically, the student is more actively interested in learning, particularly in reading related 

activities. He is continuing to operate at level one in both literacy and numeracy and making progress within 

these areas, particularly with reading strategies including increased word recognition, decoding ability and 

has moved up a reading level.  
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3.3.6 Case study 5: (Light) Rural Primary school, Decile 4 

This case study involved one visit to one primary school. This case study focuses on one LST and a selected 

student. The visit in 2005 was to a non-host primary school which the selected student attends. A summary of 

case study data sources sighted and/or kept, interviews and observations undertaken are given in Table 9.  

Table 9: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) – case study 5: primary school 
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The school context and culture: The school is a medium sized, semi-rural, decile 4, primary school. The 

role is largely Päkehä (at 72%), with Mäori students accounting for a quarter of the roll. The school is highly 

committed to helping students who need additional learning support. Aware of the initially limited availability 

of specialist teachers and resources in the area, the school has developed a policy of dually enrolling these 

students (typically ORRS students) with the Correspondence School’s Special Education Unit. Over time the 

school has also established a permanent reading recovery position, a special needs committee which meets 

fortnightly, and a specialist teacher who oversees the learning programmes for these students and also holds 

the SENCO role. The school hosts an RTLB and employs 2-3 TAs who have a high level of responsibility for 

implementing students’ reading and maths programmes with Correspondence School resources. The school 

initially employed the LST in a managed pool position, later negotiating for the local intermediate to host the 

LST when the position was aggregated into a permanent position. This school atmosphere is upbeat, collegial 

and professional, with one wall of the staffroom entirely devoted to advertising professional development 

opportunities in subjects and specific skill areas. The Principal is also very appreciative and supportive of the 

SLS initiative.  
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The SLS student: The student is a Päkehä 10 year old (Y5). She has a brother who also attends the school 

and the two are very supportive of one another. She is diagnosed with epilepsy and typically has a number of 

very small, mild (petit-mal) daily seizures morning and evening. She has limited physical co-ordination, 

struggles with fine motor control and displays some characteristics of ADHD, dyslexia and autism, but not 

sufficient to be diagnosed. During her time at school she has received TA support for maths and reading, 

although not consistently. She is dually enrolled with the Correspondence School. She also experienced a 

period of noticeable decline in academic progress after changing epilepsy medication. She has been easily 

frustrated and suddenly aggressive at times, reportedly hating school. In the last 2 years she has become 

increasingly able to temper her emotional responses and more positive about attending school. She has an 

emergent numeracy and literacy skills reading at an equivalent of 5 and a half years. Her parents are 

proactive in supporting her at home, but have limited contact with school staff outside of IEP meetings. 

The class teacher: The student’s current class teacher has been with the school for two years. She has 

focused on including the student in all class topic work, modifying tasks where necessary and encouraging 

other students to assist and support the student during group work. Although aware of the additional support 

the student receives from the Correspondence School, TAs and LST, she has limited direct knowledge or 

involvement in the planning, delivery and assessment of these tasks, with the exception of reading, where 

she actively plans and provides resources for the TA to use when working with the student.  

The LST: The LST (0.8 FTTE) is a trained primary teacher, fitting the typical LST profile. She is extremely 

experienced, with a total of 36 years’ teaching at different levels, including early childhood, primary, 

intermediate and adult literacy. She has previously taught the student as a class teacher and had been in the 

LST position for 18 months (to October 2005). She has drawn on her multiple teaching experiences to 

establish her sense of the LST role and places primary importance on understanding student experiences 

and perceptions of learning before determining a suitable learning programme. She works predominantly with 

the student in short 30 minute blocks, supplementing support provided by others in physical co-ordination, 

numeracy and literacy, particularly writing. She has close contact with the student’s two TAs, but has less 

contact with the class teacher and the student’s parents. 

Host school support: A close working partnership between the primary and intermediate Principals has 

enabled both schools to alternately host the LST, with the primary school providing host support for the first 

year (2004). The intermediate assumed host responsibilities in 2005 to enable the Primary to concentrate on 

delivering other professional development programmes. Both Principals conceptualise the LST role as 1-1 

student instruction and strongly support the initiative. Both Principals have set up positive working conditions 

for the LST, including the establishment of daily period of administrative time and a 0.2 FTTE allocation to 

accommodate the considerable travel time required.  

The LST also receives positive regular support from RTLB and GSE staff in the area as a result of both 

schools’ historically close relationships with these groups. However the LST performance appraisal process is 

informal only. Concerns about this and the ability of the LST to maintain professional registration in a part-

time roll are recognised as issues which require more rigorous attention. 
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SLS in the school -The IEP process: The school’s focus in providing special education support for ORRS 

students has resulted in a well established and mutually understood IEP process which is co-ordinated by the 

SENCO and written up by GSE staff. Reported frequency of meetings varied, but IEP meetings are held at 

least twice annually; at the start and end of each year, are attended by the SENCO, LST, RTLB, GSE, class 

teacher, TAs and parents, although any stakeholder can initiate additional meetings. The IEP dated June 

2005 identifies student progress against some essential learning areas (self management, reading, maths, 

writing and health) and also documents a limited number of goals; staff responsibility and strategies for 

achieving these. No formal assessment results are recorded as part of the IEP.  

Relationships and collaborative educational planning: Overall, collaborative planning and contact 

between all stakeholders involved with the student is mixed, with individual staff holding 

different/contradictory expectations about the need for collaborative educational planning. For example, 

although the LST has scheduled an hour each day for contact and planning, both host principals expect the 

LST to focus primarily on 1-1 instruction of the student, while the SENCO and RTLB both see the LST role as 

a conduit for enhancing class teacher knowledge of special needs students. While the LST and the reading 

recovery teacher work closely together, alongside the TAs to support the student to undertake her 

Correspondence School tasks, the LST and the class teacher have only ad hoc, irregular interaction and 

there is no evidence of jointly developed planning documentation. Parental interaction with support staff and 

knowledge of their activities is also limited.  

Enhanced class teacher capacity: There is an implicit belief within the school that it is not necessary to 

enhance class teacher strategies for supporting special needs students in the classroom. Both host principals 

are confident about class teachers’ abilities in this area, but feel strongly that the additional time this requires 

makes it more feasible to direct resources into enhancing the skills and knowledge of specialist staff such as 

TAs and other support staff, including the LST. Consequently both RTLB and GSE are arranging ongoing 

professional development in special education for TAs, the LST and other school staff. The class teacher 

values the support that specialists are able to provide for the student and appreciates that she does not need 

to spend valuable teaching time adapting resources to support the student in a range of areas;  

No, I think it’s ideal how it is. Because we’re using the Correspondence School stuff, it doesn’t 

mean that I’m having to plan a million other things for [the LST] to do or anything like that. You 

know really correspondence comes in, it gets done. I don’t have to, because planning sometimes is 

the hugest part. It takes up sometimes more time than you’re actually sitting down teaching. (Class 

teacher) 
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Access to learning opportunities: The student has been receiving SLS for 18 months. Prior to SLS, she 

received support from a range of different sources, although not consistently. Support has included TA 

assistance with maths and writing, reading recovery, Correspondence School resources and a short period of 

RTLB support. The student has also been participating in a physical exercise programme designed to 

stimulate visual and sensory functions for a period of approximately 12 months. This is funded by the parents 

and involves completing exercises twice daily and bi-monthly specialist visits. With the exception of RTLB 

support, the student has continued to receive assistance from all these sources following her enrolment on 

the SLS programme. At present, the student is withdrawn from the class for 7.5 hours instruction per week 

(i.e. 33%13 of her time at school each week). This includes LST instruction focused on writing and motor 

skills, reading and maths. While in class she undertakes curriculum related tasks alongside her peers. These 

tasks are adapted by the class teacher who uses a combination of her own support and that of peers to 

enable the student to interpret and complete tasks. 

Student outcomes: At the time of the visit (beginning of term 4 2005), the student was reported to have 

become significantly calmer when engaging in tasks and more adept at controlling her reactions towards 

others. She remains at level one across all curriculum subjects, but has made some academic progress in 

reading and spelling moving up a number of segmented levels on various reading and spelling tests. 

 

                                                            
13 This figure is calculated based on an assumption that students spend a total average of 22.5 hours per week at school 

engaged in some form of learning activity, excluding a 30 minute interval and a one hour lunch break each day. 
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3.3.7 Case study 6: (Deep) Urban, Primary school, Decile 5 and 
Urban, Primary/Secondary school, Decile 1 

This case study involved two visits to one kura and additional communication with a wharekura. A summary 

of case study data sources sighted and/or kept, interviews and observations undertaken are given in Table 

10.  

Table 10: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) - case study 6 - kura 
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The school context and culture: The school is a small to medium sized, primary, decile 5 kura. It is situated 

in an urban setting and caters for 135 students, 100% of whom identify as having Mäori ancestry. The 

reigning philosophy of the school is holistic, very inclusive and supportive. All students are considered to have 

special needs, with some having more needs than others and the use and organisation of resources reflects 

this philosophy. The Principal is well respected by staff and external specialists including RTLB in the district. 

She is passionate about supporting students with special learning difficulties, having specialised in working 

with deaf students early in her teaching career. The school employs a general needs TA in every classroom, 

an ICT specialist English learning discovery teacher, and a kui, who provides cultural expertise. Students 

identified as needing additional support are discussed collectively by the classroom teacher, TA, kui, SENCO 

and Principal in order to ascertain which member(s) of staff are best able to provide assistance in relation to 

the identified need. Agreed staff then provide direct extra support to the student and are supported in this by 

all other staff, including TAs who may relieve for them during this time. Class teachers also share their 

specialist expertise by taking curriculum specific classes in the afternoons, similar to the structure of a 

secondary school programme. 

The 2002 ERO report commented favourably on the leadership and collaborative approach which operates 

throughout the kura noting that it supports and empowers the board, staff, parents and students to provide 

appropriate learning programmes. All programmes include cultural and spiritual aspects and within the seven 

essential learning areas there are policies and procedures which link directly to the national curriculum 

statements, Te Aho Matua and Te Ao Mäori. The Principal has a strong background in mainstream special 

needs education (particularly for the deaf) and Mäori centred education. She was initially appointed acting 
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Principal when the kura first opened in 1990. After working elsewhere, she returned to the position 

permanently in 1997. She is well respected by staff and others for her ability to manage limited resources to 

support inclusive practice.  

The LST role is funded using the managed pool option. In line with the inclusive, holistic philosophy of the 

kura, the actual provision of SLS is provided by a range of staff and the funding has been used to ensure a 

paid TA is available for each class. However, the LST role is nominally fulfilled by an experienced TA who is 

providing extra support for the student alongside other kura staff. 

The SLS Student: The student is a 12 year old (Y8) involved in sport and kapa hakä. The student lives with 

his relatives, who are very supportive and intimately involved in his education, to which the kura staff attribute 

his very calm and mature demeanour. The student has bilateral deafness and on first attending the kura was 

unable to communicate clearly or be understood in te reo or English. He has attended the kura for eight years 

and, as of January 2006, transitioned to a non-kaupapa Mäori local secondary school.  

The LST: The LST role is funded using the managed pool option. The LST role has been shared between a 

number of staff at different times and was initially held by an experienced class teacher fitting the typical LST 

profile. At the time of the field visit (early term 1 2006) the LST role was held by a TA with five years’ 

experience. The TA fits the typical LST profile in terms of gender and age, but does not hold any formal 

teaching qualifications. The LST support is directed by the IEP and is supplemented internally with specialist 

support from an ICT English teacher and a class teacher who initially held the LST role in addition to her work 

as a poutaki reo/poutaki tikanga14. The current LST supports the student within the classroom environment 

and in withdrawn sessions. Support includes actively discussing ideas and approaches with class teachers, 

other TAs and GSE specialists, modelling lessons and teaching techniques to other TAs and taking classes in 

order to provide the student’s main class teacher with support to work 1-1 with the student. Student progress 

is observed and achievements recorded. 

Host school support: The holistic philosophy of the kura provides its teachers with many layers of internal 

support. The provision of SLS and appointment of a managed pool LST has provided another layer within the 

existing support network. Due to the managed pool nature of the LST position classroom teachers are able to 

discuss on a daily basis, the needs of the student with the LST/TA, kui, SENCO and Principal in order to 

ascertain which member of staff is best able to provide assistance in relation to an identified need. Aside from 

the new entrant teacher, the student has been taught by all the other teachers within the school. Therefore, 

the kura is highly knowledgeable about his needs and strengths. 

                                                            
14 Mäori language & customs expert 
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SLS in the school -The IEP process: Consistent reports were given as to the existence and nature of the 

IEP processes which are co-ordinated by the SENCO and reviewed formally on a termly basis. The student’s 

most recent IEP is up to date, includes clear links to the curriculum and has focused on the transition to the 

local secondary school. The most recent IEP meeting was attended by a comprehensive range of key 

stakeholders, including whänau, staff from the kura, specialist and staff from the local secondary school and 

GSE.  The kura would like to see GSE having a more tangible and visible role in leading the IEP processes 

used in the school overall including taking minutes, contacting all relevant parties and providing follow up. 

The reasons put forward in support of this request were: 

 the demanding nature of the SENCO role which is held in addition to a full-time teaching position, along 

with other responsibilities within the kura 

 existing GSE knowledge of the SLS Initiative which could be used to guide and inform staff 

understanding of the initiative and provide regular opportunities for GSE staff to become more familiar 

with kura principles and practice – i.e. fostering a sense of community. 

Relationships and collaborative educational planning: The kura philosophy is holistic and collaboration 

and communication within the kura is highly cohesive and effective. Aside from the new entrant teacher, the 

student has been taught by all the other teachers within the school and most are knowledgeable about his 

needs and strengths. The LST also maintains regular contact with the whänau of the student in order to 

discuss progress, ideas and approaches. The student’s whänau have a close relationship with staff at the 

school, being one of mutual respect, support and information sharing. However limited collaboration between 

GSE and the kura is occurring and is not limited to the SLS initiative.  

Enhanced class teacher capacity: The LST supports the student’s various class teachers by sourcing, 

adapting and/or creating appropriate assessment tools and educational resources. Where possible the LST 

adapts these for use with the student and when the need arises, creates her own educational resources and 

assessment tools. Regular discussion about student progress and assessment results occur daily, formally 

and informally, between all key support persons involved with the student including the student’s whänau and 

kura staff.  

Access to learning opportunities: The student has been receiving SLS over a period of 12 months. Prior to 

SLS, the student received a broad range of support from a TA (pouäwhina), ICT specialist, the kui, speech 

language therapy though GSE along with visits from a language communicator and advisor for the deaf in 

addition to adapted classroom programmes provided by his class teacher and other class teachers 

responsible for different curriculum areas. Current school support consists of a mix of withdrawn 1-1 

instruction (total of 2.5 hours a week or 10% of his total hours at school excluding any extra curricula activity), 

group work in class and full class participation at an adapted level. The level of staff commitment to 

supporting the student was best illustrated by the Kui who privately paid for night classes in sign language for 

a year in order to communicate better with the student. Although not officially on the RTLB Mäori roll, an 

RTLB-Mäori has worked directly with the kura to establish different strategies to enhance his achievement. 
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Student Outcomes: The student has received consistent sources of support throughout his 8 years at the 

kura. Lately the SLS funding has enabled more intensive educational support to occur. Despite the learning 

difficulties experienced by this student, kura staff report that his desire to learn and participate is on a par with 

peers and the kura and his whänau have supported him in all his endeavours. The accounts given by staff 

indicate that the student is well accepted by his peer group, both within the school and externally. This is 

substantiated by his high level of participation in a number of extra curricula sporting and cultural activities. 

The student’s self motivation and willingness to learn has not been restricted to classroom learning, seeking 

out staff in the playground during breaks to reinforce learning. Alongside social progress, the student has 

made academic progress in the areas of literacy, numeracy, te reo Mäori, maths and English, which the kura 

has tracked through ASTLE assessments and individual teachers who have also carried out their own 

diagnostic assessments. Since his time at the kura he has made significant progress in being able to 

communicate clearly and has now reached level 2 literacy in te reo, and is holding at level 1 in English 

literacy, and numeracy. The student has also performed very well in science & technology as part of the 

Learning Discovery Programme, alongside his peers and in ICT he has performed a little better than his 

peers. 
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Wharekura 

Caveat: The information presented below is not an independent case study but 

considered contributory to case study 6. The information was collected to supplement 

and triangulate data from that case. A summary of case study data sources sighted 

and/or kept, interviews and observations undertaken are given in Table 11 below. 

Table 11: Summary of case study data sources (cited or received) – case study 6 
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The school context and culture: The school is a composite, decile 1, urban based kura, organised into 

three teaching areas - Years 1 to 6, School Tëina (Junior School); Years 7 to 10, School Waenganui (Middle 

School) and Years 11 to 13, School Tuakana (Senior School). A member of the school’s senior management 

team pouärahi leads each area. The junior or primary school is medium sized, and all students are of Mäori 

descent. The philosophy of the kura is founded on Te Kïngitanga.15  All students are assessed upon 

enrolment to identify their individual specialties and/or talents so as to pinpoint quickly the needs of the 

student and then the pathway for appropriate support. For example, the kura carries out an initial assessment 

at enrolment time, based on external reports from köhanga reo and/or other kura as well as information 

gleaned from parent interviews. After four weeks the kura carries out another informal assessment to be clear 

that the students’ needs have been assessed correctly and are being appropriately provided for. To achieve 

this, the Board of Trustees has committed the necessary resources, staffing and monetary support for those 

children who require extra help within the kura. Significant emphasis is placed on professional development 

with hui held between kura staff and whänau to discuss and share new information, techniques and ideas. 

                                                            
15 Te Kïngitanga refers to the Mäori sovereignty movement of self determination, which originated in, and remains a core 

principle of, Mäori who live in the Tainui rohe – often referred to as the ‘King‘ movement. In an educational context, Te 

Kïngitanga is a philosophy which requires school staff to provide all resources and support possible to realise the full 

potential of a student – whatever that potential may be. 
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Management practices within the kura were reported upon favourably in the 2000 ERO report. The Principal 

provides a positive leadership model, empowering staff through delegation of tasks and use of individual 

strengths. Day to day management of the three teaching areas has been delegated to the three pouärahi who 

meet weekly with the Principal to report on all aspects of curriculum and pastoral management and all staff 

demonstrate a high level of commitment to working for the benefit of students.  

The SLS student: The student is a 14 year old, who was identified at köhanga reo as having language delay 

problems, remaining in köhanga reo until the age of 6 due to these difficulties. He is described as being a 

wonderful, quiet boy who lives with his nuclear whänau. During the student’s last year at köhanga, his current 

TA/LST worked with him to help prepare him for the kura and has continued to support the student 

throughout the kura tëina. His parents are in regular contact with the kura in relation to his educational needs. 

He is currently achieving at Level 2 across the board and moved up into the middle school in January 2006.  

The LST: The LST role is funded using the managed pool option and is staffed by an experienced TA (15 

years with ten years spent focusing on support for students with special needs). She fits the typical LST 

profile in terms of age and gender but does not hold any formal teaching qualifications. The LST support is 

guided by the IEP and is internally supplemented with; 1-1 support with the class teacher, withdrawn 

participation in group intervention programmes for te reo, numeracy and literacy. The LST is providing 

support to the student and the class teacher within the classroom environment and is also withdrawing the 

student for support. This support includes discussion with the class teacher and other TAs about ideas and 

approaches, modelling lessons and teaching techniques on a daily basis as well as taking classes in order to 

provide the class teacher 1-1 time to work with the student. Student progress is observed and achievements 

recorded. She also locates educational resources and assessment tools and adapts these for use with the 

student, creating her own resources when the need arises. 

SLS in the school -The IEP process: The pouärahi for the kura tëina is the school wide co-ordinator for 

their ‘at risk programmes’. IEPs, for students who are receiving GSE funding, are formally reviewed on a 6 

monthly basis with the student’s whänau, GSE, LST/TA, class teacher and pouärahi. The pouärahi writes up 

and distributes the IEP to all of the support team and this becomes the working document. Although the IEP 

is curriculum focused, it is extremely modified to meet the needs of the student. Where possible the student 

does a lot of work with the class, but also receives intimate support in identified areas. The classroom teacher 

discusses the type of programme which is running in the classroom and how, with the assistance of the 

TA/LST, the student will be incorporated into it. The TA/LST also provides an overview of the student’s 

progress. The student’s whänau is able to comment on the types of support the student has and will receive, 

as well as give feedback on how they feel the student is doing. 
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Relationships and collaborative educational planning: The LST/TA, class teachers and pouärahi-kura 

tëina have provided the main support to the student during his primary education and they have consistently 

communicated with each other about the student’s needs and strengths. Curriculum foci and reviews are a 

successful feature of the junior school. In the last 5 years, the junior school has had a strong focus on literacy 

and numeracy, which the student has also benefited from. The kura has a record of providing school wide 

professional development for all staff in order to enhance all levels of teaching and provide staff with 

additional strategies to assist with empowering students. Information sharing and on-going dialogue with the 

student’s whänau is a further example of the holistic working approach of inclusiveness and support which 

operates across the whole kura. The pouärahi of the junior and middle school will hui to discuss the needs of 

the student, now that he has moved into the middle school. The kura has an established working relationship 

with GSE which is on-going. However, over the years the kura has experienced some difficulties with GSE 

meeting the needs of the kura and its students in relation to the appropriateness and/or skills of GSE staff to 

provide support in Mäori medium education. The kura acknowledges that the relationship they have with the 

RTLB could also be improved through more regular contact and utilisation of the RTLB’s networks and skills. 

Enhanced teacher capacity: The managed pool funded nature of the LST appointment functions well along 

side the holistic working approach of inclusiveness and support which operates across the whole kura. On a 

daily basis the LST is able to support the class teacher and other TAs both in the classroom and during 

withdrawn sessions. This support takes the form of; actively discussing ideas and approaches, modelling 

lessons and teaching techniques as well as taking classes in order to provide the class teacher one-on-one 

time to work with the student. Student progress is observed and achievements recorded. Searching for 

educational resources and assessment tools, both independently and collegially, is another feature of the 

support provided by the LST. 

Access to learning opportunities: The kura has always had some form of internal support in place for the 

student. The student has had TA support since the age of 6 (when he started school), intervention support 

programmes (1-1 and small group) in Mäori language, maths, English, alphabet and spelling as well as 

homework packages of many descriptions and resources, which have been explained to his whänau and 

completed. The school has also arranged support hui for parents and counselling as result of report evenings.  

Student outcomes: The student has received consistent support throughout his eight years at the kura and 

the SLS funding continues to enhance his educational opportunities. In the IEP hui held in December 2005, 

the TA/LST reported that the student’s class participation had increased as he was willingly talking more in 

class. His bookwork has also improved as his writing had become more legible and he had also made 

tracked gains in numeracy. The TA/LST also observed that the student is increasingly aware of his own 

position in comparison with his peer group and is experiencing some awkwardness about receiving extra 

learning support. However, he remains responsive to the extra support and the TA/LST and class teacher 

have been sensitive to his competing needs and have acted to deliver the extra support lessons in a manner 

which acknowledges these feelings. This has been done, for example, by withdrawing the student from class 

for certain activities which require significant additional support and by modifying tasks to enable the student 

to undertake these with support in a small group of peers, within the class. 



