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INTRODUCTION

Background

The Resource Teacher: Learning and Behaviour (RTLB) service began in 1999 to assist schools and teachers to achieve the best learning outcomes for their students who have moderate special education needs. The service is integrated with the larger network of special education initiatives and funding support for teachers and students. In 2001, there were 762 RTLB positions throughout New Zealand. Around 35 of these positions focus specifically on the education needs of Mäori students.

RTLB assess students’ needs and develop learning programmes to overcome their difficulties. They work with teachers and principals, parents and caregivers, family, whänau and community members to support positive outcomes for students and to develop strategies to improve learning environments. They also co-ordinate relevant support services for students across sectors if and when required.

RTLB provide service to a cluster of schools in a specified geographical area. These clusters are required to develop their own policies and ensure provision of the RTLB service to all schools in the cluster. Each cluster has a cluster committee which maintains a cluster-wide perspective and includes all schools and RTLB representation. Most have one or more management subcommittees which monitor and manage the services