 Supplementary Learning Support Intervention Logic - Case 6 (Host School) Diagram 9: Case study 6 intervention logic 
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4.0 Accomplishments of Supplementary Learning 
Support 

This section describes the accomplishments of the SLS initiative as compared with its 

intended outcomes. These achievements should be considered as cumulative in that they 

occur within the complex social context of schools and educational districts. Each 

accomplishment is therefore likely to contribute simultaneously to several other intended 

outcomes 

The key accomplishments of the SLS initiative are: 

 operational establishment and delivery 

 targeted, transparent allocation processes which suggest equity of allocation of the resource 

 effective educational collaboration between LSTs and others who support students 

 some enhanced professional capability for those who work with LSTs 

 increased learning opportunities and progress in educational outcomes for SLS students. 
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4.1 Operational establishment and delivery 

The SLS initiative has been successfully operationalised. Over the last three years 1500 students with 

ongoing moderate to high learning needs have been identified and allocated learning support. Processes for 

fairly allocating support have been designed and progressively modified. Approximately 315 additional staff 

have been recruited and appointed as LSTs16. Supporting information, including operational guidelines, 

induction training and promotional information has been developed, refined and disseminated through a 

variety of sources. Overall, significant time and effort has been devoted to establishing the SLS initiative and 

the resulting implementation represents an accomplishment in its own right. 

We had guidelines but still had to establish clear criteria to identify students who could access the 

resource. Once we had this we needed to build some tools that we could use through the 

moderation/selection process. Once we did that things became simpler. Overall I think the response 

has been pretty good in the end. (GSE) 

4.2 Targeted, transparent allocation processes 

Overall, the evaluation shows that SLS is being received by students who have a range of ongoing, moderate 

to high learning needs. At present primary age students appear to be overrepresented in the SLS student 

population although this may reflect the age at which most students begin to demonstrate limited progress in 

comparison to their peers. Access to other forms of learning support does not appear17 to have restricted 

student eligibility for SLS. Furthermore, qualitative research and the case studies indicated that the 

moderation processes used to allocate supplementary support are thorough and as equitable as possible 

given the logistical arrangements necessary to implement the provision of SLS as intended.  

                                                            
16 There are known to be n=90 permanent LSTs and approx. 224 managed pool LSTs. 
17 The evaluation design did not explore the SLS allocation processes in detail. 
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4.2.1 Targeted at students with high to moderate learning 
needs  

Qualitative research and case study results indicate that the students receiving SLS support do have a range 

of ongoing, moderate to high learning needs. Table 12 below provides a descriptive summary of the learning 

needs and characteristics of SLS students participating in evaluation case studies.  

Access to other forms of learning support does not appear to have restricted student eligibility for SLS. The 

evaluation design did not explore SLS allocation processes in detail because of confidentiality concerns and 

because these processes occurred over different periods in each region for each successive rollout. 

Consequently, while the evaluation has not collected data specifically to determine the level of consideration 

given to existing sources of support during SLS moderation processes, survey and case study data show that 

SLS students were already receiving learning support from a number of sources prior to being allocated SLS. 

In most cases this support continued in addition to support available under the initiative. 

Table 12: Summary of students’ diagnoses – case study data 

Student Characteristics 

School Type 
Case 
study 

Age 
Year 
Level 

Ethnicity  Gender Diagnosis 

Primary 
Case 
study 1 

11 Y6 European Male Severe dyslexia. 

Primary 
Intermediate 

Case 
study 2 

11 Y7 Mäori Female Autism - Asperger’s. 

Primary 10 Y6 Päkehä Male ADHD. 

Secondary 

Case 
study 3 

15 Y11 Mäori Male ADHD, severe dyslexia and head Injury. 

Primary 
Case 
study 4 

9 Y3 Päkehä Male 
PDD, dyspraxia, Asperger’s & attention 

deficit disorder (ADD). 

Primary 
Case 
study 5 

10 Y5 Päkehä Female 
Epilepsy 

with subtle indications of ADHD, 
dyslexia & autism. 

Primary 
Secondary 

Case 
study 6 

12 Y8 Mäori Male 
Severe bilateral  

hearing loss. 
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4.2.2 Equitable processes used for nomination, moderation and 
allocation 

Evaluation findings indicate that the moderation processes i.e. processes used to determine which of the 

nominated students are most in need of or will benefit most from SLS, are ‘best but not fair’. That is, the 

processes used are very thorough and appear to be as equitable as possible given the logistical 

arrangements necessary to implement the provision of SLS as intended. 

I think the present system that’s in place that, you know they’re within clusters and if they move out 

of the cluster they lose it…I don’t know that that’s actually fair or ideal, looking at it ethically, but I 

think to manage it, it’s probably the best. We’ve got to try to get a balance between what is it, what 

we can manage and what is fair, realistic, I suppose is the word… so I think to manage it, it’s 

probably the best. It’s not fair, but it’s best [and] at this stage I wouldn’t change anything. (RTLB) 

The equity of the allocation processes is also reflected in the limited number of complaints made about actual 

procedures used. For the most part, qualitative research and case study data indicated that the majority of 

those involved were comfortable with the fairness and transparency of specific allocation processes. During 

case study visits the only consistent allocation related complaint was that the initiative was too limited in its 

scope. At the time of these visits, SLS provided support for 1000 students and was due to expand to 

accommodate a total of 1500 in 2006. 

I was very happy that the process was so transparent. Everybody was doing that process, so there 

would have been a dozen of us doing it with all different backgrounds. We were all pretty happy that 

it was done in the fairest way possible, given what the task was, so in that sense we were happy. 

(GSE) 
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Parameters for establishing equitable nomination and moderation procedures were developed as part of the 

2003 trial and have been progressively refined through each successive rollout. Evaluation findings, across 

the different methods of investigation utilised, showed that the following procedures were commonly used to 

ensure allocation equity: 

 developing a comprehensive scoring system to rank nominated students, 

 using multiple moderation teams to cross-score nominated students, 

 ensuring moderation committee members do not score students nominated from their own school, 

 placing increasing emphasis on ‘progress made’ versus ‘support provided’ as a criterion to identify 

students who have made the least progress despite multiple forms of support rather than emphasising 

the degree of disparity from the achievement norms of peers. 

The criteria was basically who hasn’t, with the assistance of the classroom teacher and then 

the pouäwhina who hasn’t moved, and then you suddenly get a little group. Then out of this 

here, who hasn’t moved, and with the support of the whänau at home, who now hasn’t moved 

and then you get another little group. (Host Principal) 

Deliberate involvement of different individuals (GSE, RTLB and non-host Principals) in successive 

moderation rounds in order to generate broad knowledge of the issues arising from incomplete applications 

and to address possible concerns about the transparency of decision-making procedures used.  

Limited regional variations in nomination, moderation and allocation 

The SLS initiative is designed to accommodate local and regional variations. In terms of allocation, these 

variations typically manifest as slight differences in the processes used to transfer current SLS students 

between GSE districts. While re-allocation processes do vary for example, LST survey data found SLS 

vacancies were mostly managed by initiating a new round of nominations but in some cases the space was 

awarded to the student with the next highest need as indicated by the most recent moderation. However 

student transfers out of a GSE district were infrequent, with fewer than a quarter of LSTs (23%) reporting 

occurrences of this in the first 12 months of the initiative.  
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4.3 Effective educational collaboration 

I think they’ve done an amazing job. I think they got to know [her] very quickly and they put things in 

place to help her in her behavioural issues, in her academic issues. I think they really worked 

together to help her, because within the last year she’s totally different. (Parent) 

Collaborative relationships are occurring amongst staff involved in supporting SLS students. This was evident 

from the LST survey and was investigated further during the case studies. (See Appendix D on the theory of 

collaboration and the value of having an agreed definition of collaboration which is relevant to the SLS 

initiative.) Several collaborative indicators were observed across case studies. Three factors particularly 

support effective SLS collaborative activity. These were; the establishment and maintenance of regular IEP 

processes, the participation of multiple staff with different perspectives, and regular time and space for key 

staff to exchange ideas which enable their collaborative activities to reflect a student’s changing needs and 

educational progress.  

Furthermore, there is evidence that collaboration between multiple staff is resulting in more opportunities for 

learning support for students, that is students are receiving increased access to appropriate learning 

opportunities. 
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4.3.1 Collaboration amongst staff involved in supporting SLS 
students 

Relationships between LSTs and other key groups such as class teachers, host Principals, RTLB and GSE 

staff have been established and are resulting in collaborative interactions to support student learning.  

Both the qualitative research and the LST survey indicated that LSTs have regular contact with colleagues 

involved with the SLS students they work with. From the LST survey – LSTs reported meeting regularly with 

class teachers (88%), TAs (83%) and other school staff (78%), including host principals (67%). Contact with 

RTLBs varied with about half of LSTs (46%) reporting they met with RTLB regularly, and a quarter reporting 

these meetings are termly (25%). Furthermore, in describing their regular activities, LSTs surveyed reported 

that they regularly, rather than termly or never, discussed ideas and approaches with the class teacher 

(87%), discussed ideas and approaches with teachers aides (73%), or adapted educational resources in 

consultation with others (e.g. RTLB, GSE, class teacher, teachers aides) (65%).  

Contact between LSTs and GSE appears to be more limited with about half of LSTs reporting no contact or 

any frequency (contact with GSE specialists was regularly 21% or termly 31%; contact with GSE 

representative on SLS management committees - regularly 21% or termly 23%). However, the following 

comment captures the general nature of the relationships, even those which are less frequent: 

Definitely, definitely… in most cases the RTLB and the learning support teachers share an office, 

they share resources, and they’re in constant communication with each other. It’s worked extremely 

well. As far as the GSE works contacting the learning support teachers, it happens less frequently, 

but still happens at the IEP level, when the GSE workers are involved with a particular student over 

their specialist needs …and also when they meet with the particular students themselves together. 

So yes, there’s a lot of collaboration and it’s working just as we had hoped it would. (GSE) 

The nature of LSTs collaborative interaction with others was investigated further during the case studies.  

Table 13 below summarises the characteristics of collaborative activity evident across all six of the case study 

environments. Case studies reveal that multiple individuals are involved in supporting SLS students have 

similar understanding about students’ wellbeing and progress and are to a lesser extent, aware of each 

other’s activities. IEP meetings are generally well attended and in most cases the IEP was referred to as a 

guide for planning and monitoring student progress. Furthermore, in most cases students were receiving 

integrated learning support, with class teachers adapting a range of curriculum topics for students to manage 

in class, supplemented by LST provision of resources and instruction in literacy and numeracy.  
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Overall, collaboration is occurring, although somewhat inconsistently across case studies. There is a 

tendency for staff to work individually rather than collectively to support students. For example, although 

multiple staff are involved in supporting SLS students, instances in which staff meet formally outside of IEP 

meetings to jointly create or use teaching and assessment tools, occurred inconsistently across the case 

studies. Indicators of collaborative activity were most consistently observed in case study 6. 

Table 13: Indicators of collaborative relationships observed - case study data 

Case study schools 
Collaborative Change Indicators 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Multiple groups involved in 
supporting student 

       

Integrated provision of learning 
support 

       

Similar views of student outcomes 
(including changes in these) 

       

Each group is knowledgeable about 
each others’ activities 

       

Shared creation and use of IEPs   n/a     
Shared creation and use of teaching 
and assessment resources 

       

Stated sense of team        
Evidence of joint meetings (outside 
of IEPs) 

  n/a     

*’n/a’ indicates situations in which the observation is not applicable due to short time the students had 
been at their current school.  
Note: Case study 2 researched student at two different schools. Case study 3 researched two separate 
LSTs based at one school. Case study 6 researched one student in a primary setting. 
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4.3.2 Strong internal collaboration within the kura 

The most comprehensive definition and effective example of collaboration was observed in case study 6 – a 

kura kaupapa. This example reflects many aspects of collaboration described in the change indicators and 

other literature, which defines collaboration as a generative, creative process which produces something 

distinctly new18. Staff working in this setting emphasised and demonstrated inclusive communication, shared 

knowledge about multiple aspects of students’ wellbeing, and had a very strong sense of reciprocal 

teamwork. 

We look upon children with special needs as being special and tamariki motuhake – extra special 

children you know. We see it as an opportunity to support them. It’s not a burden.  We work from a 

collaborative sort of base and say, well let’s all share the information, te taha hinengaro, taha 

whänau, taha tinana, taha wairua19  – the facets of the person, mind, family, body, spirit, and that’s 

the framework in which we want to operate and hear from everyone involved with the student, even 

himself, how things are going. We didn’t restrict the person to work with him to one person. It was 

actually predominantly [Poutaki Reo, ICT-English teacher and teacher aide]… a three-pronged 

approach support, over and above what the pouako20 in the akomanga21 was doing…He had his 

home room teacher, and then in the afternoon teachers rotate and take up one curriculum area, 

speciality, not unlike I suppose what a high school does. So every teacher in this kura could say, I 

have taught him, I know what he’s like. That gave us a very good picture; the teachers would 

engage in dialogue about his progress and had a good understanding of how he was coping across 

the board. So it’s true to say, we were all touched by him and he was touched by all of us. (Host 

Principal for managed pool LST) 

These following aspects of collaborative behaviour were evident in the practical, everyday understanding and 

actions of school staff in this case (as well as other case studies such as 2 and 4). 

 Clearly defined need for collaborative effort: kura staff viewed educational collaboration as a 

cornerstone of Mäori pedagogy and considered SLS as an opportunity to make a significant educational 

contribution. The reflective, reciprocal nature of the kura’s collaborative approach was evident in the 

comment ‘we were all touched by him and he was touched by all of us.’ 

                                                            
18 See Appendix D on the theory of collaboration and the value of agreeing on an agreed definition of collaboration, which 

is relevant to the SLS initiative. 
19 Staff mention of te taha hinengaro, taha whänau, taha tinana, taha wairua refers to the Te Whare Tapu Whä model 

(Durie, 1994) in which a person’s health is understood as the four walls of a house – each wall is required to ensure the 

stability of the house and likewise, the stability and source of an individual’s wellbeing.  
20 Pouako - Class teacher 
21 Akomanga - Classroom 



 

Research New Zealand   |   15 June 2006  79 

 

 Small, diverse, skilled team available: kura staff were clear that multiple people needed to provide 

direct instructional support and exchange insights about their actions and the student’s response. The 

need for contrasting professional perspectives in the kura included ICT, English language, cultural 

awareness and broader curriculum engagement.  

 Shared psychological space available: in the kura setting, the Te Whare Tapa Whä framework 

represents a form of shared ‘psychological’ space which is shared and understood by all staff involved 

with the student. Good examples of collaboration in other case study settings occurred when support 

staff, particularly class teachers, were explicitly open about their desire for broad professional assistance 

in supporting SLS students.  

Oh God! Bring it on. Absolutely. I mean that’s, you see I can’t compare it, because I know when a 

lot of the teachers here started, they didn’t have that kind of support at all. (Class teacher) 

There’s a series of books…they’ve been specifically designed for children that display signs of 

dyspraxia and stuff like that. So she printed off the entire list of all the titles and all of that to say to 

use this. So she’ll do stuff like that, because I didn’t even think to look up what specific books I 

should be using for him. I’d have a gut feeling and that’s how the word family thing came about. But 

she’ll print off lists of stuff like that and say, did you know that this exists, and this is why it exists 

and would that be useful to you. That sort of stuff. (Class teacher) 

 Sufficient time devoted to collaboration: The nature of learning support provided to the student since 

his arrival at school had not changed with the availability of SLS funding. Kura staff had been working 

together and had been providing this student with a considerable amount of support. However, the new 

resources meant that some advances in the efficacy of the support had been made. Staff had been able 

to invest additional time in developing skills to enhance opportunities for collaboration. For example, one 

staff member privately paid for and attended sign language classes in order to communicate better with 

the student and share this information with others.  

 Mechanisms for disseminating results exist: IEP processes are established within the school and are 

supported by an open desire to increase professional knowledge associated with supporting special 

needs students by actively sharing ideas and seeking information and resources from other kura 

kaupapa and English speaking schools.  

We do have good relationships also with other schools within our area, not just kura kaupapa 

Mäori, because we have parents who are teachers in other kura. All our staff are very 

instrumental in Aronui Tömüa, which is the NZEI branch for primary and early childhood 

köhanga reo. We’re mentoring. Some of our staff are assigned to other people to mentor 

teachers outside in other kura kaupapa. There’s a lot of support gained from other schools and 

other teachers who aren’t necessarily following a similar kaupapa to ours. …Good strategies 

and good ideas can come from anywhere and we don’t want to close ourselves off to those 

ideas by being insular. (Host Principal for managed pool LST) 
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4.3.3 Benefits of SLS collaboration 

Evaluation findings, across the different methods of investigation utilised, indicate that collaborative activity 

between multiple staff involved in supporting SLS students is building understanding amongst all staff 

involved and enabling more integrated provision of learning support for SLS students (i.e. students are being 

provided access to appropriate learning opportunities). These benefits are described in greater detail below.  

1. Building understanding 

Where educational collaboration around a student is occurring, there is clear evidence of enhanced 

understanding and knowledge amongst all support staff, which contributes to enhanced professional capacity. 

Examples of enhanced understanding include: 

 new insights which can support a particular student and/or multiple students  

 awareness of new teaching techniques or resources  

 understanding ways to support other professionals  

 development of new tools and techniques; i.e. for assessment, planning and/or professional review and 

performance assessment. 

 increased parental understanding of student achievement and reassurance about the level of support 

and the opportunities ahead for the student  

 professional enjoyment and satisfaction. 
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2. Integrated learning support  

Where collaboration is occurring between the multiple individuals involved, students are receiving a more 

integrated package of learning support; that is, a range of support from multiple sources which collectively 

provide learning opportunities for students in a range of areas. The nature of this support as observed across 

case studies is as follows: 

 literacy and numeracy: case study findings indicate that the majority of LSTs are focusing 

predominantly on literacy and numeracy support for students 

 other essential skill areas: class teachers are typically covering the other essential skills areas with the 

student by adapting aspects of their class programme for the student, sometimes, with supporting 

resources provided by the LST. In many cases TAs implement the majority of the adapted work 

programme with the student providing the student with support both in class as well as withdrawing them 

 task interpretation and self organisation: TAs typically support students to act appropriately in class 

by helping them to interpret class tasks and to stay motivated to complete work 

 independence and life skills: SLS students typically experience some form of ‘social’ learning support 

designed to develop a student’s ability to understand and effectively undertake everyday tasks. 

Examples include Riding for the Disabled, physical activities to enhance motor skills (such as swimming) 

specific life skills programmes including baking, shopping etc. These tasks are also intended to provide 

students with a break from academic tasks 

 reinforcing specialist support: Extra, specialist support provided by GSE, RTLB or privately outside of 

school by parents. This support tends to reinforce support already provided to students by others 

including speech language therapy, behavioural support and physical motor skills. Examples across 

case studies include a phonics based reading programme run by the University of Auckland and a 

physical exercise and sensory stimulation programme. 

In some instances, particularly where educational collaboration is consistently robust, learning tasks planned 

and delivered by one support person are built upon and reinforced by others in different settings.   

When [LST] and I spoke with [his] Mum we talked about trying to, I thought that it was a good idea 

to try to bring as much of what [LST] and I were doing into the class, so it’s continuity for him, but 

still to tie in with the class teacher, what the class was doing, but maybe modify it a wee bit, so that 

he can still be, he’s not singled out if you like but he’s still doing, yes he’s still achieving in class, 

because that’s where a lot of the kids feel inferior and they can’t do it, everyone else is doing it, and 

that’s when the behaviour stuff kicks in. So the likes of spelling and things like that, I know 

definitely, well as far as I’m aware we’re going ahead and I’m sure there’s other things going on 

there. The class teacher is very open to carrying on. (Teacher aide) 
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4.3.4 Conditions which support collaboration  

Evaluation findings, including case studies and the LST survey data, indicate that collaboration within SLS 

occurs. Analysis of case study data shows that it is particularly effective when a regular IEP process is in 

place and when an inclusive approach to supporting students with SLS type needs is explicitly expressed and 

demonstrated in the values and behaviour of school staff.  

Use of IEP processes 

The case studies suggest that IEP processes provide a forum for joint educational planning and a basis for 

collaborative activity; i.e. IEPs contribute to rather than stem from collaborative activities. The existence of an 

IEP process contributes to establishing conditions for collaboration in three main ways. 

 Clearly define a need for collaborative effort. IEP meetings are premised on the belief that students 

with special learning needs are best supported by gathering knowledgeable individuals together to 

discuss multiple aspects of a student’s learning needs. Ideally, an IEP will also define the specific 

purposes of collaborative activity - i.e. the student’s immediate learning and long term needs; strategies 

needed to address these and the types of tasks team members will undertake in supporting the student. 

Ministry guidelines state that IEPs are needed to: 

Unite those directly involved with the student by sharing information; identifying outcomes; 

selecting priorities; planning actions; agreeing on responsibilities; determining teaching and 

support strategies and deciding on resources (materials and personnel). 

 Shared physical and psychological space is available. By gathering knowledgeable individuals 

together, an IEP meeting creates a shared physical and psychological space for collaboration.  

 A mechanism for disseminating results of collaborative activity. Although IEP plans vary in content 

(see Table 14 below) case studies show that the IEP document provides a physical mechanism for 

disseminating information about the nature and impact of collaborative activity to others. IEPs typically 

specify learning areas to focus on a student’s educational achievements and needs and responsibilities 

for meeting these needs. IEPs do not consistently document broader achievement objectives or specific 

learning outcomes for students and none of the case study IEPs identified long term aims for the 

student.  
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Table 14: Elements covered in the IEPs* collected  - case study data 

Case study schools 
Elements covered 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Specific focus areas identified   n/a  n/a    

Present status and needs of 
student identified 

  n/a  n/a    

Responsibilities (i.e. resources and 
strategies) identified and detailed 
across individuals 

  n/a  n/a    

Intended specific learning outcome 
documented 

  n/a  n/a    

Broad achievement goals 
documented 

  n/a  n/a    

Long term aims for student 
identified 

  n/a  n/a    

*IEPs and other related documentation, including IEP equivalents as developed by LSTs were considered  
’n/a’ indicates situations in which the observation is not applicable due to short time the students had 
been at their current school, IEP (or equivalent) not available.  
Note: Case study 2 researched student at two different schools. Case study 3 researched two separate 
LSTs based at one school. Case study 6 researched one student in a primary setting. 

4.4 Enhanced professional capability 

I must say out of my eight students, of course, I’ve got eight classroom teachers. There’s only that 

one person that I’m disappointed in. So the other seven are always willing to sort of ask me or say, 

is there anything you could do, or can I do something to make that work better and I give them 

suggestions, or I hand out some more resources, or say let her have more practice with that. (LST) 

Class teachers’ and others’ (such as TAs and parents) capability to support learning by SLS students 

appears to be enhanced by the activities of the LSTs. This effect on others’ capability was evident first in the 

LST survey and was corroborated to some extent through the more in-depth investigation of the case studies. 

The ways in which LSTs work to enhance the professional capability of class teachers and others and the 

associated benefits of enhanced capacity is presented below. 

4.4.1 Professional capability across case studies 

Indicators of enhanced professional capability of class teachers were observed in some case studies (see 

Table 15 below). Some class teachers can describe the changes in their capability to support an SLS student. 

This includes working with LSTs on adapting resources and observing lesson modelling. Class teachers were 

generally circumspect about their impact on student outcomes and attributed student progress to the team of 

people working with the student. Few class teachers stated they were more confident about their ability to 

support SLS students from working alongside LSTs. Some class teachers stated that, as they came to 

understand the role of the LST, they were more able to utilise the LST’s knowledge and experience. It was 

also apparent from the case studies that the professional capability of the TAs was enhanced by the LSTs 

involvement in areas such as programme delivery and resource development.  
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Table 15: Indicators of enhanced class teacher capability- case study data 

Case study schools 
Enhanced Capability Indicators 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Class teacher can identify changes in their 
own capability regarding access to 
specialist support 

  n/a     n/a 

Can clearly link teaching activities and use 
of resources to the New Zealand 
Curriculum Framework (NZCF)  

        

Class teacher reports more time with 
student and LST         

Class teacher can discuss elements of 
student’s education programme         

Concerns about TA support identified and 
addressed (new indicator) 

n/a  n/a     n/a 

Can clearly link teaching activities to the 
NZCF regarding impact on student 
learning 

        

Class teacher reports impact on student 
learning         

Class teacher more knowledgeable about 
student as a person         

Can clearly link teaching activities to the 
NZCF regarding changes to IEP and 
reasons for these 

        

Class teacher can identify changes in 
confidence about supporting these 
students 

  n/a     n/a 

’n/a’ indicates where a of a lack of an IEP process or other feature has meant that some indicators were not considered applicable 
Note: Case study 2 researched student at two different schools. Case study 3 researched two separate LSTs based at one school. Case 
study 6 researched one student in a primary setting. 

4.4.2 How LSTs enhance professional capability 

LSTs support class teachers and TAs to develop additional knowledge which extends their ability to support 

student learning in three main ways. 

1. Act as a conduit to understanding a student’s learning experiences. 

2. Demonstrating strategies – modelling approaches and techniques. 

3. Providing appropriate resources that are developed by the LST alone or in collaboration. 
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1. Act as a conduit for understanding student learning experiences 

LSTs are able to devote time to understanding SLS students’ learning experiences and share this so other 

staff can appreciate how students’ experiences shape their behaviour, achievement and needs. Class 

teachers, LSTs and other support staff recognise that demands on class teacher time may have prevented 

them from accurately gauging underlying causes of a student’s achievement, behaviour and subsequent 

need. Although SLS students have typically received other forms of support prior to SLS, this support has not 

always focused on examining how students are interpreting – or misinterpreting - learning tasks. 

Consequently, understanding how students are experiencing learning has provided useful insights which help 

the class teachers, TAs and LSTs in planning appropriate support. It is also a first step, which many LSTs 

consider essential to their role: 

I took on the job because … I really like to see the underlying problems. Because children are 

easily called defiant or behaviour problems and over the years I have learned that behaviour 

problems are often a defence mechanism because they can’t handle the task. So if I pick up those 

children and I take my time and talk and say, do you like this, or why do you think so and so is 

happening and you see that there’s a lot of misunderstanding of a lot of given instructions or 

language they don’t understand. [One] of my students … did a crayon picture and the teacher said, 

‘now you go and dye it’. Children with special needs have restricted understanding of language, so 

‘dyeing’ - that’s dying, that’s dropping dead!  She wasn’t really going to do that. But you know 

there’s 28 other children, so she sat there [thinking] I’m not going to die am I -really? Then I can see 

the problem for the child and… a class teacher hasn’t got time to sit there and try to work it all out. 

(LST) 

In uncovering this information and sharing it with others, LSTs enable class teachers to adapt and react to the 

needs of students with special learning needs in a more informed and confident manner over the long term. 

2. Demonstrate appropriate strategies to TAs and class teachers 

The LST survey and the cases studies both indicate that LSTs are supporting TAs and, to a lesser extent, 

class teachers and parents by demonstrating teaching, assessment and support strategies (see Figure 4).  

Furthermore, LSTs surveyed reported that several of the activities they carried out regularly had a direct 

impact, rather than a moderate or indirect impact, on student learning – namely discuss ideas and 

approaches with the class teacher (78%), discuss ideas and approaches with teachers aides (76%), 

modelling lessons and teaching techniques to teachers aides (56%) and modelling lessons and teaching 

techniques to class teachers (26%). Observations during case studies provided triangulation of LST opinions 

from the LST survey, showing that LSTs tended to have documented evidence of this reported impact on 

student progress (e.g. word recognition, mathematic problem solving). 
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Figure 4: Frequency of LST activities - LST survey data 
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Case studies results suggest that including LSTs in the circle of staff supporting these students has also 

helped to identify situations where TA support is inappropriate. Case study participants including Principals, 

class teachers, LSTs and SENCOs identified situations in which they felt TAs were over supporting students 

for example by over-interpreting tasks for students, hurrying students to complete tasks in order to ‘keep up’ 

with the class and in some cases use of inappropriate prompting strategies. These forms of support were 

seen to cultivate student dependence and undermine student efficacy. In these situations, LST teaching 

experience and knowledge of individual students meant they were well positioned to work directly with TAs to 

effectively address these concerns.  

Independence is a huge issue with a teacher aide working with him, in that there’s a lot of - 

sometimes more support - than I think necessary. Just for the sake of moving things along and 

keeping a momentum. (Class teacher)  

[The student] has a teacher aid during writing time and the teacher aid, who is an inexperienced 

teacher aid really, so either she does too much for her, or not enough. So we’re trying to teach the 

teacher aid, which is difficult. I’ve talked to [LST] about it and so some of her time has been used 

working with the teacher aide and [student] together, so she’s modelling it. (Class teacher) 
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While LSTs are less likely to support class teachers by modelling lessons and techniques, they are willing to 

do so, and do, although to a lesser extent than they do for TAs. Again an LSTs familiarity with classroom 

teaching makes them well attuned to identifying opportunities for engaging a teacher in this way and equally 

aware of when this is not appropriate. Qualitative research and case study findings indicate that, while some 

class teachers are initially reluctant to accept this kind of support, most are open to this and very appreciative. 

They recognise that being more confident about how to work alongside individual SLS students has flow-on 

benefits for their teaching practice.  

I’m sure it has [changed the way I teach]. I mean it’s given me lots of ideas and I mean it’s not such 

a struggle when you have a student that has so many needs, it is not so daunting any more. Lots of 

ideas…some of the strategies I used with [SLS student] I use with the students in the class I’ve got 

this year and I mean they’re helpful. (Class teacher) 

There is evidence from the case studies to suggest that parents support students at home by using teaching 

strategies and resources that LSTs provide for the class teacher. This is particularly the case when the school 

has a regular, well established IEP process in place which keeps parents sufficiently informed about learning 

goals and in regular contact with the class teacher, TA and/or LST. 

We’ve used, we had Word Sharp and things like that on the computer, sort of reading fun game 

things. We’ve done lots of flash card work and things like that. Usually in conjunction, you know 

from coming out of IEP things we identify what we’re going to try to do and we’ve used things like 

word lists and the 200 most common words we all use. So we’re always banging away at these. 

(Parent) 

I have now just started asking [his class teacher], I’m asking now I want the other homework 

sheets. I want the homework sheets you’re giving the normal kids. You give me those. I want to see 

if he can do it. So last night we did half that homework sheet. (Parent) 
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3. Provide appropriate teaching and assessment resources 

Most LSTs are providing adapted resources for class teachers. These resources support the classroom 

programmes SLS students undertake by reinforcing specific learnings that the LST and student are working 

on. LSTs surveyed reported that they regularly adapted educational resources on their own (91%), or 

adapted educational resources in consultation with others (65%). Case studies yielded many such examples, 

including LST sourcing specific computer programmes, undertaking specific and school-wide assessments 

with the student, providing in-class topic texts which were visually age appropriate (i.e. included pictures of 

children at same chronological age as the SLS student) and used words related to the term topic but were 

also at the student’s literacy level.  

Actually she’s really good in the fact that she finds resources for him, which is basically my job, but 

she’s taken that on board and she’s able to go and find his books for him, his reading books and 

lots of worksheets that are related to what we’re doing and things like that. Also when it comes to 

like assessment and I’m trying to assess the class she’ll do the testing I want done on the class. 

She’ll do it with [student] individually one-on-one, so that’s a huge burden off me because she can 

actually sit down in test conditions and take him through the tests, which is really helpful. (Class 

teacher) 

LSTs were also able to provide resources to help students explore relevant social or emotional issues, which 

in some instances were impacting negatively on their academic focus. For example, in one case study the 

impending death of a family member was affecting student learning and parental support at home. This 

information was well known to all support staff and was addressed by the LST by the provision of appropriate 

resources to assist all parties.  

I mean things like [the student’s whänau] is not well and [the LST] just, she brought me in a whole 

thing on children and grieving. One copy for me and one copy for his family. Those are things that, 

like as soon as she gave it to me, I thought oh God I’m horrible I should have, why didn’t I think of 

that, you know. But I didn’t and she did. I actually couldn’t fault anything to do with that working 

relationship at all. I’m grateful to have her and I’m grateful that [the student] has got her. She 

actually prints off quite a bit of stuff for me and passes it on. I mean always worried about offending 

me, I don’t know why, but I’m quite happy to take it on board. I don’t want to sound like I’m sitting 

here going [she’s] fantastic, but she really is, I mean she really is. (Class teacher) 
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4.4.3 Benefits of enhanced capability 

Professional support provided by LSTs to class teachers and other support staff such as TAs has had a 

number of benefits. Qualitative research and case study findings suggest that these benefits are: 

 enhanced class teacher understanding of student needs and learning experiences. By providing 

continued support to students as they move through the school, LSTs are able to develop detailed 

understanding of student personality, behaviour and learning needs. Examples of situations in which 

class teachers, TAs and SENCOs recognise this and actively seek LST knowledge in this area to help 

them adapt and respond to students’ in-class needs were clearly observed in four of the case studies 

and reported in qualitative research also 

[The LST] knew [student] better than I did and for a long period of time, so I kind of felt that she was 

able to probably get a more realistic viewpoint from [the student] as to how she really felt. So she 

would spend time with [the student] and [ask] those things  - how is she feeling in herself about 

school, and what are the areas of stress, then she would feed to me, well this seems to be going 

well, or she doesn’t seem to have any problems, or whatever. (SENCO) 

 increased pedagogical knowledge: including knowledge of a broader range of teaching strategies, 

specific tools and resources which can be used to support a teacher’s existing and future students. 

Evaluation findings indicate that class teachers and TAs are more aware of appropriate resources, and, 

to a lesser extent, appropriate teaching strategies for supporting SLS students in class 

That sort of was the biggest difference - her expertise, she’s worked with special needs 

students before, too, she knew the programme which was lucky that she had - that just 

seemed to be the right programme for [SLS student] to use. (Class teacher) 

I’ve got two other students at a secondary school and one of the joys there is I’ve been able to 

introduce the Assistive Technology Scheme to one of them - one of the boys had severe 

encoding difficulties, but he actually could read a lot higher than what he was assessed at. 

Anyway he’s climbed up in the reading, and now from writing totally phonetically, he’s now got 

a laptop with a programme on it that recognises his word approximations. (LST) 

 more appropriate TA support for SLS students: Including greater awareness of the need to check and 

monitor the appropriateness of TA support, which may have previously gone unnoticed as described 

above 
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 increased parental reassurance. In circumstances where collaborative activities are occurring across 

all parties involved with the student, parents are particularly positive and reassured by the support, and 

progress their children are making 

It’s kind of a funny thing why all of a sudden he’s doing so well, in the last two terms. Maybe 

it’s all the work that [LST] and [GSE] have put in and [class teacher] in the first two terms, that 

all of a sudden it’s clicking. Yes, whereas before there was none of that. He had a teacher 

aide, but teacher aides aren’t trained. It’s hard to get a teacher aide that is a teacher. (Parent) 

 more integrated provision of learning support as noted above, where school systems enable this to 

occur. 

4.5 Increased learning opportunities and educational 
outcomes 

He’s able to engage with the curriculum more appropriately. He’s still well behind for a Year Three, 

but he’s starting to engage better. He’s more familiar with the environment; he’s got some friends. 

Anxiety, he had high levels of anxiety in the past. I think [LST’s] contribution - yes it’s been 

significant, too. It’s good quality one-on-one with a trained specialist person. He’s had extensive 

teacher aide support and his classroom teacher has made a - she’s hugely committed and made 

sure that [he] has got a good programme and that he’s getting through it. So I think it’s a 

combination of all of those things. (Non-host Principal) 

As described in the intervention logic (see Diagram 2 and section 2.3.3) a key outcome of the SLS initiative is 

to ensure that students receive appropriate support to learn. From this the SLS initiative aims to support 

change for students in four education outcome areas. 

  Participation in life of the school 

 Presence – full enrolment in school 

 Access – to appropriate learning opportunities 

 Achievement – developmental, vocational and academic 

Under SLS, students have had additional opportunities where they are being provided appropriate support to 

learn and there is some evidence that they are making educational progress. This section provides examples 

of the kinds of support to learn typically experienced by students under SLS and the kinds of education 

outcomes observed. 
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4.5.1 Appropriate support to learn 

Evaluation findings, across the different methods of investigation utilised, indicate that the most common 

kinds of support to learn SLS students experience are: 

 increased instructional opportunities resulting from students receiving more direct 1-1 teaching time with 

an LST 

 reinforcement and integration resulting from LST, TAs, class teachers and parents building upon each 

other’s work to consolidate and extend a student’s comprehension in different contexts 

 enhanced TA support which promotes independence and learning, where aspects of TA support have 

been problematic  

 positive encouragement and feedback for students, including and enhanced sense of efficacy 

 increased support to participate in learning opportunities resulting from a combination of a student’s 

sense of being better understood personally, an enhanced sense of efficacy and greater self-esteem. In 

each case study, staff noted that as students built trust and began to achieve success, they became 

more willing to engage with (rather than distract) peers in the classroom as well as in the playground. 

Both LSTs and class teachers used this willingness actively to build the student’s understanding of 

appropriate social norms, such as maintaining friendships.  

For example, his brothers are both at a different school. He’s been on his own for a few terms. His 

cousins have just started here. I’m very worried that he’s just dropped his friends because he plays 

with his cousins all the time and I’ve talked to him about it: -that what happens when your cousins 

are sick one day and you go back to your friends and they say, ah ah, you just left us? He doesn’t, 

really he doesn’t understand. He understands that I’ve spoken to him about it and he can repeat the 

conversation. He was like, ‘so do I have to go and play with so and so now?  I was like no you don’t 

have to go and play with so and so, but I’m saying how would you feel if someone just stopped 

playing with you one day? He just, he can get it, but he doesn’t get what the actual end 

consequence will be. So I mean that’s really where my concern is  -with his social aspects and 

abilities. I think he does pick up on the nuances, he does understand if someone is angry or happy 

or whatever. But he doesn’t understand that if I do that they might actually be really upset with me 

and it might actually have long term consequences. But then that’s where someone like [LST] can 

spend the time with him, where I can’t, saying how would you do it, how would you deal with that, 

how did you, because it’s that kind of stuff that makes him start really thinking about it. (Class 

teacher) 
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4.5.2 Improved educational outcomes for students 

Overall, evaluation findings across the different methods of investigation utilised, indicate that many students 

are making educational progress under SLS. The LST survey data provided indication that many LSTs were 

observing or measuring educational progress with their students. Further investigation during the case 

studies found a range of corroborating evidence to support survey data on student outcomes including 

records of student testing and student work examples.  

Progress is occurring in a range of outcomes for most students in the case studies especially the outcomes of 

participation and presence. Typically progress is evident in areas such as enhanced self-confidence, self-

management, participation within the classroom and wider school and appropriate behaviour towards others. 

In many cases, parents, LST and teachers alike considered this type of progress the most important to focus 

on first. Students needed assistance to be receptive to academic learning support. Most students observed 

are making gradual academic progress in literacy and numeracy skills and in other curriculum subjects. 

In the deeper case studies, it was noted that a students’ academic progress could be maintained and 

developed with the continuity of LST support from the start of the academic year. However this continuity 

depends on the school’s systems, which need to support the LST and the new class teacher to work together 

to plan and develop the student’s programme. 

Participation and presence amongst case study students 

Prior to SLS, students in the majority of case studies were reported to have been reluctant to attend school, 

had difficulty focusing in class, been socially isolated and demonstrated inappropriate social behaviour, 

particularly towards their peers at times.  

When she first started school initially she would hide under the desk. She didn’t know what the bell 

meant. So she would sit outside and wait for someone to get her. Yes, she would hit other kids, 

punch, everything you could possibly imagine. (Parent) 

…I mean honestly he was horrible to people - kicking people and spitting on people and totally 

unacceptable stuff. He would go into the toilets and run the water and go into the toilet and lock the 

door and crawl out. (Class teacher) 

Very disruptive, and unable to settle to any task and would wander around and flick things over and 

disturb other children. He was never rude or insolent, but he was disruptive & found interaction with 

other children and the teacher very challenging. (LST)  
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However, with the exception of the kura where the student was reportedly already well socialised, 

improvements in social behaviour, focus and engagement in learning following the commencement of SLS 

support were the most frequently reported changes noted by the support staff involved. The role of the LST 

was attributed by staff as the key reason for most of these changes. The individual attention, ongoing support 

and involvement with the student’s other support staff, ensured a wider impact on the student’s programme. 

Where collaboration between staff was not occurring, the student progress appeared limited. 

Yes, yes, everyone is like ‘God, I can’t believe that’s the same boy’. I mean all the relievers that are 

relievers here, who have been relieving in this school for the last few years have made comments 

too when they come in. It’s like, ‘I remember last year that was what I spent half my day doing, 

pulling my hair out because of him’. You don’t even say a thing to him any more. It’s nothing. He 

knows what the routine is, he does it, and follows through with it and the kids are friendly to him and 

he’s friendly to them. I think it’s been a huge year for him. (Class teacher) 

He’s been invited to two birthday parties, he goes to people’s houses after school once in a while. 

Yes, it’s been a really really productive year for him socially and understanding people. (Class 

teacher) 

She’s got her group of friends and she’s always out there active, doing, busy and not just milling 

around either. Like she’s playing gutter ball or she’s playing a game nifty fifty, which is shooting up 

into the netball hoop and they try to get the rebound and if they get the rebound they get another 

turn. (Non host Principal) 

Improvements in social development appear to be of particular value to parents who are aware of the need 

for their children to understand and demonstrate appropriate social behaviour which will enable them to live 

successfully as adults. A number of parents expressed fears that, without social skills, their children risked 

being misunderstood and unintentionally either hurting or being hurt by others. As a consequence, parents 

were less concerned with their children’s academic success in the long term.  

[His mother] came to me at the beginning of the year it was. He’s never been invited to a birthday 

party, he doesn’t have any friends at lunchtime, he doesn’t hang out with anybody at morning tea 

unless he’s getting into trouble. Her focus wasn’t on can you please move him five reading levels 

and up a group in maths, but can you actually really work with the social structure. (Class teacher) 

I think it weighs heavy on your shoulders, on your mind constantly, but I mean obviously if she 

hasn’t got a lot of comprehension out there socially then she’s not going to be able to make a lot of 

good choices. So yes Mum is going to have to be there to. It’s a lot of responsibility to think, you 

know you might be doing that when she’s still 20 or 30. (Parent). 
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Academic progress amongst case study students 

Most SLS students appear to have made some academic progress on literacy and numeracy. LSTs surveyed 

reported that the majority of their students had made progress across a range of skills (see Figure 5 below). 

This finding was corroborated to some extent during the case studies where multiple sources of evidence 

showed progress for most case study students. The relative rate of students’ progress on literacy and 

numeracy as compared with other essential skill areas reported during case study visits confirms the LST 

survey data. In the LST survey, LSTs reported students were making the biggest gains in communication 

related essential skill areas particularly social and cooperative skills, self-management and competitive skills 

and work and study skills before progress in other areas such as problem solving, information and numeracy 

skills.  

Figure 5: LST perceptions of student progress in essential skill areas – LST survey data 
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Table 16: Summary of case study students and their progress – case study data 

Student characteristics Presence/participation progress Academic progress School 
Type 

Case study 
Age Year Diagnosis 

LST 
Support 
Period Pre SLS Post SLS Pre SLS Post SLS 

Primary Case study 1 11 Y6 Severe dyslexia 13 months 

Isolated in 
class/playground, 
withdrawn, reluctant to 
attend school 

Isolated, less withdrawn, 
frequently sick but competing 
in class sports 

Curriculum Level 1 
Unable to sequence time knows 
numbers 1-10 only. Limited 
word recognition and no reading 
comprehension 

Curriculum Level 1 
Better knowledge of time, 
able to retain key points of 
text and write about them. 
No change in numeracy 
skills 

Emotionally less dependent, 
confident, socialising in 
playground (B1) 

Primary 
Intermediate 

Case study 2 11 Y7 Autism - Asperger’s 19 months 
Emotionally dependent, 
withdrawn, few friends, 
attention seeking behaviour 

Few friends, attention 
seeking behaviour (B2) 

Emergent Level 
Able to decode basic text but 
low comprehension. Number 
recognition and skills good but 
unable to abstract concepts – 
e.g. imaging 

Curriculum Level 1-2 
Improvements in 
comprehension and abstract 
number skills still limited but 
algebra good. 
Review off SLS considered 

Primary 10 Y6 ADHD 4 months 
Poor self management - 
distracted, easily frustrated, 
aggressive towards peers 

Good self management: 
Focused, settled, engaged, 
socially appropriate with 
peers 

Emergent Level 
limited word recognition spelling 
or grammatical knowledge. Can 
count 1-100 with support, 
limited understanding of time 

Curriculum Level 1 
Slight improvements in word 
recognition and knowledge 
of time concepts 

Secondary 

Case study 3 

15 Y11 
ADHD, severe 
dyslexia and Head 
Injury 

3 months 
Angry, disruptive, unable to 
concentrate, frequently 
truant 

Angry, disruptive, unable to 
concentrate, frequently truant 

Emergent Level, unable to read, 
write 

Emergent Level, unable to 
read, write 

Primary Case study 4 9 Y3 
PDD, dyspraxia, 
Asperger’s & ADD 

18 months 
Anxious, disruptive, 
aggressive towards peers 

Good self management, 
focused, settled, engaged, 
socially appropriate with 
peers 

Emergent level 
Poor knowledge of letters and 
sounds and no decoding 
strategies very poor 
comprehension.  

Knows almost all letter 
names, starting to sound 
letters and use decoding 
strategies, improved fluency 
reading know texts. 

Primary Case study 5 10 Y5 

Epilepsy with 
subtle indications 
of ADHD, 
dyslexia & autism 

18 months 

Poor self management, 
competitive, easily 
frustrated, very 
independent 

Good self management, 
focused, settled, engaged, 
socially appropriate with 
peers 

Curriculum Level 1 
Knows all alphabet and can 
decode and read known texts 
fluently makes number sets but 
unable to retain patterns 

Curriculum Level 2 
Reading at level 2 with 
expression and enjoyment, 
good comprehension. 
Counting in patterns 

Primary-
kura 

Case study 6 12 Y8 
Severe Bilateral  
Hearing Loss 

12 months 

Confident, many friends, 
talented sportsperson, 
good self management: - 
focused, eager to learn 

Confident, many friends, 
talented sportsperson, good 
self management – focused, 
eager to learn 

Curriculum Level 2 – reading 
and writing and fluent in te reo, 
Level 1 literacy in English, 

Curriculum Level 2 – 
reading and writing and 
fluent in te reo, Level 1 
literacy in English, 
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Specific examples of progress reported across case studies include: 

 increased engagement in learning 

Like his learning, his reading, to get him to read used to be a big drama and now he takes an 

interest in what he’s doing. He wants to read the book, he wants to learn the words and he 

wants to remember what he’s learning and actually doing his maths sums as well. When he 

sits down he’s knuckling down and he’s doing it, you know. I’m not babying him…he’s sitting 

down and he’s doing it because he wants to do it. That’s a huge thing for him, huge huge 

thing. (Teacher aide) 

 literacy: particularly increased recognition of high frequency words, more accurate spelling, improved 

decoding strategies and changes in reading level ability, increased accuracy, fluency and expression in 

reading and increased comprehension 

There was no way at the beginning of the year that he could have read even “this”, because 

he didn’t understand that a “t” and a “h” go together. It was painstaking . Now he’s just started 

blends. So as soon as he sees the “th” word the thumb goes up, and he’s like, ah, and then he 

sounds it out after that. (Class teacher) 

 numeracy: recognition and ability to order numbers 1-100, making and joining number sets, identifying 

number patterns, improved understanding of concepts of time, such as before, after, months of the year 

and ability to read clocks, improvements in basic computation – addition and subtraction. 

She was at emergent maths level for years virtually and it’s only within the last year or year 

and a half probably that she’s come up to Level 1 to 2. (Parent) 
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4.6 Conclusion 

There are many accomplishments occurring under SLS. In the past three years the initiative has become 

operational and has established mechanisms to provide additional learning support to 1500 students 

nationally.  

 The evaluation results indicate that the initiative is operating largely as intended in terms of establishing 

and maintaining what appear to be equitable allocation processes and generally supporting greater 

collaboration between support staff to ensure students receive increased learning opportunities.  

 There is also evidence to suggest that the class teacher and TA capability to support SLS students is 

slowly being enhanced through working with the LST (including such activities as LSTs providing 

adapted teaching resources, LSTs sharing their insights about students’ experiences of learning and 

LSTs modelling techniques).  

 Most importantly, students appear to be making gains. This is demonstrated by improved school 

attendance, presence and participation in in-class programmes. 
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5.0 Challenges for Supplementary Learning Support 

This section presents a series of challenges as indicated by the evaluation data which 

need to be addressed, in order to build upon existing accomplishments of the SLS 

initiative to sustain the effective operational delivery of SLS long term. As stated in the 

previous chapter, the key intended outcomes of SLS are being achieved. Consequently, 

the challenges described below relate to the need to refine aspects of SLS delivery rather 

than any fundamental changes to the structure and intended outcomes of SLS. 

Evaluation findings suggest that, although the SLS initiative appears to be achieving at least to some extent, 

all four intended outcomes (i.e. presence, participation, access and achievement), achievement of these 

outcomes is hindered in some circumstances. These hindering factors suggest that the key challenges facing 

the SLS initiative are: 

 supporting conditions for collaboration between LSTs and others 

 supporting SLS within kura kaupapa settings 

 providing ongoing professional development for LSTs 

 planning for future cohorts of SLS students. 

5.1 Supporting collaboration 

Well I think it’s probably a three-way thing, but I don’t think it’s worked like that. I think it should be a 

three-way thing with the SENCO contributing, me contributing and the teacher contributing. But the 

SENCO hasn’t been here very often and has a new job. It’s just, it has worked better. (LST) 

Case study findings show that effective collaboration is not occurring consistently and even once established, 

can break down. However, case studies have also provided insight into the factors associated with supporting 

collaboration. The challenge is to encourage and support conditions for collaborative activity, including 

understanding the factors that contribute to collaborative breakdown, namely a lack of IEP processes, limited 

group decision-making within intermediate and secondary school settings and limited levels of consultative 

planning. 
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5.1.1 Establish and maintain IEP processes 

IEPs provide an important forum for bringing support staff together to discuss and plan how best to support a 

student’s learning needs. Through this they provide a forum for collaboration. However, the LST survey 

indicated that 47% of SLS students may not have a current IEP in place. Furthermore, case studies show that 

in settings where IEP processes were not established or held regularly, fewer indicators of collaborative 

activity were observed. For example, in some case studies, 1, 2, 3, and 5 (see Table 13, page 77), shared 

creation of teaching resources and assessment resources was minimal and individuals held different views of 

the SLS student’s educational progress and were less knowledgeable about one another’s activities.  

Furthermore, in situations were IEPs were irregular or non-existent, LSTs were also seen as the individual 

who could become responsible for IEP co-ordination. This view developed as a result of LSTs’ general 

tendency to establish a specific plan for their own work with the student – often called an SLS plan or literacy 

and numeracy plan, and to gather individuals together to discuss these. These plans were treated in some 

instances as an appropriate equivalent to an IEP and placed LSTs under pressure to assume responsibility 

for co-ordinating IEP processes overall.  

These findings suggest that, while collaborative activities occur in the absence of an IEP process, 

opportunities for collaboration under SLS are enhanced when a regular IEP process already exists or 

becomes established. Consequently, bolstering support for schools to establish and maintain IEP processes 

prior to receiving SLS support, would appear to be an important step in helping establish and maintain 

positive conditions for collaborative activity under SLS.  

5.1.2 Group decision making in intermediate and secondary 
settings 

The case studies suggest that group decision making may be more difficult to achieve in intermediate and 

secondary contexts and is resulting in less collaboration, less integrated learning support for students and 

slower progress for students at this level. One cause for this may stem from a perception that specialist 

learning support is better provided in a separate rather than integrated manner and that responsibility for this 

lies with specialist rather than class teachers. This situation is exacerbated by the more segmented nature of 

secondary and intermediate level instruction – where individual classes and teachers are focused on 

academic learning in specific curriculum areas. 

From my experience, … the secondary teachers are like, when the bell rings, they come in, they sit 

down, if they don’t want to listen they can tune out, put their ear things on, go to sleep, as long as 

they don’t disturb the other kids that I’m trying to get this through to. Because at the end of the day 

they’ve got to have a test and I’ve got to prove that they’ve learnt this, in their workbooks. That’s the 

main thing … we’re not here to be too concerned about all that sort of thing that would normally pick 

up and try to adjust your teaching appropriately to still try to get through to these kids. (LST) 
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Two case studies (2 and 3) examined SLS in intermediate and secondary settings and found that the level of 

collaboration between support staff was noticeably less than in primary settings (see Table 13, page 77). In 

both settings students were withdrawn to specialist units for additional support (which included TA 

assistance). The students’ mainstream class work was not adapted by class teachers. Specialist staff took 

responsibility for determining the needs and nature of the student’s work programme in the special unit and to 

a degree, adapted work for completion in mainstream classes. However, these specialist staff worked 

independently, using TA support to implement programmes and were less likely to seek input from other 

class teachers associated with the student or the LST. 

I think [the LST] could pretty much see that [student] learning needs were being met within the 

[special needs unit] programme that the curriculum adaptations were being made, so she didn’t 

need to go there. (SENCO) 

Yes, I think they struggle to find what to do with me. But with me, when I thought well I’m just going 

to be coming in here and being a teacher aide - no I’m not doing that! (LST) 

SLS student progress in both settings was limited or regressing in some areas – particularly socially (see 

Table 16, page 95 Summary of case study students and their progress). Students had both recently displayed 

reluctance to attend school and were evidently frustrated with the type of learning support provided. They had 

indicated that they considered the support they were receiving was somehow inappropriate. 

That group decision-making appears to be limited more by belief in the need for a separate specialist teacher 

as opposed to the more segmented nature of learning instruction classes is particularly evident if these 

settings are compared to the kura case study. The kura also structured afternoon classes around specific 

curriculum areas, similar to a secondary school. However many staff, including those with specialist 

curriculum knowledge continued to play a role in supporting the student and placed significant emphasis on 

using a group approach to make decisions about the role that each individual would play in assisting the 

student.  

Considered overall, these findings suggest that group decision-making in intermediate and secondary 

contexts is possible but that greater emphasis needs to be placed on the value and need for this – particularly 

given that most current SLS students (who are mainly in primary school now) are likely to continue to be 

allocated SLS spaces through intermediate and secondary school.  

Part of it is defining who your collaborative team is and understanding, coming to a common 

understanding of what everybody’s role within that team is. I guess that’s up to me as Principal or 

the school to negotiate. This is our collaborative team. This is the kid, she’s got to be at the centre, 

these are all the people that are helping support her. What is each one of our roles? What are we 

going to do; what are we going to be responsible for; who do we report to; how is it followed up?  - 

that sort of thing. (Non-host Principal) 
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5.1.3 Consultative planning across the curriculum 

Evaluation findings across the different methods of investigation utilised, indicate that LSTs tend to focus on 

literacy and numeracy skills as opposed to the full curriculum and often plan this work on their own rather 

than in consultation with class teachers and others. While class teachers can cover and generally are 

covering the remainder of the essential skills areas for students through adapted class based work, the 

wealth of LST experience could be used to better effect if LSTs played a role in planning tasks with class 

teachers across the curriculum. If the level of consultative planning across the full curriculum remains 

relatively low, LSTs could develop very divergent practices and SLS as a whole could risk duplicating existing 

resources such as RT-literacy and Reading Recovery.  

Case study findings show that LSTs make an explicit judgment about the needs of their students and identify 

that a focus on literacy or numeracy is appropriate. However, within a literacy focus greater integration across 

curriculum areas could occur so that the SLS students’ work has more links into class programmes (e.g. 

current science or social studies topics of their class).  

LST focus on literacy and numeracy was observed across all six case studies and appeared to be understood 

by LSTs as the main purpose of their role: 

The LST task is to support & supplement the literacy and numeracy programme for him. (LST) 

I would hope [he has] an adapted programme, yes. But we don’t do it. I don’t know what’s 

happening there. I’m not in the classroom enough to observe how he copes with those [broader 

curriculum] aspects of his programme. So I don’t know what goes on outside of the numeracy and 

literacy programme. (LST) 

I know that the IEP is really the teacher’s responsibility and I just wanted to cover literacy and 

numeracy, the areas I am accountable for. (LST) 

Two factors in particular appear to be leading LSTs to assume a literacy and numeracy focus. 

 SLS eligibility criteria which specify a student must be operating at level 1 or below in literacy and 

numeracy. 

 Class teacher requests that LST focus on literacy and numeracy only as the basis for student 

engagement with the rest of the curriculum. 

Both case studies and survey data show that LSTs regularly plan more on their own (91% of LSTs surveyed), 

than in consultation with others such as class teachers, TAs or RTLB (65%) see Table 14. Although IEP 

meetings are where consultative planning happens most often, these are termly only.  
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Figure 6: Frequency of LST activities – LST survey data 
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Three factors in particular appear to inhibit consultative planning: 

 Greater value placed on 1-1 student instruction rather than planning in consultation – coming 

especially from class teachers, parents and Principals. Although planning is a prerequisite for teaching, it 

often occurs ‘behind the scenes’. Class teachers, parents, and in some cases the culture of a school, all 

combine to form a belief that direct teaching instruction is more important than time regularly spent 

meeting and planning with others. 

My original understanding of that was that it was a one-to-one working with children, yes. I’m still 

very committed to having that be the role. My understanding is that there are moves around to 

broaden that to involve support and guidance for teachers and that sort of thing. I personally don’t 

see that as an appropriate role - I don’t have any problem with upskilling teachers, but it seems to 

me that they already have all the skills. My view is still that the children they’re working with are in 

need of particular work on a one-to-one basis that can’t be provided in a classroom because of the 

particular needs that they have. (Host Principal) 

 Misunderstanding the LST role - as itinerant teachers, LSTs are often mistaken for TAs or specialists 

and viewed by class teachers, Principals and TAs as specialist staff who prefer to ‘disappear’ with a 

student, rather than collaborate and plan in consultation with a class teacher. 

 Confusion over IEP responsibility - and a tendency for IEP processes to break down easily as a 

result. Situations in which a school does not have, or develops a regular IEP process means that all 

support staff, particularly LSTs and class teachers are deprived of a regular, formal opportunity to plan 

students’ learning programme together. 

5.2 Supporting SLS in the kura  

During the process of the evaluation it became apparent that the number of students receiving SLS in Mäori 

immersion settings may be fewer than expected, when considered relative to those receiving this support in 

non immersion settings. While this information is tentative and based largely on difficulties associated with 

securing kura kaupapa schools with resident SLS students for case study, evidence22 clearly indicates that 

immersion settings are subject to staffing scarcities and limited external appreciation of key principles 

underpinning their educational practice. These two issues can limit the uptake of SLS and constrain the 

effectiveness of SLS support in the kura setting. 

                                                            
22 In addition to the evaluation process, data was obtained from two visits to one kura kaupapa, interviews with personnel 

attached to a second kura kaupapa as well as qualitative research with several Mäori informants. 
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5.2.1 Forms of appropriate engagement 

Core concepts such as the Te Whare Tapa Whä model23 underpin the structure and educational practice 

within kura kaupapa. These principles also influence the ways in which kura interpret and respond to 

information from external sources. Case study findings suggest that external provision of specialised support 

is hindered by poor appreciation of Mäori pedagogy and consequently inhibits the degree to which kura are 

able to make effective use of specialist support. Inappropriate engagement of kura has manifested itself in 

two main ways. 

1. Information provision 

Kura, like all schools, receive information and support from external services such as GSE and RTLB. 

However, external staff appear reluctant to observe principles which are integral to communicating effectively 

with kura staff, such as personal visits, including pöwhiri, hui and face-to-face discussion. As a result kura 

kaupapa are potentially overlooked when information is disseminated due to limited appreciation of the time 

and processes needed to engage effectively with kura staff. As a result, kura staff have irregular contact from 

external support staff and can receive information which is quite often either close to cut off dates or too late.  

The value of observing appropriate engagement protocols was directly illustrated by research experiences 

associated with this evaluation. Attempts to encourage kura to participate in an SLS case study were 

repeatedly hindered until research staff undertook appropriate engagement processes including arranging a 

pöwhiri as part of the case study field visit. However, when external specialists have been willing to engage 

with and take the time to better understand kura, the value has been immeasurable. This is best illustrated by 

a situation where RTLB (one Mäori and two non-Mäori) committed to a weekly lunch at a kura. This 

seemingly simple act has enhanced professional relationships and information exchange: 

…What has happened from there is even with the non-Mäori RTLB, we’re very comfortable with 

them, they’re very comfortable with us, but it’s that incidental sharing of professional knowledge, 

that opportunity for our staff to engage in dialogue with them and them to give advice, impart advice 

that is just invaluable. I think it pertains to that Mäori saying, ‘He kanohi kitea’ – ‘a face that is seen’. 

We see them regularly and they’re always around to offer help and advice, everyone, right down to 

the PRTs [provisionally registered teachers] in this kura, feel comfortable talking with them. (Group 

Interview - kura kaupapa) 

                                                            
23 Initially coined in 1982 by Professor Mason Durie, as a model for developing strategies within Mäori mental health. Te 

Whare Tapa Whä model compares Mäori wellbeing to the four walls of a house and today the principles have been widely 

accepted as pertaining to all aspects of Mäori well-being.  
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2. Appropriate provision of specialist support and resources  

External specialist support from RTLB and GSE is typically provided in English and must be translated both 

literally and pedagogically in order to be effectively utilised by kura students and staff. This is a time 

consuming process, which potentially alters the nature of support provided.  

…the translation is solely left on the individual. We have to, I suppose between the language with 

their world as well. We have to translate what they’re saying and then put it into our framework for 

how we’ll do it. Then when they come back we have to reassess what’s there, analyse it, and then 

put it back into their language. …It would be nice to …. if they could engage in coming into that 

realm, as well. (Kura)  

5.2.2 Scarcity of qualified staff and resources 

Attaching LST responsibilities to an appropriately qualified staff member as required under the managed pool 

is difficult for kura due to the general scarcity of appropriately qualified staff. Case study findings indicate that 

as a result the LST role is likely to be shared by multiple individuals but nominally awarded to an individual 

who may or may not have teaching qualifications.  

The decision to share responsibility for working with SLS students across multiple staff results primarily from 

the scarcity of suitable individuals. In appointing staff, kura must give primary consideration to fluency in te 

reo Mäori. Candidates must be respected by the local community as well as qualified, and ideally 

experienced. However, limited use of te reo as common, everyday language and employment competition24 

for the few fluent te reo speakers means that kura face considerable difficulty appointing general teaching 

staff. Seeking staff with special education experience and qualifications adds further complexity to the 

appointment process. 

Well, of course, the special character of our kura is that we teach in te reo Mäori...therefore, we 

require a support person or a teacher to have some fluency in te reo Mäori to work with any of our 

children. There alone is a difference to mainstream … money is not the issue - it’s finding the 

person who can support the child and a programme. (Host Deputy Principal)  

Consequently, kura prefer to provide support for students as effectively as possible within these constraints 

by combining the expertise of multiple staff to ensure students’ needs do not go unmet even though suitably 

skilled staff may not be immediately available. This is both essential and possible given the pedagogical 

principles and inclusive approach used to support students within kura.  

                                                            
24 Case study participants reported that kura kaupapa schools frequently lose staff to better paid positions outside the 

education sector.  
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The general scarcity of fluent staff is also reflected in a limited availability of other educational resources 

including teaching and assessment resources printed in te reo and, specifically in the case of special 

education, very few specialist RTLB or GSE staff who are fluent te reo speakers. These challenges suggest 

that in utilising SLS, kura in particular, may need additional time to identify and appoint suitable candidates to 

the LST positions.  

They [MoE] need to realise also that this is the programme [Mäori medium education] that these 

children and parents have chosen for them. So therefore, as of right, we need to have some 

provision to support these children as do the mainstream. (Host Deputy Principal) 

5.3 Supporting professional development 

Evaluation findings across the different methods of investigation utilised, suggest that although LSTs are 

experienced, skilled teachers they receive limited professional support or formal review and few training 

opportunities. This limited support not only hinders LSTs’ ability to manage issues associated with working 

across different schools, but may also limit opportunities to extend their professional capabilities. Three 

factors in particular point to the need for ongoing professional development and support. 

 Itinerant nature of LST role.  

 Limited feedback or formal reviews. 

 Desire to expand knowledge in the field of special education. 

5.3.1 Itinerant role of LSTs 

The majority of LSTs work are itinerant which, in addition to a degree of professional isolation, also requires 

LSTs to establish new working relationships with up to ten sets of class teachers, parents and associated 

support staff each year. The newness of the initiative has meant that itinerant LSTs have needed professional 

support from other SLS stakeholders to establish relationships and articulate the function of the LST role. 

Survey findings suggest that in most cases LSTs have initially received good support from host principals, 

RTLB and, to a lesser extent GSE staff. However, overall evaluation findings indicate that, following initial 

establishment, professional support from these groups has been inconsistent or in some instances ceased, 

often as a result of staffing changes within the host school. 

He (original host Principal) was amazingly supportive! However, not at the moment, because 

there’s not really one there. Because there’s only a stand-in Principal who hasn’t got a clue about 

SLS. (LST) 
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However, LSTs continue to require professional support. Survey results indicate that professional isolation is 

one of the top five issues to concern LSTs and more than a third of LSTs surveyed felt professional isolation 

had a very serious effect on their ability to support students. LSTs’ professional support needs typically to 

include role clarification and professional advice or support on how to manage relationship issues or 

conflicting expectations about the appropriate focus of the LST role. Consequently, a consistent level of 

support from host Principals and SLS management committees is required to help address issues which 

LSTs face in working in multiple settings is an important component in ensuring that the flexibility of the LST 

role is used effectively and not exploited.  

5.3.2 Desire to expand knowledge of special education  

LSTs are genuinely interested in undertaking professional development which will help them understand the 

behavioural issues associated with special needs students (65% of LSTs surveyed) and assist them in 

adapting teaching practices to different age groups (50% of those surveyed). The desire to learn more about 

behavioural difficulties may reflect the fact that, while LSTs have a considerable amount of general primary 

teaching experience, they have comparatively less experience in the area of special needs education and 

may be especially aware of this, even though others may view them as highly suitable and appropriately 

skilled for the role. Qualitative research suggested that LSTs were highly regarded by RTLB, GSE staff, 

parents and host Principals. However, LSTs themselves were conscious of perceived gaps in their 

knowledge. 

I mean we did stuff at Teachers College but never for pre-school, never at that level. I mean some 

people have come from that area and that’s fine. But one of my colleagues who has come from pre-

school had no idea about teaching maths to Years 1, 2 and 3. (LST) 

5.3.3 Limited professional feedback and formal review 

LSTs receive limited professional feedback. A third (32%) of LSTs surveyed reported having no formal 

appraisal process in place. Of those who did, less than a third (30%) reported their reviews as helpful in 

improving their professional practice to a great extent and half said their reviews provided only limited to 

moderate support in this regard. Furthermore, case study findings indicate that host Principals may not 

prioritise formal review and feedback of LST performance.  

I am supposed to meet with [LST] once a week …and I don’t always do that, but we do catch up 

when there’s a need. So we’re doing that incidental form of appraisal, but the formal appraisal of 

classroom observations I haven’t done that at this stage …I don’t know that it’s actually all that 

useful. (Host Principal) 

I felt kind of quite let down. That nobody was looking at what I did. The different long-term plans, 

you know the IEP I’m doing. The way I work in the schools, the way I do all the planning in my 

books for the child, the way I reflect on things, assessments etc. (LST) 
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Figure 7: LSTs with performance appraisals in place – LST survey data 
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Figure 8: Extent to which reviews assist in developing LST practice – LST survey data 
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Limited or ineffective mechanisms for formal feedback reduce opportunities for supporting LSTs through 

formal recognition and professional feedback which could further enhance their practice. It also undermines 

the status and credibility of the LST position long term. For example, it may be difficult to ascertain to what 

extent LST practice is professionally acceptable and may also jeopardise LST ability to maintain teaching 

registration criteria. These issues are of concern to LSTs. 

5.4 Planning and managing for future cohorts 

The current scope of SLS provision, particularly the number of positions available nationally and SLS exit 

criteria combined with current student progress may limit the degree to which future SLS type students are 

able to benefit from SLS over the long term.  

SLS is currently providing support for approximately 1500 students and will remain available to these 

students under current rules of SLS provision, until they reach Year 13 or gain skills and understandings 

sufficient to operate at level two of the New Zealand curriculum. This provision of 1500 spaces equates with 

the number of students estimated to be in need of additional support25. However, evaluation findings across 

the different methods of investigation utilised, suggest that the pool of eligible students may be greater still. 

For example, participants in each case study repeatedly commented that their experience of the initiative had 

helped them recognise the types of needs accommodated under SLS, and as a result, were aware of yet 

more students they would consider SLS eligible. 

Ministry of Education data on SLS students also show that the current cohort of SLS students is aged 

between 6 and 11 years old (or Year levels 1-6). Most are progressing academically at a rate that they can 

reasonably be expected to require their current level of SLS support for some time, potentially to Year 13, i.e. 

an additional seven years for those currently in Year 6. Opportunities for new students to access SLS spaces 

within the current 1500 provisionally available are already limited to instances in which existing SLS students 

‘vacate’ spaces – either by moving to a school in a different GSE region, or as a result of being ‘reviewed off’, 

or no longer eligible for support.  

Consequently, the current scope of SLS provision (enabling a total of 1500 SLS students to retain access to 

support until Year 13) and the stable membership of the current cohort mean the SLS initiative is unlikely to 

be available to future cohorts as early or as easily as it has been available for the current cohort. 

                                                            
25 Demand estimation research completed in 2004 indicated that 1586 students were likely to be in need of additional 

learning support and these students would include a mix of primary, intermediate and secondary age students. 
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5.5 Conclusion  

The challenges described here suggest that the fundamental structure and processes of SLS provision 

appear to be effective but that a number of operational procedures and processes may need to be re-

emphasised, clarified and supported by key operational staff involved both at school, district and national 

levels to enhance and sustain more consistent achievement of intended SLS outcomes over the long term.  

 Evaluation findings show that effective educational collaboration does not consistently occur and once 

established, can break down, particularly when IEP processes are not established. Given the larger 

number of individuals involved in the education of students in intermediate and secondary settings, 

collaboration may be more difficult but is particularly important.  

 Evaluation findings suggest that that kura kaupapa schools may experience difficulties in utilising SLS as 

intended, due to a general scarcity of suitable staff and limited efforts to adapt the provision of external 

specialist support in ways which suit the philosophical values and practices used in kura settings.  

 Findings also indicate that, although LSTs are experienced, skilled teachers, they receive limited 

professional support or formal review and few training opportunities. LSTs value more support for their 

role and professional development to expand their knowledge of special education topics. 

 Finally, the degree to which future SLS type students are able to benefit from SLS over the long term 

could be constrained by the current scope of SLS provision (particularly the number of positions 

available nationally), given the stable membership of the current cohort. 
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6.0 Evaluative Assessment of Supplementary 
Learning Support 

Assessment of the SLS initiative against the evaluation objectives shows that on the 

whole, each objective has been met and that the assumptions of the SLS model are 

largely correct. The phased approach to implementing this initiative alongside an 

evaluation has helped SLS to be successfully operationalised. 

This evaluation focused on identifying opportunities for enhancing the SLS initiative, based on four objectives 

as well as on informing the development of Ministry of Education policy relating to the provision of learning 

support in general. The evaluation objectives were as follows. 

1. To determine if SLS resource allocation processes facilitate equitable allocation. 

2. To describe the function and contribution of LSTs. 

3. To describe the level of collaboration occurring between support staff and the effect this has had on the 

provision of learning support for students. 

4. To assess to what extent SLS students experience additional or improved learning opportunities as a 

result of SLS and if there is any evidence of improved educational outcomes for these students. 

In this section we summarise the findings of the evaluation against each evaluation objective as well as 

commenting on areas that this evaluation may inform the development of special education initiatives in 

general.  

Objective 1:  Determine if the SLS resource allocation 
model facilitates equitable resource allocation 

At present, the allocation of the SLS resource appears to be equitable and based on students’ level of need, 

although, kura kaupapa schools may be experiencing difficulties in utilising SLS as intended. However, in the 

future, SLS type students in general may have more limited access to the initiative than those in the current 

cohort due to the set provision of SLS. The following points on objective 1 are noted. 

 A range of specialists who are knowledgeable about and work with nominated students do appear to be 

fully involved and are able to contribute to decisions about resource allocation. 

 The process of moderation, and through this the allocation of the SLS resource, is thorough, 

transparent, and reasonably equitable. 
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 The regionalisation of these processes means that there are some small differences between regions 

and possibly some inequities between regions (e.g. in transfer of students between GSE districts). 

However, the processes are designed to accommodate local and regional variations, and local input is a 

necessity, if specialists who are knowledge and are working with the students, have a significant say in 

decisions about allocation. Furthermore, it should be noted that few such inequities were apparent to the 

evaluation team and are likely to be minimal across the whole initiative. 

However, there is some evidence from the evaluation to suggest that the processes of nomination, 

moderation and allocation, in some way disadvantage students in Mäori medium settings, as evidenced by 

what appears to be a lower than expected SLS allocation to these types of students26. This evidence 

includes: 

 During the evaluation process, in carrying out the LST survey and in planning the case studies, lower 

than expected numbers of LSTs working in Mäori mediums and SLS students in Mäori mediums were 

identified (i.e. very small numbers could be identified). 

 In depth investigation during the kura case study identified a number of interlinking factors that appear to 

inhibit uptake of the SLS initiative in Mäori medium settings. These include: 

 infrequent contact or poorly developed relationships with GSE and RTLBs 

 the way in which new initiatives are communicated to schools (i.e. language and cultural 

assumptions of written communications, or the use of GSE and RTLB to act as intermediaries to 

deliver information about new initiatives) 

 scarcity of specialist education personnel with te reo Mäori fluency, to either work within Mäori 

medium settings or to support them with various special needs requirements (e.g. to assist in 

preparing supporting documentation for SLS nominations). 

 The degree to which future SLS type students are able to access SLS support over the long term could 

be constrained by the current scope of SLS provision (particularly the number of positions available 

nationally), given the relatively higher proportion of primary compared to secondary school students and 

the stable membership of the current cohort.  

                                                            
26 Data was obtained from two visits to one kura kaupapa, interviews with personnel attached to a second kura kaupapa, as 

well as qualitative research with several Mäori informants. 
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Objective 2: Describe function and contribution of LSTs 

The role of LSTs has been fully operationalised. At the time of writing the third roll out, which would bring the 

number of SLS students allocated funding up to 1500, had been underway for several months. LSTs had 

been employed and had commenced work for both the initial roll outs and many were in place for the third roll 

out.  

 LSTs are typically qualified, experienced teachers, with on average 16 years’ teaching experience 

including four and a half years working in the area of special needs. They tend to be working in a full-

time or substantial role. 

 By the end of 2005, some 90 LSTs had been employed in substantial itinerant roles to work with 

some 775 students, allowing them to have fulltime positions (0.6 –1.0 FTTE). 

 Most other LSTs, some 225 with managed pool positions, hold another role, typically either as the 

classroom teacher of a special needs unit and/or as an ORRS teacher. 

LSTs contribute to SLS objectives of increasing learning support opportunities for students directly through 

instruction of students and through support and/or enhancing capability of class teachers and other support 

staff. 

 The itinerant role of the permanent LSTs, strengthens the initiative by enabling LSTs to share their 

experience and knowledge with those who support SLS students. They achieve this by:  

  utilising a variety of approaches for supporting class teachers, TAs, parents and in working with 

SLS students as LSTs are exposed to a variety of school cultures, individual pedagogy and student 

need 

 contributing to enhancing the professional capacity of class teachers and other support staff, and 

the learning support opportunities for students, i.e. through collaboration with, or  modelling 

techniques to class teachers and TAs, as well as through direct instruction of SLS students. 
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Several factors inhibit LSTs in their role; the itinerant nature of their role, the lack of role clarity, the varied 

professional support and the few professional development opportunities. 

 The challenges to working with a number of schools (potentially up to ten schools) include:  

 LSTs need to negotiate and develop terms of engagement with each set of school staff, parents 

and students they work in. Although SLS has been designed so that the LST’s host principal 

supports them in liaison with other schools, evaluation findings indicated that this support is very 

limited for some LSTs. 

 By their nature, each school is a complex social setting and has different philosophies and school 

wide systems in place to enable LSTs to work efficiently within (e.g. that support and value  IEPs) 

them.  

 Furthermore, the logistics of working at many locations in a role which requires strong relationships 

with multiple sets of specialists, school staff, parents and students does make LSTs relatively time 

poor. 

 In addition to the challenges of working in a number of settings, the lack of role clarity, and its multiple 

interpretation across the different schools inhibits LSTs.  

 LSTs also report having limited or intermittent professional support; informal or no professional 

feedback, limited support in engaging with non host schools especially beyond the early months of their 

jobs as well as few professional training opportunities. 

On balance, the SLS model gains significant strength through the itinerant LST role. The inhibiting factors 

faced by LSTs due to this feature of their role are operational and may be ameliorated by further clarifying the 

LST role and promoting greater support for the LSTs from other SLS stakeholders.  
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Objective 3: Describe collaboration and its effect on the 
provision of learning support 

Objective 3 in full: Describe the level of collaboration occurring between providers and describe the effects 

this has had on the provision of learning support. 

Collaborative relationships are occurring amongst staff involved in supporting many SLS students, although in 

some settings, such as secondary schools, collaboration may be more difficult to achieve and maintain. 

 Collaboration appears to increase and improve learning support opportunities for SLS students. 

 Collaborative activity amongst multiple staff builds understanding with all staff involved and enables 

more integrated provision of learning support for SLS students. 

 Where collaboration is successfully maintained, students are receiving a more integrated package 

of learning support; with a range of support from multiple sources across a range of areas. This 

includes literacy and numeracy from LSTs, other essential skill areas from teachers, task 

interpretation and self organisation from TAs, independence and life skills from various sources, 

and reinforcement of specialist support from GSE or privately purchased support. 

 Several factors support the type of collaborative activity that enhances learning support which is likely to 

impact positively on outcomes for students. These are the establishment and maintenance of regular 

IEP processes, the participation of multiple staff with different perspectives, and time and space for 

collaborative review and refinement of plans. 

 Given the larger number of individuals involved in the education of students in intermediate and 

secondary settings, collaboration may be more difficult, but is particularly important if SLS is to be 

implemented as intended for these students.  
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Objective 4: Assess provision of learning opportunities 
and improved educational outcomes for students. 

Objective 4 in full: Assess to what extent SLS students experience additional or improved learning 

opportunities as a result of SLS and if there is any evidence of improved educational outcomes for these 

students. 

Given that the ultimate goal of the SLS initiative is to enhance the educational outcomes for eligible students 

by ensuring their access to meaningful and effective learning opportunities, the evaluation focused primarily 

on identifying whether there was increased provision of learning opportunities for students as a proxy for 

actual changes in educational outcomes. It was agreed that in the two year time frame of the SLS evaluation, 

changes in educational outcomes may not be seen. However, during the case studies in particular, and also 

via the LST survey, the evaluation was able to find some evidence of changes in educational outcomes for 

SLS students, which are as follows. 

 Both the activities of LSTs and the activities of class teachers and TAs appear to providing increased 

learning opportunities for SLS students, i.e. access to appropriate learning opportunities. 

 LSTs directly teach students, either one-on-one with the student in class or in withdrawal, or with 

other students. 

 LSTs discuss ideas and approaches with teachers and TAs, and model lessons and teaching 

techniques to teacher aides, and at times, teachers. 

 Presence and participation outcomes were noted; namely, improved schools attendance, greater 

presence and participation in class programmes. These were evidenced by; improvements such as 

enhanced self-confidence, self-management, improvements in engagement in learning, participation in 

the classroom programmes and wider school activities. 

 Although it is noted that the evaluation was not expecting strong evidence of academic achievement in 

the short two year timeframe of the evaluation, most SLS students appear to have made some academic 

progress on literacy and numeracy. LSTs surveyed, reported students were making the biggest gains in 

communication related essential skill areas before progress in other areas. This was corroborated by 

case study investigation. 

Based on these findings on student outcomes, it is a reasonable preliminary assessment of SLS to say that 

there is evidence that SLS is assisting improved educational outcomes for SLS students. 
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6.1 Limitations of this evaluation  

The resourcing and the decisions made about the focus of each evaluation, result in some limitations. 

Constraints in resourcing of evaluations vary and may include limited access to stakeholders or other sources 

of information, limitations of time and foreshortened timelines, or can impact on method selection. The key 

limitations of the current evaluation include the following. 

 There is limited, but useful, information about the SLS operation in secondary school settings.  

 The evaluation findings do not provide as much detail about SLS in secondary school settings as in 

primary school settings.  

 In particular, the more illuminating evaluation information, gathered in case studies, was mainly 

primary school focused, due to constraints accessing data in secondary school settings.  

 The operationalisation of SLS in secondary school settings is an important area that will become 

more important in the next few years. At present the majority of current SLS students are in primary 

schools and therefore the evaluation findings are valuable for informing the reader about their 

current situation. It is however, likely that many of these students will be entering secondary 

schools with SLS funding in the next two to four years.  

 There is relatively limited information about SLS operation in kura kaupapa settings. Nonetheless, the 

findings should be considered valid and will provide the reader with valuable insight. 

 Due to a decision to focus mainly on the general implementation of SLS in this evaluation, the 

findings provide relatively limited information about SLS operation in kura kaupapa settings.  

 Furthermore, access to information on any initiative or programme in kura kaupapa settings is 

constrained by access to respondents. There is significant pressure of requests for time and 

information from kura kaupapa schools, added to this there are cultural obligations which can 

further impact on the ability for key informants and evaluators to collect and analyse information 

appropriately.  

 That said, the evaluation findings are based on appropriate methodologies and use data 

triangulated from several sources: 

 Evaluation findings were gathered and analysed in a culturally appropriate way, which 

respected protocols and expectations of the Mäori informants. 

 Data was obtained from two visits to one kura kaupapa, interviews with personnel attached to 

a second kura kaupapa, as well as qualitative research with several Mäori informants. 
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6.2 Informing the further development of SLS and learning 
support in general 

6.2.1 SLS assumptions appear to be largely correct 

Overall, the evaluation findings suggest that the key assumptions underpinning the SLS model are, for the 

most part, accurate and that the structure, implementation and effectiveness of the SLS model can be 

considered sound. Case study findings have provided the most insight here.  

SLS assumption Evidence from the SLS evaluation 

Allocation related assumptions: 

 All schools use GSE and RTLB 

services, therefore GSE and 

RTLB know most of the eligible 

students. 

Mostly 

appears to 

be correct 

Most schools use GSE and RTLB services. 

However, there may be instances where some 

schools have limited or infrequent contact with GSE 

and RTLB, for example some kura kaupapa schools. 

 Improved co-ordination between 

GSE and RTLB will improve the 

equity of allocation processes. 

Mostly 

appears to 

be correct 

GSE and RTLB staff, in conjunction with school staff, 

have been able to identify students who would 

benefit from SLS. 
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SLS assumption Evidence from the SLS evaluation 

Collaboration related assumptions: 

 Improved relationships and co-

ordination between multiple 

stakeholders will improve the 

pooling of resources for learning 

support. 

Mostly 

appears to 

be correct 

 Relevant support staff (providers) 

will still contribute to the overall 

package of learning support. 

Mostly 

appears to 

be correct 

If collaboration occurs then the assumptions 

regarding improvements appear to occur. 

The assumption that collaboration between various 

support staff will enhance class teacher capacity and 

reduce fragmented provision of learning support is 

less accurate. This assumption fails to account for 

the pre-existing factors that impact on collaborative 

activity possible within school settings.  

 All stakeholders involved in the 

initiative will have a clear, 

consistent and shared 

understanding of their own role 

and the roles of others. 

Correct in 

some 

schools 

However, the skills and experience of LSTs mean 

they do contribute to collaborative processes where 

the basic mechanisms and supporting philosophies 

for these exist within the school, and their role allows 

them to enhance the professional capacity of other 

support staff. 

 Schools can and will resource 

other support through the special 

education grant and RTLB 

learning support fund (LSF). 

Mostly 

appears to 

be correct 

SLS is providing learning support that is 

supplementary to students existing support. 

Common forms of pre-existing sources of support 

observed amongst case study students included; 

teacher aide assistance, short periods of GSE 

specialist assistance, extra curricula ‘life skills’ 

activities (funded though a combination of RTLB 

LSFs and/or the school’s special education grant) 

and/or extra curricula programmes (privately funded) 

Capacity/capability related assumptions: 

 Lack of teacher time, and, to a 

lesser extent, lack of teacher 

knowledge are the main 

impediments to improving the 

provision of learning support to 

SLS type students. 

Correct in 

some 

schools 

The capability to support students with special 

needs is varied amongst class teacher and TAs, with 

some being highly capable while others being less 

confident and capable. There are instances where 

the provision of learning support to SLS students is 

fragmented. 
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6.2.2 Phased implementation alongside evaluation 

The implementation of the SLS initiative has occurred over a three year period (2003-2006). Implementation 

processes have been deliberately phased and run alongside an evaluation process to enable local level 

feedback, cumulative experience and findings to shape modifications of the initiative. 

1. Staged phases of extension 

A large scale two phase trial of the SLS initiative was undertaken in 2003, involving over 400 schools and 

students from across 14 GSE districts. The trials involved a mock allocation process to develop an equitable 

and suitably standardised process for nominating students and comparing nominations (i.e. moderation), to 

make sure SLS support would go to those with the highest relative needs. Formal allocation of SLS support 

(or first ‘rollout’) occurred between January and June (2004) and was restricted to 500 students nationally. 

This was followed a year later by a second allocation of support for an additional 450 students nationally and 

again in 2006, bringing the total number of students formally allocated supplementary support to 1500.  

2. Use of intervention logic and evaluation 

An SLS Intervention logic was developed prior to the implementation of the initiative. This provided a clear 

explanation of the structure, processes and intended outcomes involved and also provided a basis for the 

subsequent evaluation design. The existence of an intervention logic supported a reflective implementation 

approach, in that it enabled both operational staff and the external evaluation team to consider information 

about actual structures, processes and outcomes occurring against the intended model.  

Operational staff sought access to evaluation findings (both informal and formal) on a regular basis. This 

information was disseminated to key operational staff (such as GSE district co-ordinators and internal Ministry 

staff working on other special education projects) throughout the course of the evaluation and used to adapt 

and adjust operational aspects of the initiative. 
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7.0 Sustaining Supplementary Learning Support  

There is still that old fashioned thinking of not being so inclusive. It is a growing process I think to 

appreciate our special people  (LST). 

Overall, the SLS initiative can be considered to be achieving its intended outcomes to 

some extent. In order to build upon and enhance the learning opportunities and 

educational outcomes for students and SLS operations over the medium to long term, 

action based from the evaluation findings are promoted.  

This action include three areas of focus: 

 SLS resource allocation  

 function and contribution of LSTs 

 collaboration support. 

7.1 SLS resource allocation 

The SLS resource allocation appeared to be equitable in most situations. However there are four areas 

highlighted below where the allocation could be improved. These areas are as follows. 

7.1.1 Enhance appreciation of needs and principles 
underpinning Mäori medium education 

The GSE understanding of the preferred means of engagement and the pedagogical approaches for working 

with a kura appear to be limited. This needs to be developed as the current engagement may limit the 

knowledge of nomination procedures and decisions for kura staff.  

Note: The evaluation team partnered their approaches and research for the kura with our Mäori research 

partners and this resulted into entry and research into one kura and communication with a second kura. 

7.1.2  Communicate exit criteria for SLS students 

GSE, RTLB, and school staff need to know how to identify when a student is no longer requiring or suitable 

for SLS support. Findings indicate that schools and parents have different views as to when a student is no 

longer eligible for SLS.  Communication on the exit criteria to all SLS stakeholders is required.   



 

 

Research New Zealand   |   15 June 2006 122 

 

7.1.3 Plan for future SLS cohorts 

The 1500 students currently receiving SLS are a relatively stable cohort progressing through the New 

Zealand education system. Additional clarification as to when, and how, the current cohort will gradually be 

replaced is suggested. This should become more apparent once the exit criterion are communicated to all 

SLS stakeholders and the progress of the cohort is monitored over the next year. 

7.1.4 Clearly define criteria for accessing GSE support under 
SLS 

At present, specific details about the amount of GSE specialist support available to SLS students remains 

unclear. Although SLS is providing additional support, it is evident that many SLS students have received 

short periods of GSE support in the past and may expect to benefit from similar support in the future.  

7.2 Function and contribution of LSTs 

Ongoing support is required to assist the growth of the emerging SLS professional practice. The evaluation 

team has observed divergent professional practice which needs to be addressed to fully achieve the policy 

intent of the initiative.  The following actions are promoted to enhance the operations of SLS.  

7.2.1 Clearly state dual focus role of LSTs 

At present, many LSTs are focusing solely on planning and delivering instruction in literacy and numeracy 

and consider this their key area of professional responsibility. This may have negative consequences long 

term; such as LSTs duplicating existing sources of specialist literacy or numeracy support. It may also limit 

the degree to which class teachers are able to access and learn from LST knowledge and experience.  

Clarifying the LST role is suggested, particularly in regard to the LSTs providing support directly to teachers 

(as well as students) and the value of planning adapted work across other curriculum areas.  Such 

clarification may also sustain the initiative’s long term contribution to building the professional capacity of 

class teachers and other groups in particular TAs.  
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7.2.2 Provide professional development  

Providing ongoing professional support and development for LSTs will help sustain the long term 

effectiveness of the initiative by ensuring that LSTs can enhance and extend their experience and skills. 

Professional development will provide opportunities to increase the effectiveness of LST work overall, raising 

LST status and professional credibility.  

 It is suggested that a regular, national provision of professional development, which is tailored to the unique 

combination of responsibilities of LSTs This will assist LSTs to continue to evolve their practice in ways which 

remain consistent with the intent of the initiative, while accommodating the differences inherent in the 

flexibility of individual working circumstances. This is particularly important, given that overall, LSTs have 

received little in the way of professional development to date, particularly those in managed pool positions. 

7.2.3 Monitor host principal and management committee role of 
LST support 

Host principals and SLS Management Committees are responsible for supporting LSTs and others to enable 

LSTs to function effectively. However, evaluation findings indicate that support from these groups is 

inconsistent and often does not include formal professional reviews, which actively enhance LST practice.  

The development of a generic LST job description, emphasising the dual focus role of LSTs, would assist 

host principals in their support and with their reviews of LSTs.   

Monitoring the support provided by these groups, including the degree to which LSTs receive formal 

professional reviews, could encourage more consistent support of LSTs and ensure future host principals and 

management committee members meet their SLS accountability towards LSTs.  

7.3 Collaboration occurring between support staff 

To ensure the most effective use of the SLS resource, further collaboration between the support staff is 

required. The following actions are promoted to enhance the collaboration processes. 
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7.3.1 Ensure SLS stakeholders support collaboration 

The value of setting up and maintaining IEP processes in supporting collaborative activity around an SLS 

student has been established. Having groups such as host Principals, SLS management committees, GSE 

and RTLB staff, actively support the need for, and use of regular IEP processes will provide professional 

support for individual LSTs. This will strengthen the conditions which support collaboration to enable SLS to 

operate effectively in a wider number of schools. Specific means of bolstering support for IEP processes 

could include requesting these other SLS stakeholders to:  

 seek evidence of consultative planning as part of SLS nominations and as part of the criteria used at 

district moderation meetings. If such evidence is clearly understood to be a necessary requirement for 

allocation of SLS, it could encourage the wider use of IEP processes more generally across schools.  It 

is suggested here that if schools do not have IEP processes in place, GSE could offer support to these 

schools, which would ensure students are not disadvantaged by existing school processes 

 monitor IEP and collaboration processes. RTLB and GSE staff often attend IEP meetings and are in a 

position to comment on and support collaborative and consultative planning during these meetings,  

particularly in giving feedback to host principals or SLS management committees. These latter groups 

are also in a position to legitimately seek information about IEP processes as part of their SLS 

accountability. 
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7.4 Summary 

SLS resource allocation, function and contribution of LSTs and collaborative support are the three key areas 

which require action to sustain and enhance the operations of SLS.  The priority actions promoted by the 

evaluation team are as follows: 

 enhance appreciation for the needs and principles underpinning Mäori medium education by GSE  

 communicate the exit criteria for SLS students to all stakeholders 

 develop a generic LST job description  

 provide professional development for LSTs  

 clearly communicate the dual focus role of LSTs to all stakeholders 

 ensure support staff understand the need for collaboration and the process required  

In order to build upon and enhance the effectiveness of SLS and the learning opportunities and educational 

outcomes for students over the medium to long term, priority and additional action based on the evaluation 

findings are promoted.  
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8.0 Conclusion 

The SLS initiative is achieving substantial successes. It has been successfully operationalised with personnel 

and processes in place and functioning well.  

 Allocation  - There is good evidence of equity of access for most students. 

 The allocation of SLS resources appears to be equitable and based on students’ level of need, with 

local specialists who know and work with students taking part in decision making that is thorough, 

transparent and reasonably equitable. Access for kura kaupapa students could be improved. 

 LSTs are making a significant contribution, which could be reinforced by further clarification of their role. 

 LSTs who are qualified and experienced have been employed and are working with students, 

although there is some variability in the understanding of the focus of their role. The SLS model 

gains considerable strength from the itinerant role of LSTs, which both intensifies and disseminates 

LSTs knowledge.  

 Collaboration is happening, but not universally. It is key to achieving the flow on effects, of increasing 

learning support opportunities for students or enhancing the capability of those who support them.  

 LSTs are able to, in many cases, work collaboratively with teachers and others who support 

students and do this in ways that increase the learning support opportunities for those students. 

Where school contexts support LSTs to work collaboratively, LSTs can enhance the capability of 

others who work with SLS students. 

 Outcomes for students are being achieved.  

 SLS is providing many SLS students increased access to appropriate learning opportunities. Both 

presence and participation outcomes (namely, improved schools attendance, greater presence and 

participation in class programmes) are in evidence, and although it was not expected in the short 

two year timeframe of the evaluation, most SLS students appear to have made some academic 

progress on literacy and numeracy. 
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Now that the SLS initiative is established, efforts are best directed towards addressing the challenges 

identified. These challenges are associated with refinements to the existing operational processes of SLS 

resource allocation, function and contribution of LSTs, and promoting collaborative support of students. 

Given the findings of this evaluation, it is a reasonable assessment of the initiative to say that SLS is moving 

towards it’s overarching goal of improved educational outcomes for students with high level special education 

needs and this success is contributing towards the intent of SE 2000. 
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Appendix A:  The Typical LST Profile 

The typical LST is female, aged 45 or older and Päkehä. She is most likely to have a 

Trained Teacher’s Certificate and/or a Diploma of Teaching at primary level and may also 

have a Certificate in Reading Recovery. She has on average 16 years’ teaching 

experience at primary school level, more than five years working at intermediate level, 

and about four and a half years’ experience working in the area of special needs. Most 

LSTs are employed in permanent positions. However those in managed pool positions 

hold another role, typically either as the classroom teacher of a special needs unit and/or 

as an ORRS teacher. 

The following figures present demographic details of LSTs appointed in the first rollout (and surveyed 

between March and April 2005) that is; LST gender, age, ethnicity, qualifications, average years teaching 

experience, previous positions held prior to assuming an LST role, and positions held in addition to an LST 

role. 

Figure 9: Gender of LSTs – LST survey data 

Gender of LSTs
Total Sample

(n=98*)

Male

Female

*Total sample also includes those who did not indicate their FTTE position.
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Figure 10: Age of LST – LST survey data 
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Figure 11: Ethnicity of LSTs – LST survey data 
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Figure 12: Qualifications of LSTs – LST survey data 

Qualifications of LSTs
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Figure 13: Average years teaching experience of LSTs – LST survey data 
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Figure 14: Previous position prior to LST role – LST survey data 
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Figure 15: Other paid education roles held by LSTs – LST survey data 

Other paid educational roles held by LSTs
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Appendix B:  Evaluation Methodology 

Utilisation Approach 

The evaluation methodology was designed with careful consideration of how the evaluation findings will be 

used and applied. Consequently, the evaluation team facilitated two planning workshops with stakeholders, 

including policy representatives from the Ministry’s Education Management Policy team, schools and GSE. 

The evaluation team has worked closely with members of the Ministry’s Policy and GSE National Operations, 

including SLS project manager(s), to share emergent themes and to inform the focus of each stage of the 

evaluation work. This utilisation focused approach meant that ongoing information sharing processes form an 

important component of the evaluation’s overall methodology. 

The three specific evaluation methods used to collect information between January 2005 and April 2006 

were: 

1. qualitative interviews  

2. LST survey. Mail survey of LSTs employed by February 2005, n=98 

3. six case studies. 

The evaluation team included Research New Zealand evaluators with extensive evaluation experience of 

public sector programmes and initiatives and experience in the education sector, in partnership with T&T 

Consulting Ltd. T&T Consulting Ltd is an independent Mäori research consultancy. T&T Consulting were sub-

contracted by Research New Zealand to provide expert advice, consultation and evaluation services 

especially, but not exclusively, in relation to the case study in the kura kaupapa and other research with other 

Mäori SLS stakeholders. 

Evaluation Objectives 

The SLS evaluation had two key functions: 

1. to identify opportunities to enhance the provision and effectiveness of the SLS Initiative 

2. to inform the development of Ministry of Education policy relating to the provision of learning support in 

general. 
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The evaluation was not intended to provide a defining standard by which SLS would be extended or 

rescinded, or as a review of the professional standards or practices of individuals (or professional bodies). To 

fulfil these functions, the evaluation design was based around four key objectives: 

Objective 1:  Determine if the SLS resource allocation model facilitates equitable 

resource allocation 

Rationale: The SLS allocation process is designed to ensure that specialists who are most knowledgeable 

about (and working with) nominated students are able to contribute to resource allocation decisions. This 

input is sought to ensure that students are allocated support based on their level of need. Examining the 

resource allocation process (including decisions made) will assist the evaluation to determine whether the 

allocation process is working as expected and if there are opportunities to enhance this process 

Objective 2:  Describe the function and contribution of LSTs 

Rationale: LSTs (appointed as 0.6 FTTE or more) are expected to help regular teachers provide effective 

learning opportunities for eligible students. Aggregating the LST positions aims to develop a stable, 

experienced and capable specialist teacher workforce which provide consistent, co-ordinated and ongoing 

learning support for eligible students. However working as an itinerant teacher across a number of schools 

means the actual role may vary considerably. Examining LSTs (both 0.1 and 0.6-1.0 FTTE) ‘in action’ will 

enable the evaluation to understand how this role contributes to SLS objectives and to identify the factors 

which promote or inhibit LST effectiveness. This information will assist the evaluation to identify opportunities 

to support LST functions generally. 

Objective 3:  Describe the level of collaboration occurring between providers and 

describe the effect this has had on the provision of learning support 

Rationale: SLS is intended to result in more consistent, co-ordinated learning support for eligible students by 

facilitating greater collaboration between GSE, RTLB, principals, teachers, students, parents and other 

providers of learning support. Enhanced collaboration is expected to encourage providers to pool resources 

and work more efficiently together. Examining the nature of professional relationships between key 

stakeholders will assist the evaluation in identifying settings where collaborative activity occurs; the key 

contributing factors and issues involved, and the ways in which collaborative relationships are contributing to 

intended SLS outcomes.  
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Objective 4:  Assess to what extent SLS students experience additional or improved 

learning opportunities as a result of SLS and if there is any evidence of improved 

educational outcomes for these students. 

Rationale: The ultimate goal of the SLS initiative is to enhance the educational outcomes for eligible students 

by ensuring their access to meaningful and effective learning opportunities. Improved educational outcomes 

will take time to occur and are likely to be beyond the scope of the evaluation. For this reason, the evaluation 

will seek evidence of short to medium term changes in students’ educational outcomes and will focus 

primarily on the provision of learning opportunities for students as a proxy for actual changes in educational 

outcomes. This will enable the evaluation to make a preliminary assessment of the extent to which the SLS 

initiative is moving towards improved educational outcomes for SLS students. 

A series of research questions are associated with each of these four elevation objectives (see Table 17). 

These questions provide the focus for the SLS evaluation; guide the choice of methods and data analysis 

processes. Research questions should not be confused with method specific questions that individual 

evaluation participants would be asked (i.e. in surveys or interviews).  
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Table 17: SLS Evaluation Objectives and Research Questions  

Evaluation Objective 1: Determine if the SLS resource allocation model facilitates equitable resource allocation 

Area of Focus Research Questions 

1. How are potentially eligible SLS students identified by GSE and RTLB? 
Student 

identification 2. Is there any evidence of potentially eligible pockets of students with certain needs or 
characteristics who are not being considered (e.g. because GSE/RTLB are not aware of 
them or because the decision making is inequitable)? 

3. Which groups are represented on the SLS selection committee and what contribution do 
they make? 

4. How do decision makers apply the SLS allocation criteria, particularly where the number 
of students meeting the criteria exceeds the funded levels of support and how do they try 
to ensure the equity of those decisions? 

Decision-making 

5. Are decisions being made on a broadly consistent basis across the country, and what 
pressures are experienced to allocate support outside the criteria or in inequitable ways 
as perceived by those involved? 

6. What are the characteristics of students who are selected to receive SLS? 

7. What are the challenges associated with SLS resource allocation? Opportunities for 
improvement 

8. Are there any opportunities to improve the equity of SLS allocation procedures? 

Evaluation Objective 2: Describe the role and contribution of LSTs 

Area of Focus Research Questions 

1. What are the relevant background experiences and qualifications of the LSTs’. Where 
have these teachers come from? What issues have been experienced in recruiting this 
new workforce? 

2. What proportion of LST positions are FTTE (0.6-1.0) and 0.1 and how stable are these 
positions?  What issues have been experienced in placing teachers in schools and 
operating itinerantly including for rural and secondary schools? (E.g. how have student 
caseloads been allocated to LSTs) 

3. What activities have the LSTs been engaged in (e.g. direct support to students, direct 
support to teachers, preparation of learning resources, liaison with parents, co-ordination 
etc) and what are the most common and least common kinds of activities?   

4. Who determines the role of the LST (Principals, class teachers, the student or others?) 
and does this determination of LST roles change between schools? 

5. What is the funding context surrounding the LSTs, for example how were special 
education services funded within the school before SLS and has this context influenced 
the operational role of the LSTs in any ways? 

LST activities 

6. Have the LSTs been used to supplement or replace other sources of learning support? 
What issues have arisen around the use of the LSTs, particularly for rural and secondary 
schools? 

7. How have teachers made use of the LSTs (to withdraw students for remedial instruction, 
to work alongside students in the classroom, to provide non contact time for the teacher 
to prepare the student’s learning programme, etc)? 

8. What are the key strengths and weaknesses associated with the LST role as 0.1 versus 
0.6 or more FTTE?  

LST contributions 

9. Have SLS resources/knowledge been used to support other students (non SLS) in any 
ways – directly or indirectly? 

10. What professional learning opportunities and support have the LSTs accessed through 
GSE, study awards, their host schools and other means?  What are LSTs perceptions of 
this support, i.e. how has it affected their role? 

11. How different is the LST role in practice when compared to stakeholder perceptions about 
what the role would involve? 

12. What types of LST activities appear to have directly contributed to consistency and co-
ordination in learning support for students?  What challenges are involved and how are 
these overcome? 

Support for LST 

13. What formal or informal review procedures have been used to help LSTs assess their 
effectiveness? 

14. What additional GSE specialists have been recruited, how have they been deployed, 
what activities have they engaged in to support the LSTs, regular teachers, students and 
parents, and what issues have arisen? Use of GSE support 

15. What is the nature of GSE provided specialist support for students and has it supported 
students who would not otherwise have been eligible for GSE services? 
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Evaluation Objective 3: Describe the level of collaboration occurring between providers and describe the effect this 
has had on the provision of SLS 

Area of Focus Research Questions 

1. How well have GSE and RTLB worked together to identify students, allocate learning 
support and manage LST caseloads? 

2. Does collaboration at the student nomination stage occur and continue to shape the 
development and provision of individual SLS students learning programmes? 

Nature of 
relationships 

3. What activities have formed the basis of collaborative relationships between GSE, RTLB, 
the LSTs, Principals, teachers, parents and other providers? 

4. What are the challenges associated with developing and sustaining these relationships?  

5. What effect does collaboration (or lack of it) amongst providers have on the provision of 
learning support for students (i.e. continuity of support, nature and frequency and quality) 
as perceived by students, parents, and siblings? 

6. What is the effect of greater collaboration or lack of collaboration amongst providers on 
parents and wider family/whänau relationships? 

Effects of 
collaboration 

7. What is the effect of greater collaboration or lack of collaboration amongst providers on 
the classroom teachers and the broader school environment? 

Evaluation Objective 4: Assess to what extent SLS students experience additional or improved learning 
opportunities as a result of SLS and if there is any evidence of improved educational outcomes for these students 

Area of Focus Research Questions 

1. What direct learning opportunities have been provided for students as a result of SLS? 
What has been the focus of those opportunities  

Access to 
educational 

opportunities 
2. What changes in access to learning opportunities have Principals, teachers, the LSTs, 

specialists and parents observed? (E.g. increasing attendance, full enrolment in school, 
improved participation in the classroom, and school wide activities, improved learning 
programmes, etc) 

3. Are any particular groups of SLS students receiving benefiting more from SLS than others 
(e.g. in terms of access and or quality of learning opportunities provides) and if so, why?? 

4. Are there any changes (positive or negative) in students’ engagement in learning? 
(relating to independence, social connectedness, concentration, self esteem) 

Changes in 
educational 
outcomes 

5. What initial improvements in educational outcomes have students, parents, siblings, 
providers and schools observed for the students in question?  
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Qualitative interviews 

Qualitative interviews were used to develop a general understanding of SLS in action and to inform the 

design of a survey of the LSTs appointed in 2004 to support the 550 students initially allocated SLS. This 

allocation is commonly referred to as the first SLS ‘roll out’ or ‘first round’.  

Sampling  

Twenty interviews were conducted between February and March 2005 with a total of 22 individuals. The 

interviews canvassed the following perspectives: GSE district co-ordinators (2); GSE specialists (1); LSTs (6); 

class teachers (3); principals (3); RTLB (3); parents (2); TA (1); SENCO (1). One interview record was initially 

lost due to technical difficulties but the respondent was re-interviewed 6 weeks later. Consent was sought and 

was received from respondents. Each received a transcript of the interview for modifications and approval. 

Analysis  

Data was not formally analysed until respondents had had an opportunity to amend transcripts and given the 

evaluation team approval to proceed with analysis. All interviews were read and coded into themes relating to 

the evaluation’s four key objectives. Statements made were noted and compared, to ascertain common 

generalisations and exceptions to these, surprises (e.g. unexpected concerns or success) and puzzles (i.e. 

information that is difficult to understand without further exploration or additional data). Explanations were 

generated for relationships between generalisations, exceptions, surprises and puzzles. These explanations 

were compared with LST survey data, anecdotal information and MoE records, to confirm, clarify or deny 

these explanations to arrive at a substantiated explanation (i.e. triangulation) that can be considered a robust 

finding.  

LST survey  

A mail survey for LSTs was designed to develop a broad profile of the type of work carried out by LSTs and to 

validate the achievements and issues emerging from the exploratory interviews. 
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Sampling 

The number of LSTs appointed for the initial rollout of the SLS initiative was intended to provide 55 full time 

equivalent teaching positions. Consequently, Research New Zealand sought to identify the full population of 

first round LSTs so that the LST questionnaire could be used to provide a census of this population. Ministry 

records of all known LST host schools were used initially to identify teachers appointed into permanent LST 

positions. Teachers appointed under the managed pool option were identified by matching the names of host 

schools against Ministry records of SLS students to determine other schools, which should have appointed a 

teacher under the managed pool option. The accuracy of the list of schools with permanent and managed 

pool students was checked by asking GSE district co-ordinators to identify schools which were believed to 

host a managed pool teacher. These school principals were contacted by email and telephone to confirm the 

appointment of an LST and asked to provide the individual’s contact details. Where the school had not 

appointed an LST, but were receiving LST support for students in the school, principals were asked to 

provide an alternative school contact for follow-up.  

A total of 143 LSTs were identified using this process. However, due to receiving few confirmations of LST 

appointments from schools in the Tai Tokerau region, the evaluation team have concluded that it is likely that 

the total population of LSTs appointed in the initial rollout of SLS is likely to be slightly larger than 143 

teachers identified. 

A total of 143 mail questionnaires were sent during the week beginning 28 March 2005 (2 weeks before the 

end of Term 1 for primary and secondary schools). However, the final survey sample was reduced to 138. On 

receipt of the survey three individuals contacted the evaluators to explain they had been mistakenly identified 

as LSTs. These questionnaires were removed from the total survey sample. Two further questionnaires were 

completed following further requests to the kura kaupapa schools. The information in these questionnaires 

was completed through an interview process, rather than using the survey forms. 
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Table 18: Respondent sample as a proportion of the final known population 

Number of Individual LSTs 
Final known  

LST Population* 
Survey 

Respondents 

 n 
(n=138) 

% 
n 

(n=98) 
% 

Managed Pool Positions     

0.1  - - 36 - 
0.2 – 0.5  - - 14 - 

Sub-total 90 65 50 51 

     
Permanent Positions     

0.6 - - 12 - 
0.7 - - 6 - 
0.8 - - 6 - 
0.9 - - 3 - 
1.0 - - 19 - 

Sub-total 48 35 46 47 

     
FTTE Unknown - - 2 2 

Total 138 100 98 100 
* Proportions of managed pool and permanent teachers could only be estimated across the known population prior to the completion of the 
survey.  
 

The national distribution of LSTs across the country reflects the national population distribution, with more 

LSTs located in the North than the South Island. The regional spread of LST respondents is in proportion to 

the spread of the known LST population (see Table 19). 
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Table 19: Regional distribution of LSTs survey respondents 

GSE Region GSE District 
Final Population 

(N=138)  
% 

Survey Respondents 
(n=98)  

% 

Northern Northland/Tai Tokerau 3 3 

 Auckland city  4 5 

 Auckland North West 5 4 

 Manukau 7 7 

 Northern Total  19 19 
Central North Waikato 12 14 

 Bay of Plenty East 9 10 

 Bay of Plenty West 6 4 

 Gisborne 3 3 

 Hawke's Bay 3 3 

 Central North Total 33 34 

Central South Taranaki 2 2 

 Central 4 4 

 Greater Wellington 5 7 

 Central South Total 11 13 

Southern Nelson, Marlborough, West Coast 9 6 

 Canterbury 17 14 

 Otago 7 8 

 Southland 4 4 

 Southern Total 37 32 

Total  100 100 
 Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding. 

 

Sample design and margins of error 

Because the final survey sample (n=98) was sufficiently large in relation to the total population from which it 

was drawn, substantial gains in accuracy have resulted. Specifically, while in theory a census was attempted 

from the total population of N=138 potential respondents, because a final sample of n=98 was achieved, we 

recommend that this be considered a sample comprising 71% (=98/138) of the target population, i.e. a ‘large’ 

sample relative to the total population. 

Furthermore, the total population was comprised of the two key target audiences, as follows. 

 N=90 Managed pool teachers, from which a sample of n=50 was achieved. 

 N=48 Permanent teachers, from which a sample of n=46 was achieved.27 

                                                            
27 The reason for the mismatch between the total sample of n=98, and the sum of the Managed pool and Permanent 

Teacher sub-samples (50 + 46 = 96), is that two respondents could not be accurately classified into either of the two sub-

groups. 
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On the basis of this sample distribution, findings based on the total sample of n=98 are subject to a 

maximum margin of error of ±6.1%, at the 95% confidence level.28 

As discussed above, gains in accuracy have been made not only at the total sample level, but also for the 

managed pool and permanent teacher sub-groups. In particular, the gain for the permanent teacher sub-

sample is significant, because a very high n=46 responded from the total target population of N=48. 

Accordingly, maximum margins of error for these sub-groups are as follows: 

 managed pool teachers: ±9.2%29 

 permanent teachers: ±2.9%.30 

Margins of error for comparing sub-groups 

In contrast to margins of error for point estimates considered in their own right as discussed in the previous 

section (for either the total sample or key sub-groups), margins of error for comparing differences between 

managed pool and permanent teacher sub-groups must be calculated differently. 

Specifically, the maximum margin of error for any observed difference between managed pool and 

permanent teachers is ±6.1% (again, at the 95% confidence level). This means that on balance a difference 

of at least 6.1% between the proportions of managed pool and permanent teachers that reported in a 

particular way, must be observed to be confident of a statistically significant difference. As mentioned, this is 

the maximum margin of error for comparing the difference between a particular managed pool and permanent 

teacher finding, and occurs when sub-sample estimates are equal or close to 50%. As estimates move 

towards zero or 100%, the margin of error for an observed difference will decrease, i.e. the observed 

difference does not need to be as large as 6.1%. 

                                                            
28 By way of comparison, had the final sample of n=98 been achieved from a considerably larger population (convention 

suggests at least ten times the sample size, i.e. N=980), i.e. a “simple random sample”, the maximum margin of error would 

be ±9.9% (again at the 95% confidence level). 
29 Compared to a maximum margin of error of ±13.9% for a “simple random sample”. 
30 Compared to a maximum margin of error of ±14.4% for a “simple random sample”. 
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Case Study Evaluation Methodology 

Case Study Design - Programme Implementation Focus 

Programme implementation case studies are particularly useful when the programme in question has a 

degree of operational flexibility and when there is interest in the type of decisions made, who was involved 

and whether the programme meets the needs of those it is intended for31. Research New Zealand considered 

this case study approach as appropriate because the SLS initiative was in the early stages of operation, was 

concerned with equitable allocation and collaborative decision-making and because the LST’s role was 

expected to involve a high level of operational flexibility. The use of programme implementation case studies 

was intended to: 

 provide in-depth information about decision-making processes and their outcomes, the level and effect 

of collaboration between stakeholders, the actual role and practices of LSTs 

 identify common elements which appear to contribute to the intended outcomes of the SLS initiative and 

elements which appear to inhibit the achievement of intended outcomes 

 generate insights drawn from critical or problematic issues which can be used to guide the development 

of the SLS initiative specifically and the development of resource allocation for learning support more 

generally. 

                                                            
31 (1990) Case Study Evaluations United States General Accounting Office, Program Evaluation and Methodology Division 
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Case Study Selection  

Six case studies were possible within the evaluation budget. Specific selection of schools for case study was 

ultimately determined by LST selection of students whose parents were available and willing to participate in 

a case study. 

Light and deep case studies 

The case studies were deliberately designed to provide deep insight into SLS within the school context. To 

achieve this within budget constraints, case studies were divided into two types: light studies – based on a 

single field visit (in October-November 2005) and deep studies based on two field visits within a 4-5 month 

timeframe (Oct-Nov 2005 and February-March 2006). 

The selection process involved a six-step process as described below. 

1. Willing LSTs: An initial selection of potential schools for case study were drawn from a sample of 

47 LST host schools, whose LST had indicated willingness to participate in a case study (i.e. in 

response to the LST survey conducted three months prior). 

2. Representative range of host schools: Six schools were initially selected from this group of host 

schools using the following criteria to ensure the potential case study schools collectively provided a 

representative range of New Zealand state funded school characteristics, namely school type, 

school decile and geographical spread.  

3. SLS-LST features: Two further criteria were used to ensure schools initially selected included 

schools with two SLS-relevant characteristics, i.e. hosting RTLB on site and hosting an LST in a 

managed pool position (i.e. 0.1 FTTE). 

4. Environmental suitability: The current school climate and recent events occurring in each host 

school were discussed with local GSE district co-ordinators to assess each school’s suitability for 

case study participation prior to directly inviting each school to participate. These discussions 

resulted in the exclusion of two host schools, which were both experiencing significant staffing 

transitions. Replacement schools were identified using the same procedures described above. 

5. Host school agreement: Once identified, suitable host schools were directly invited to participate in 

a case study. To increase the likelihood of participation, the initial invitation was undertaken by local 

GSE district co-ordinators with supporting documentation and then followed up by the evaluation 

team. Five schools agreed to participate, however in two kura kaupapa schools declined. Additional 

details about processes associated with selecting kura schools are outlined below. 
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6. Student and family/whänau agreement: LSTs at each of the participating host schools were then 

asked to identify, from their student roll, SLS students whose parents, whänau or caregivers would 

also be willing to participate in a case study, and who would also allow their son/daughter to 

participate in an interview. Allowing LSTs to select from their roll meant that the student selected 

was not necessarily from the host school, and therefore could result in a selection of schools for 

case study which were less representative than intended. LSTs’ selection may have also favoured 

overly positive selection, i.e. of students who are progressing more quickly and/or parents who are 

particularly pro-active in their son/daughters’ education. However as the evaluation is based on 

supporting improvements, positive case study examples are considered especially valuable in 

helping to address the evaluation’s overall objectives and purpose. 

7. Three case studies (deep case studies): Additional components such as further interviews to 

triangulate data or a second school visit, where a second LST (from the host school) operates were 

undertaken. The student’s progress was researched to further understand the processes and 

outcomes as a student progresses in to a new class for the following year or how SLS operates in a 

different type of school setting e.g. secondary school. 

Selecting kura case study schools  

The evaluation team initially experienced difficulty in identifying kura kaupapa Mäori schools which had been 

allocated SLS funding and had appointed an LST. This was eventually addressed by drawing on the 

knowledge of Pouwhakataki (MoE Mäori Education Liaison Officers) and asking these staff to make enquires 

on behalf of the research team. The Pouwhakataki subsequently fulfilled a dual role of ‘championing’ SLS for 

the kura and assisting the evaluation team. The evaluation team also appointed a Mäori research partner - 

T&T Consulting who could work directly with potentially suitable kura and request their participation in an SLS 

case study. This engagement work involved consultation with local iwi, schools and GSE. The final selection 

of kura was ultimately based on staff willingness to participate and a selection of staff from two kura agreed to 

assist the evaluation to achieve its objectives 

 

Case Study Data Collection 

Data was collected through three main procedures: pre field-visit data collection, field-visits, and follow up 

post field-visits. The information sources and procedures used to collect case study data are described in 

Table 20. 

 



 

 

Table 20: Case Study data collection 

Procedure Information source Collection procedure 

LST surveys (for each site) 

Pre field visit 
School profile document Includes school’s most 
recent ERO report, key school characteristics, field 
visit liaison person contact details, and place for 
recording researcher bias and expectations, and 
impressions post field visit 

Each member of the team read the LST survey and school profile and noted their biases and 
expectations immediately prior to commencing field visit, or participating in a post-field visit analysis 
teleconference  

Semi-structured interviews (face to face) 
Required respondents: 
- Class teacher 
- LST 
- Student 
- Parents 
- School Principal 
 
Optional respondents 
- SENCO 
- Teacher Aide 
- RTLB 
- GSE  

Each field visit - including specific interview schedules - was arranged by an agreed school liaison 
person. The evaluation team provided supporting documentation for this purpose: 
- Briefing document describing the purpose of the evaluation, FAQs, and a profile of evaluation 

team members.  
- Preferred list of interview respondents and documentation sought  
- Personal letter for respondents  
- An interview topic guide  
- Consent forms, including consent form for students  
Interviews were conducted using an interview guide tailored to different respondents. An interview 
checklist was used to aid procedural consistency between team members. Interviews were digitally 
recorded, transcribed and returned to respondents for approval prior to the evaluation team 
undertaking detailed data analysis. 

School documentation 
- 2 IEPs for each student (1 for 2004 and 2005) 
- LST work-plans for individual students 
- examples of SLS student work 

Respondents were asked to provide copies of these items to illustrate their comments either during or 
on completion of the interview. Generally, original documents were photocopied, (in some cases 
digitally photographed, see below). If items were unavailable at the time of the field visit, evaluation 
team members sought respondent permission to request these at a later date.  

Field visits 

Digital Images 

All respondents were informed of the evaluation team’s intention to construct a digital research story. 
Evaluation team members sought permission to photograph each respondent at the end of the 
interview, using digital cameras to enable respondents to view images immediately and approve or 
delete these. Permission to collect general and unidentifiable images of students and school environs 
was sought from school principals, and if agreed, these images were not shared with principals. All 
images were stored for later use in the digital story and deleted if not used for that purpose.  

 Continued… 



 

 

Table 20 (continued): Case Study data collection 

Procedure Information source Collection procedure 

Field visits 
(continued) 

Anecdotal Observation 
- Greetings at school, introduction in staff room 
- Staff interaction within school/staff room 
- IEP meeting (in one instance only) 

No formal observations were arranged as part of the field visits. The only exception was attendance 
at an IEP meeting. However evaluation team members were able to informally observe and record 
notes about collaborative behavior of key respondents using the case studies field notes sheet.  

Ministry of Education SLS-information 
- SLS Guidelines  
- LST Job Description 
- LST Induction Handbook (2005) 
- SLS Intervention Logic (2004) 
- SLS Indicators of Intended Change (2004) 

This information was made available to the evaluation team prior to field visits through various 
Ministry channels including communications directly with key SLS staff, accessing material from the 
Ministry’s SLS website, and evaluation team attendance at two SLS workshops arranged by the 
Ministry. Following field visits this information was reviewed and used to clarify analytical questions 
arising from field visits and subsequent analysis. 

MoE generic information 
- NEGs 
- IEP guidelines 

Additional Queries 
- Qualitative interviews via telephone 
- Additional questions on transcripts 
- email exchanges  

Post visit 
follow up 

Documentation 
- IEPs 
- Additional items discovered  
- Student assessment results 

Evaluation team members frequently accessed information relating to special education and the SLS 
initiative from the Ministry’s website. Specific data requests were also made to participating schools 
to clarify and extend understanding of data collected in field visits. This sometimes involved 
additional telephone interviews, email requests and receipt of requested material form schools 
including IEPs.  
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Procedures for ensuring quality and consistency of data collection 

Consistency of case study data collection was managed as follows. 

 Documented planning against evaluation objectives: All data collection procedures, i.e. required 

information sources, specific interview questions for each group of respondents and analytical steps 

were designed with explicit and continued reference to the four evaluation objectives and their 

associated focus areas.  

 Clearly structured analytical process designed prior to commencing fieldwork: A series of 

analytical steps were designed to interpret, test and reduce data from each site were planned, 

documented and discussed by all members of the evaluation team prior to beginning fieldwork. This was 

done to ensure all team members had a clear and consistent understanding of the steps required both 

during and after field visits. These steps also explicitly included giving consideration to the need to alter 

data collection if necessary.  

 Procedural checklist for interviews: The interview checklist outlined a list of actions and tasks to 

complete when beginning and ending an interview, including opening and closing commentary, to 

promote procedural consistency. The checklist also provided space to record details about each 

interview, so that the checklist could act as a key source of reference information for the evaluation 

team.  

 Joint field visits: Each team member completed a joint field visit together at one site before 

undertaking a field visit independently. Joint field visits were designed to improve the consistency and 

quality of data collection procedures by allowing evaluation team members to observe one another 

during interviews, to share data collection tasks and to collectively reflect and adapt procedural aspects 

of data collection.  

Case study Analysis 

Two specific techniques were used to facilitate data comparisons across sites where possible. 

1. Tabulating Event Frequencies: Key events that had occurred for the SLS student in each setting 

were identified by comparing all data sources and were recorded to identify significant patterns, 

networks, processes and events associated with each of the outcome areas.  

2. Qualitative Time Series Analysis: This involved organising all information relating to each site by 

time of occurrence and systematically considering contextual influences which may impact key 

outcome areas. This analysis built on the tabulation of key events by identifying the factors (e.g. 

specific events, people, resources and circumstances) apparently involved across sites. This 

information was used to identify factors which appeared to promote or inhibit positive change or 

improvements. 
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Each case study was written up on a descriptive basis using standard headings based on intended outcome 

areas. Further analysis was then undertaken by comparing existing results against the SLS intervention logic 

and indicators of intended change. The logic diagram was then reviewed for each case study and the 

additional mediating influences identified from the analysis processes were added. Additional assumptions 

were also added to the diagram as it became clear there were assumptions made in the SLS model that had 

not been stated in the original diagram. 

Final case study descriptions, indicators of change and intervention logics were then summarised into 

common themes and patterns and divided into ‘accomplishments’, ‘challenges’ and ‘factors to consider’. 

Findings from qualitative interviews and LST survey data and were used to compare and triangulate this 

material and only findings which could be supported by multiple forms of data were included and referred to in 

the final evaluation report.  
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Appendix C:  Questionnaire for LSTs 



� � �
�

��������	
�	�����������
��������
�
������	����
���������

���������	�
����
��	
����������
����	���
���
�����������������

�

��	�������������������	�
�����	���������
�
������	��������������� �����!
�
��
""���������	�����������
��������
�
������	��� �
���������	�
�!�����"
���#����
��������� ������� "�����	
� 
"�� #�	� ��� 
	�� ����!�� �	�� $%%�� �	� ����� �	��
&����!�� �
"� �	����� ���
�
�� ����	��'������ &����	

���� ��� "���
"� �	� �
���� ��
!�	�"� ������� 	�� ������� �	�(� �
���"�
�� ����	��� )���
���
"� &����������	
�(�"����	�
"��������������
"�	�����	
��� �����'� �����
�	�����	
��
"��"!��*��	����	��"� �
������
&����	

����#����!���"�!�������
�������	��"
�����	��	���
������	��������
"�����	���
������	�#	�*�����������������	���!�'�

���&����	

������������	���
��������	
�	����������
�������'�����������	
�����	���"�
	
� �"
�����
�� 	��	���
����� �	� 
��
�� ��� ��	����	
� �
"� ������
��� 	�� ��� ����
�
�������� ��� �� #�	�� �
"� 	
� �
�	���
�� ��� "��	��
�� 	�� ��
������ �	����� �����
�� �	�
������� "�����	
'� ��� ���� �������	
� �
"� ����� &����	

���� ��� ���� ��������� ��� ��
���#� 	�� ���� ��	����	
��� ���
"��"�(� ��� ��������� 	�� �
"���"����� �	�� ��	����	
���
!	"�� (�	�������"��
�
�����
"��"�!��#���������#����!�)�
""�	��"�����!����"'��

�

����������������������������������	�
��������&����	

������	��"�!��	����"�

!�����
�
������	����������	
��'�+	��#���� ���� ����"� �����&����	

����!�����
�	���������"�	
������
�����,������"���!��'�- �����
����"��
����
�����	��
�	
�(�
�����������
"��	
��
������
����'��

��*�
��������
������&����	

�������������	
�'�.	#��(�#�#	��"������������������	���
�����������	
(����#��	���	���������#��	�������
��"����
�����������	���!�'�/�����

��!��� 	�� ���	
"
���#���� ���	#� ��� &����	

���� �	� ��	"��� ���	�� ����
������
�������	�� ��������	�'������ ��� ���	���
��!����������
������	���"�����	
�#����������
��
"�
���	�������&����	

�����	���*�"����	
���!	���#�����	�
��
������	����	������'��

�

����������	������ +	��� �
�#��� #���� !� ����������	�'� +	��� &����	

���� ��� ����
"�

"��������	�0%1��
"�
	�	
����#�������	����
�#��'�- �
�#�#����	�����	��(�#�#����
��	��� ���	
��� �
� �� ��	��"� #��(� �	� ����� 
	� �
"���"���� ���(� ���		��� � 	�� 	����
�
"���"�������
�!��"
����"��
��
��#��'��

������������&����	

�����������#�����	��������	����"����������������	
���	����	�!�
�	����"� �
� ��"� ����'� 1	���� 	�� ����� ��	��� #���� !� ������!�� �	� ���� ��
���
��
�	��������
���������'��

�

 ��� ����������� ��� �	�� ���� �
�� &����	
�� �!	��� ����� &����	

���� 	�� ��� ����

�������	
(� ����� ��� ��� �	� �	
����� !������ "
���� ��� 0%1� ���*��
�� 2� �	�����
%������	
�#$##%&##%'($'�

����
����� ���
� ���������	�
��� - �
� �	�� ���� �	����"� ����� &����	

���(�

���������
�����
����
��	�"�3��	���
��	���	4�

�
3��	�����55�- 
�
0%1����*��
��2��	�����%������
6$�0	)�7��879�
- ���
��	
�
�
"��'&� �
���)##&�

�����������	
���

��	�����*+,��

*+�!����
,�����:�;<=��>�

-�,�



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ������ !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

 .� �����/���

����������	
��
���&�����
�����'�����	
�������(�������������
����������'�����	

������������)�

7'� 3�����	�����(���������*����!	)�
)���	��������	���������!���"����!��	�����
�����'�* ������
���$����+�
����������),�

=?����	��
@6A*�A''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

=#�?���
"��A	�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���	�
 '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

1		*�����
"����	��''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

�	
��
 ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

=���
 '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

$����6���������	�����3�D��
(��	*����
 ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

�
"��
'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�5�

1��
� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�E�

$��������
��'�'�F��
���(�G���
� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

$�����'�'��	����������
(�0������(�/�*(���""������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�77�

 
 

�'� ����	�H�

���'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

3���'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

 
 

B'� �
"�#�����	����������	����!���"����!���	�����H��

����C�����''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

����E '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

B��BC '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

B��BE '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

C��CC '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

C��CE '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

����C '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

��I� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�5�

 
 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����-�

C'� - ������	��������	�����	�����������	�������������* ���������$����+�
����������),�

����
"��������1��������''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

%�"�
��%�	����1�������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

1����������
��������="�@�"�����	
�	�����"
���#����������������
��="�''''''''''�B�

;���	���	�������
���������� �''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

/��"����;���	���	�������
���������� �''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

/��"����;���	���	�������
�����	
"��� � '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

;���	���	��0���
����������
� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

;���	����
��������="��@�"�����	
�	�����"
���#����������������
��="�''''''''''''�5�

;���	����
������
�����"
���#����F���	
��������
�� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�E�

;���	����
������
�����"
���#����.���
���������
��''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

;���	����
������������@�0����	��	��������
"���
�����������''''''''''''''''''''''�77�

%�"�
��%�	����;���	�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

Post Graduate/Graduate Diploma in Education in��������="��%�	����

�����
����=%� � '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7B�

.�����;���	���	�������
� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7C�

�"��
�"�;���	���	�������
� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

6	���/��"����;���	���	�������
�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�78�

%�	���������
����=%� �''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�79�

6	���/��"����;����
��������="� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�75�

$������;���	���	��&�����
�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7E�

0�"�1	
D	�
��;�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''����

0�"���
���"�
��0'�����
� � ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''��7�

0�"����������"�����	
 � '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''����

��"����������"�����	
 � ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''��B�

������	���"�����	
'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''��C�

6�;@�";''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''����

$���������
��&����������	
�*�������&�����.��.��	(,'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''��8�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 
 

1����������

;���	����

;����

$����



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����/� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

�'� - ����#����	���������	����	
�!�	��!�	��
�������
�
������	��������H��* ���������$�
	
�),��

%��0'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

%����� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

$%%������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

/������"#	�*�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

��=1$''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

������1���"�		"�	��J�
"�����
������''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

��������"�����	
������''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

6����������		������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�5�

�
���"�������		�������'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�E�

��	
"�������		������� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

��������" '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�77�

;�����	���������
��6��
�����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

6��
�����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7B�

$�����'�'��%$����"�	�����(���$�(�6�'� ������(�����.��	( '''''''''''''''''''''''''�7C�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

8'� .����	�������������
��
��	������	��	#�
�������	��"�����	
H��* �������	�
���
���������+��
�������
&����������������	���������	�����
��������
�),��

8� *��	����	���������� !���
�

������	��')�
��������

	�������������

���	��/�	
��
	��������������
0���	�������
1�

�� ������1���"�		"��"�����	
� 7� �� 	�� �����

!� 6��������"�����	
� 7� �� 	�� �����

�� �
���"���������"�����	
� 7� �� 	�� �����

"� ��	
"�����"�����	
� 7� �� 	�� �����

� ���������"�����	
� 7� �� 	�� �����



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ������

".�/��
����2���������

9'� .	#���
�������������	�������	����������
�������"�	�������	������	����H�*#	�
���
������0
��+�������),�

�������
�7���	
��� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

�	����+�����
���������"�����	
���������(��������� � <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

5'� - �����	������	��	#�
�����
����	
��!���"����!��	���"����	
��	��������	����������	��
* ���������$����+�
����������),�

��#����		*�
���	��"����
��#	�*�
���	
"���	
�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

����
"������
�����"
���#�����������"�����	
�
"������������#��"�
�''''''''''''''''''''���

�����������������!��#�����������"�����	
�
"�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

��!�������"
���#�����������"�����	
�
"��"�������������
��	
�'''''''''''''''''''''�C�

$�������
����	
�*�������&�����.��.��	( � '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

E'� - �
�"�"��	��!��
�#	�*�
������
����H�

���B�G�
��	�;��!� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

���C�G�
������	�G�
 ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���C�G��� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

���C������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

���C�����!� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���C�$��	!�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

���C�=	��!� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

���C�;��!� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�5�

�����G�
����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�E�

�����3!����� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

����������''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�77�

����������	�������#	�*�
���
������		�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

 
 

7�'� - ����������3����	���	��������	����	
H�

�'7���''���
��"��		� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

�'��K��'����''���
��"��		� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

�'8 '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

�'9 '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

�'5 '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

�'E '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

7'�������	���������*"������!	)(��*����	�L7� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����1� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

77'� ;	��	�������
��	�������"�#	�*�����
�"����	���
��&&���	
��	��	�������2��H��

+��K���=1$''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

+��K�$%%�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

+��K���������" '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

+��K�1�����		������� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

+��K�$����*�������&�����.��.��	( '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

7�'� ����	��������������	���"�#�����
�%��0�� H�

=	''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

+��K��
�����������		�(�!���
	���
��������	����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

+��K�#�������
�	�����������	����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

 
 

�.�/��
����������	����	��

7B'� .	#���
���������"
���"	��	������	
��	����	�������������	�������
��	��������&����	

���H�

=��!��	�����"
���	
�����	�����������(��������� � 33333333333333333333 �

 
 

7C'� .	#���
�����		�������	��������
������������	�������
��	��������&����	

���H�

�	����
��!��	�����		�������������������(��������� � <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

���������"	��
	���������	��	��!������	������
��"��		�������������#����
	��
�������!� �

 
 

7�'� .	#���
���������"
�������
�����	��������		����	�������H�* ���������������
�+.���	��
���&�
��������������		���
�����.	3���.��	(),�

���		���'''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		��0'''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		��1 ''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		��; ''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		���'''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		��3'''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		��/ ''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		��. ''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		���''''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

���		��G'''''''''''''''''''''' <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<���"
���

 
 
 
 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����4�

78'� �����������
������	����
4�����	����������"
��(�#����#������
�����	�������6���
������
�	�����H�* ������(������
��	(�+�
�����&�
�����&�5 ��	�������
�����),�

78� !	��
���������*-2� !����
�������������

�� ;�"�
	�������
���6� ���"
���

!�

.�"��
���6�!������#���
	������
��
��''�
	�����#"��
���������8��	
���� ���"
���

��

.�"�������
����6�
��''����#"���������	
���
���������8��	
��� � ���"
���

����	�������
�#�"����
�L78�(����	���
�4�������'$��

 

79'� 6�����
"������	�#����)�
���	��#	��"��	������	��"������#��������	��	#�
��
"�������	
�������*"��	�	�����������������*-2���	����
����

������''���"�!
����#"�
#����
�����������)��	
��� �������������	����
4����#�����	����������"
��H��

79�

*������������5�������*-2����������
��
��

����0�	�������
��������������������	���

(�������16 �
��
������
+��	�
��� �

7�	�������
�	���
�

��	��� �

��
������
 �
���

��

�
���""�������
��	!D�������
"�
���
�
��	���	��������#����
*"��	�

��
������*��������� 7� �� B� C� ��

!�

Were treated as live or ‘working 
documents’ that guided class teachers’ 

programmes for SLS students 7� �� B� C� ��

��

Were actively used as the basis for 
discussion with parents at IEP meetings 7� �� B� C� ��

 
 

75'� - ����������
�����	����������"�����	���������
��������!������������"
���	
��	����	���	��
�������������������������������������	�
�H��

75� ��	���
�	���������
��6 � !����
��������������

��

*��
�	�����
��������������������"�����	���#�����#���
�
���������	���	��	��
��	
�	�����	��� ���"
���

!� 8	�������������"�����	�����
���	��
��	
�	�����	��� ���"
���

��

.�"���������"�����	���
���������
���	��
��	
�	�
�����	��� ���"
���

"� ������������"�����	�����
���	��
��	
�	�����	��� ���"
���

�

+���������	���	����	������
��	����������"�����	���
��
���	��
��	
�	�����	���� ���"
���

 
 
 
 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����6� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

7E'� .	#���
��	���	����������"
������������	����	����	������	��	#�
�����	
�H��

7E� ����������	�����������
����	��	�
��������6 � !����
��������������

�� ���
�����
���	������		��	����"����"�������� ���"
���

!� ����
���	�����	���"�����	
� ���"
���

�� �����������	������

�������#���	���� ���"
���

"�

$�������	
�*�������&�����.�,�
<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< ���"
���

�

$�������	
�*�������&�����.�,�
<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< ���"
���

 
 

��'�� - �����	������	��	#�
����	���������!
���"��	�������������������	�	������	������
��	
�
�	����	��H�* ���������$����+�
����������),�

1����
���	��
#�
	��
���	
���
����"������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

������
���������"�#�������
)������������	�����"�
"������
"����"���	�����

�
���������C�����
	��
���	
��
"����	����	
���	��� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

������
���
��������"
��#�	����
����"��	������		���
����"�������'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

$������	����*�������&�����.��.��	(, '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

�7'�� .	#���
��	���	����������"
������
����	
"���	�����������	��
���"���(�	���	���	
"����
���		���	�����	
�0)##91��

=	
�	��������"
������
����	
" ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

=��!��	�����"
���#�	����
����	
"��	������		��� ��
(����
�+��&�������3333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333 �

=��!��	��������"
���#�	����
����	
"��	������		��� ��
	����&��	��+��&�������3333333333333333333333333333333333333333333 �

 

��'� .	#���
��	���	����������"
���"	��	��)�����	����
����	
���	�����������	��
���"���(�	��
�	���	
"�������		��	��������������������	
�0)##&1��* ���������$����+�
����������),�

=	(���"	
,��)�����
��	��������"
����	����
����	
 ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

=��!��	�����"
�����)�����	����
����	
��	������		��� ��
(����
�+��&�������3333333333333333333333333333333333333333333333 �

=��!��	�����"
�����)�����	����
����	
��	������		��� ��
	����&��	��+��&�������3333333333333333333333333333333333333333333 �

 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����7�

+.�/��
�:��� ����������

�B'� .	#�	��
�"	��	��"	�����	��	#�
�����
����
��	����	������
����H�* �������������	
���
�(���
	
��������
�),�

�B�  ��	�����*�6 � +	���� � ��4��� ;�
��������� ��
���� !���
��

��

�)����
��
"�"�����	������!	�������	������
�
���� 7� �� B� C� ��

!�

1	
"�����	�����������	��������������"
��,�
���
�
���
"���	����� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

- 	�*�7�7�#�����������"
��,��
����������		��#����
��������� 7� �� B� C� ��

"�

- 	�*�#��������������"
���
&�	��������"
����
�
����	��� 7� �� B� C� ��

�

- 	�*�7�7�#�����������"
����
��������������
��
��''�#���"��#
���	��������		� �� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�	"���
�����	
���
"������
�����
�&����	��
�������"
����	M �

1������������ 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ��������"�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� $!�����������"
��� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

��*���������	������������"
���
"�1�����

�����������	�#	�*��	�������	
� 7� �� B� C� ��

D� �������	������	������"�����	
�����	������ 7� �� B� C� ��

*�

�"�����
"@	�������"�����	
�����	��������
��
���	#
�)�������
"�*
	#�"�� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�"�����
"@	�������"�����	
�����	������
�
�	
�������	
�#����	������'�'�%��0(�/��(�1�����
�����(���������" � 7� �� B� C� ��

�� �"�����
"@	�������"�����	
���������+�
���		���� 7� �� B� C� ��


�

;��������"����
"�����	������	������	���
�����
���"
���#���M �

6��
��(�- ��
��(�1�������� 7� �� B� C� ��

	� ���"
��,�1������������ 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ��������"�� 7� �� B� C� ��

&� ��=1$�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� /�������������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� %��0�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� $��������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� 6��
���������
���"�
��.	���6��
������ � 7� �� B� C� ��

��

- ����
����	���������
���	M ��

�����	������	��#	�*�������"��	�"��	����
���"
��� � 7� �� B� C� ��

#� ���"
����	������
"�������
�� 7� �� B� C� ��

)�

���	�
��!�������&����
���
'�'��	��������
���
��1	������ 7� �� B� C� ��

��

$����* ������&�����.��.��	(,�
<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<� 7� �� B� C� ��

 
 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����8�� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

�C'� �
��	���	��
�	
(�#����*�
"�	����"����
��"	�����	��	#�
��������������*��
������
��������
��������������	
�H�* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),��

�C�
*��������������

������	�����������	4��	6 �

�� ������
�����
����� +�
���5�������	����
�����
��������� �����
��������
����������	
����� ����������	
�����

��

�)����
�
���
"�"�����
��	������!	�������	��
����
����� 7� �� B� C� ��

!�

1	
"����
���	�����������	��������������"
��,�
���
�
���
"���	����� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

- 	�*�
��7�7�#��������������"
���
����
������		��#������������� 7� �� B� C� ��

"�

- 	�*�
��#��������������"
���
&�	�����
���"
����
�����	��� 7� �� B� C� ��

�

- 	�*�
��7�7�#�����������"
��,��
����������
����
��� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�	"���
�����	
���
"������
�����
�&����	��
�������"
����	M �

1������������ 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ��������"�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� $!����
���������"
��� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

��*�
����������	������������"
���
"�1�����
�����������	�#	�*��	�������	
� 7� �� B� C� ��

D� ������
���	������	������"�����	
�����	������ 7� �� B� C� ��

*�

�"����
�@�����
��"�����	
�����	��������
��
���	#
�)������� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�"����
�@�����
��"�����	
�����	������
�
�	
�������	
�#����	�������	��'�'�%��0(�1�����
�����(���������"(�/�� � 7� �� B� C� ��

�� �"����
�@�����
��"�����	
���������+�
���		���� 7� �� B� C� ��


�

;�������
���"����
"�����	������	������	���
��
������"
���#���M �

6��
��(�- ��
��(�1�������� 7� �� B� C� ��

	� ���"
��,�1������������ 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ��������"�� 7� �� B� C� ��

&� ��=1$�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� /�������������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� %��0�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� $��������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� 6��
���������
���"�
��.	���6��
������ � 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ���
"�
����6����
���� 7� �� B� C� ��

#�

���
"�
��������
���
���	������
���
��� 7� �� B� C� ��

)�

- ����
����	���������
���	M ��

�����	������	��#	�*�������"��	�"�
�	�������"
��� � 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ���"
����	������
"�������
�� 7� �� B� C� ��

N�

���	�
��!�������&����
���
'�'��	��������
���
��1	������ 7� �� B� C� ��

N��

$����*�������&�����.��.��	(,�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< � 7� �� B� C� ��

 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����88�

-.�/��
���	��������	���*�������

��'� �
��	���)���
�(��	�#����)�
��"	�����	������	��	#�
���������������	���	����������
�����
���������������������
�
���H�* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),��

��� �������������<�	�6 �

=�
����������������� =�
����
������������
������	�������� ������	�������
��������
����������� ���������
�����������

��

����
"����
"�
����!	�������	������
�����
�'�'��
��������������" � 7� �� B� C� ��

!�

���"���
��������	����������������	�����
���"
���	
�����	��� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

;��������������
��
	���������	����*�#���M �

6��
��(�- ��
��(�1�������� 7� �� B� C� ��

"� ���"
��,�1������������ 7� �� B� C� ��

� ��������"�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ��=1$�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� /�������������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� %��0�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� $��������� 7� �� B� C� ��

D� ���.	���6��
������� 7� �� B� C� ��

*� $����6��
������� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

1	
��
��
��
#��������������	����������"��
�	��	
��
������	�����	������	����������!
�
���������������
��#����������"
�� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�����"��	
���	���
"�	
��!���
���
"@	��
�����
� ���	������	��������"
��� 7� �� B� C� ��


�

%���
�
��	�����
�
���������	�"�����	
���
����	����'�'���������"���
"�
�@��� ��	��
�����������
�
����	�������� 7� �� B� C� ��

	� 6�	����	
�����	����	
�K�
	������	������!��*�	
�� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

���*�	���	�����������	�����	���	��%��0��
����
"��������� 7� �� B� C� ��

&�

%����	
�����!��*"	#
��!�#
�*��
�
"���"������
�������		�����#	�*��
� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�
�������
�������	��	���������#	�*��
"@	��
"��	����	����� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�����	�
��	�������������	���
"��������
��
!�#
����		����	���������"
��� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

;����������#������	�����!�
��������!��#�
���

"����� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

1����
����"����
��������������	�������

"��	�����"
����
�"����
�������	���� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

0���
�����!��
��	��
�����������	
���	�����
��''���"��������	
������	
��	����� � 7� �� B� C� ��

#�

$���������*�������&�����.��.��	(,�
<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< � 7� �� B� C� ��

 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����8�� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

�8'� .	#����������	������	��������"	��	������#��������	��	#�
����	�����
"��
"���"��������	���
����������		����	��#	�*��
H�* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),��

�8� *�	� ��������������6 � +	���� � ��4��� ;�
��������� ��
�����
-��
��(�
������>�

*��	������
����	���
�����

��

���"
��,�6��
��(�- ��
��(�
1�������(� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

!� ���"
�,��1������������ 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ��������"�� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

"� ��=1$�� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

� /�������������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� %��0�� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� %������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� $��������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

��

$��������������6�	��"���
�'�'�$�(�6�� � 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

D� .	���6��
������� � 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

*� $����6��
������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ���		���"��
'������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ���		��0	��� � 7� �� B� C� �� 8�


�

���/���%���
������	
�
���������
���
��

1	������ 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

	� ���/���;��������1		�"�
��	�� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

��

���=���	
�������6�	D���
��
���� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

&�

$����*�������&�����.�,�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

 
 

�9'� .	#���
���	����	�����"�#	�*�����	
�������"	��	����
"��������
������#*H�

�������
�C��	��� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

C��	�8��	����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

9��	�7���	���''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

77��	�7���	���''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

7���	����	���	� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

=	���������!�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

 
 

�5'� - �����������	
���������	����
"��������
�������
 ���������	����������		��H�

�	������������
�*��������	
������	�+�
������
&�(���������,3333333333333 �

=	���������!�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

 
 

�E'� .	#���
����������9���������4��#	��"��	����*��	����	
��������������
"����"��!	� H�

=��!��	����������"��
�C������#*����������(��������� 333333333333333 �

=	���������!�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����8-�

;.������
������
�������?�0'1��������	��������%�	����!����
4��	������	�����������

B�'� - �����	�����"�������	
��!�	#�!���"����!���������	���	�����������	����	����������
���
������������H�* ���������$�	
�),�

�)���
�(��	��������
"��	����
���� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

�������
�(����������	��''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

��������(��
�	
����
�(����"��
�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

%�"��
�����	��
	
�)���
�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

 
 

B7'� @��
	��5��	#�#	��"��	��"����!��	��������	
�����#����������	��	�������������������	��
���
���������H�� ���������$�	
�),�

6	�������
"�����	������
���������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

3�������		"�#����7���
	��!��)����	
�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���������	���	�������
"�����	������
"��	����	!������''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

;��������(���������	����	!��������
�&������
��!��	������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

���������"	��
	���������	��	��!������	������
��"��		�������������
#����
	���������!� �

 

B�'� $�������	#�#	��"��	��"����!��	��������	
�����#����%��0���
��	���"�������H�� ���������$�
	
�),�

6	�������
"�����	������
���������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

3�������		"�#����7���
	��!��)����	
�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���������	���	�������
"�����	������
"��	����	!������''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

;��������(���������	����	!��������
�&������
��!��	������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

 
 

BB'� �
��	���)���
�(��	�#����)�
��"	�����	��	#�
����	�����
"��
"���"������
���
����������
	���	����	������
����H�� �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),�

BB� ��������������	����6 �

=�
�������������������� =�
����
��������������
���������	���� ���������	���
������
����� ������
����

�� �������"
����
"���������
�
��
"�� 7� �� B� C� ��

!�

���"
��,�6��
��(�- ��
���	��
1�������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� ������"
��,�1������������ 7� �� B� C� ��

"� ��������"� 7� �� B� C� ��

� /�������������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� %��0�� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� $��������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� .	���6��
������� 7� �� B� C� ��

�� $����6��
������� 7� �� B� C� ��

D�

���/���%���
������	
��������
��
���
��1	������ 7� �� B� C� ��

*� ���/���;��������1	�	�"�
��	�� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

$����*�������&�����.�,�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< 7� �� B� C� ��

 
 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����8/� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

BC'� - �
��	���������	
��
�	���
������
��	�����������
�
����	��	�����#�	�"	��	�����
��	����
�	���������O�	���	������,H�* ���������$�	
�),�

��1������������ ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

��/������������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

�
�%��0�� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

$��������� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

���.	���6��
�����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

$����6��
������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

���/���%���
������	
����������
���
��1	����� ''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

���/���;��������1		�"�
��	�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�5�

$����*�������&�����.��.��	(, '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�E�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

;.������
������
�������0)1�?�;
���8
���������	��-���	�������
������

B�'� .����	��
����������
��	������	��	#�
��/�����������������	����	���
��	���	������"
���
������������
��	���������	��	����H��

 

B8'�  ��	�
������������
�
������(������	��
�������������
���	���
��	���	������"
�����	���
��
	������	��	#�
��/������������������H��* ���������$����+�
����������),���

B8� /���*��	��6 �

�A&�
�

6 ��������������������
��

�A(��

6 �������������������
��	��
	�
���������
�������

�� ��������"�����	
��"���	�������	��� �7� �7�

!� 6����	�	����������	��� ��� ���

�� ������
"���
������������ �B� �B�

"� �������
���
��	
�����������	��� �C� �C�

� �"���	�������	����	��;���1���"�
� ��� ���

�� $�������	
���������� �8� �8�

�� 6����	������� �9� �9�

�� J����*�#�
�������	��� �5� �5�

��

/
����/�������	����!���������
����
	�������������)�������
�	��" � �E� �E�

 
 

B9'� - �����	������	��	#�
���	���������	���	�����*����	�&����	��"�������#����/��������H�* ������
���$����+�
����������),�

L������
"�"�������	
��!	���	�����	
����������"��
��	��"����	
��'''''''''�7�

����	�������
���
��	
���	���
"���"�������"
�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

6�	�����	���
"���"�����������"
�� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

$�����	����*�������&�����.��.��	(, ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����8��

B5'� $�����(��	#�#	��"��	��"����!��	��������	
�����#����/����������
��	���"�������H�* ���������$�
	
�),�

6	�������
"�����	������
���������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

3�������		"�#����7���
	��!��)����	
�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���������	���	�������
"�����	������
"��	����	!������''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

;��������(���������	����	!��������
�&������
��!��	������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

 
 

BE'� - ���"	��	����������	B�
����	���	�����������"��
�	�����	
���	�H�* ���������$�������	���
�	���	
��&���+�9	���	�����),�

/�������������'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

%��0�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

$�������� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

���.	���6��
�����'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

$����6��
������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���/�������
������	
����������
���
��1	�����''''''''''''''''''''''''�8�

���/���;��������1	�	�"�
��	� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

���=���	
�������6�	D�����
��� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�5�

��������
"����	
�6�	�������G�������C '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�E�

�������/��"��
�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

�������- !���'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�77�

����"�����	
�/�N�� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7��

$������D	���	����� �*�������&�����.��.��	(, ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7B�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����81� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

C�'� .	#�#	��"��	��
	������������������	������	��	#�
���	�����	����������"��
�	�����	
H�
* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),�

C��
*��	�����������������������

����
�	��������
���6 ��
!���	��	���
�������

@����������
�����������

C�D���
�����������

=�
��
�������

-D�
������
��������

!���
	�����	�����

�� /�������������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

!� %��0�� � 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� $��������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

"� ���.	���6��
������ 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

� $����6��
������� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

��

���/�������
������	
����
������
���
��1	������ 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ���/���;��������1	�	�"�
��	�� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ���=���	
�������6�	D�����
���� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

��

��������
"����	
�6�	������
�G�������C � 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

D� ���=���	
�������/��"��
�� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

*� �������- !���� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ����"�����	
�/�N��� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

��

$�����
�	�����	
��	����������
"����! �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

 
 

;.������
������
�������0A1�%�2
��������	��+�����������

C7'� - �����	������	��	#�
����	����	
���"��	��
�����������������	������������"��
���
��
!�
�����	�
�"�����
����H�* ���������$����+�
����������),�

�����
"����	
�����
�
���G�������C '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

���"���	#��"��;���	���	���"�����	
��	�����"
���#����������������
��="� ''''''''''''���

����!�����
��	�����	����	��"��������
�#	�*�#���������(����
�������	
 '''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

����!�����
��	�����	����	��"��������
�#	�*�#������������	���	��������	
�'''''''''''''''''''''�C�

�
�	���������	�����#����������
����"�������'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

6�	����	
���"��	��
��	��	���
������������
�"@��
""�!��.	������		�� ''''''''''''''''�8�

=	
�	����� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�9�

$����*�������&�����.��.��	(,''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�5�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����84�

C�'� �	�#����)�
��#	��"��	��!��
����"��
���	����	
���"��	��
���
�����	��	#�
������H�
* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),��

C��
2
��������	���������������������

*���������6 ��
!���	��	���

����
���������
 ������������
����
���������

������	��
����
���������

������
����
���������

+����������
����
���������

��

%����	
�������
���
��
����"� 7� �� B� C� ��

!� 0����	����������� 7� �� B� C� ��

��

�"����
����������
�����������
�	�"����
���������� 7� �� B� C� ��

"�

$����7*�������&�����.�,�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<7� �� B� C� ��

�

$������*�������&�����.�,�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<7� �� B� C� ��

 
 

CB'� ;	��	�����������	���
��������������	�����
�����H�� ���������$�	
�),�

=	�*��������$����	��/1�����	����������$�&������.	3, '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

+� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

 
 

CC'� .	#���
�����	���
�����#�������	����"���
��!��

�
���	����	������
����H�� ������
���$�	
�),�

=$=��

7 ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

B�	���	�����#� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

 
 

C�'� �	�#����)�
��"	�����	������	���
�����#����������	���	�"��	���	�����	����	
���
������������
����H�* ���������$�	
�),�

=	���	��
��)�
� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

�	��������"�)�
� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

���	"����)�
��� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

�	�&�����
�)�
� ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�C�

�	������������)�
�''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

 
 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	�������������������������������

 ����86� !"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������

8.�����������

���	����
����������9(5�9E�	���9$����	����
��
� ���������
�������	
��������
� 
����0���	�1�	���	�����	������� ����
�
��
�	��.��	4�� ���� ��
���A������
��� �
������
�	���	�����	�������	�� �������
��� ��
����
�	����
�� ��� ���� ����������A�
���������.�0%1��
"� �����
��������*
	#�"�� ��������
��� �
����"
��	���	������ �
���
�"�!�����	���)���
��	��

�����!����
"� ��*� �����	�	����'��
���*�
�����&����	
��!�	#�#�����*�
���	���	��
�	
�!��"�	
��	�����	����	
���
�*������
"�)���
��#	�*�
��#�����	������"
��'��

�����	��	
�������	
��������"
������������	���LC8��
"�����LC9��
"�C5�!��
* �

C8'� ;�
����������,��������:�#���������	�����
�������	��
	���"��
���������"
���
�������������
�@�������!
�	
��	����	��H�* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),�

C8� ��������	
��	
����
��	
+��������
	�����

+�����������
������D�����

!��
��	����

*��
��������
������D������

*��
�����
	�����

7�	�������
�	���

�� 1	���
�����	
��*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

!� =��������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

"� �
�	�����	
��*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

� 6�	!����	���
���*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ������
���
���
"��	���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� - 	�*��
"����"���*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� 6���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� �	������
"��	�	��������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

 

C9'� ��������������,��������:�#���������	�����
�������	��
	���"��
���������"
���
��������
������@�������!
�	
��	����	��H�* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),�

C9� ��������	
��	
����
��	
+��������
	�����

+�����������
������D�����

!��
��	����

*��
��������
������D������

*��
�����
	�����

7�	�������
�	���

�� 1	���
�����	
��*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

!� =��������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

"� �
�	�����	
��*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

� 6�	!����	���
���*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ������
���
���
"��	���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� - 	�*��
"����"���*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� 6���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� �	������
"��	�	��������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

 

C5'� ���
���������,��������:�#���������	�����
�������	��
	���"��
���������"
���
�������������
�@�������!
�	
��	����	��H�* �������������	
���
�(���	
��������
�),�

C5� ��������	
��	
����
��	
+��������
	�����

+�����������
������D�����

!��
��	����

*��
��������
������D������

*��
�����
	�����

7�	�������
�	���

�� 1	���
�����	
��*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

!� =��������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

"� �
�	�����	
��*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

� 6�	!����	���
���*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� ������
���
���
"��	���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� - 	�*��
"����"���*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� 6���������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

�� �	������
"��	�	��������*����� 7� �� B� C� �� 8�

 



�������	
�	�������������	

������	������
�
������	������������������������������

!"#����$���
��%��	�����"��������  ����87�

CE'� �
��	���#	�*�����
����(������	��"��	�"��
��
��
#���	����(��		��(����
�&���	��
����������������������	��#	��"���*��	������#����	����H�

=	 ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

+�(�!��������
	���	��	���!�������
������������������ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

+�(��6����"����!��	����		���	���"�����'�!�	# ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 

F.�-��	������������������	�����

��'� - �����������	
�(�����
�(�"	��	�������	�����
���	������	��
����	����	�����	
�	������
�
�������H�

������
	��������	
@���
�� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

;	
,��*
	# '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

�������	
���	�����
�@����	��
��*�������&�����.��.��	(,'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

�7'� - 	��"��	��!�#����
���	�������
��	���	�����	����(��"��(��		��(����
�&����
"�����������
�
�	��"�����#�����	�	
���	�����0%1��������	
����H�

!��K���#	��"������
	���	�!��	
����"'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

/���K���������"��	
�����"���������!�	#''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''����

���6�	
 <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

�������� <<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< �

 
 

��'� - 	��"��	��!��
����"��
������������
���
��
������������"���	�)��	���
"�"����!�����
����������
"�	���	����
��	��"����H�

=	�'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�7�

P
����#���	����	���
�	�����	
'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''���

+�(�������	
��"��� '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''�B�

 
 
��	�4�������
��	4���������������������������������������	�
�.�2��	���
���
��������

"���C	
4������G�����	������	
����������;
�����������������
������.�



 

Research New Zealand   |   15 June 2006  151 

 

Appendix D:  Definition of collaboration 

Understanding collaboration requires an agreed definition of what collaboration means within the context of 

the SLS initiative. An article in Innovating32 distinguishes between communication, co-ordination and co-

operation and collaboration, arguing that collaboration is a generative, creative process, which produces 

something distinctly new while the other concepts simply foster structural alignment and uniformity.  

Collaboration is the process of shared creation: two or more individuals with complementary skills 

interacting to create a shared understanding that none had previously possessed or could have 

come to on their own… something is there that wasn’t there before.  

This definition is applicable to the SLS context in so far as it reflects the indicators of collaboration specifically 

designed for the evaluation of SLS, i.e. the shared creation and use of IEPs, teaching and assessment 

resources in addition to aspects of the initiative’s key objectives, namely:  

 collaboration to support integrated provision of learning support – i.e. the creation of a more cohesive 

integrated learning experience for students whose prior experiences of support have been disjointed and 

fragmented 

 enhanced teacher capacity to support SLS students - i.e. the creation of new understanding among 

class teachers and other support staff as how to best support students with moderate-high, ongoing 

learning needs. 

Under this definition, genuine collaboration ‘thrives on differences and requires sparks of dissent’ to generate 

new insights and processes which will bring about change and occurs when five conditions are met: 

1. the need for collaborative effort is clearly defined 

2. a small team of diverse, skilled staff are willing and available to collaborate 

3. physical and psychological space is available for team members to debate ideas and generate insights 

4. sufficient (and increasing amounts) of time are devoted to collaborative activity 

5. mechanisms exist for disseminating the results of collaborative activity to others 

                                                            
32 Denise, L. (1999) Collaboration vs. C-Three (Co-operation, Co-ordination and Communication). The Rensselaerville 

Institute. Innovating, 7:3. 




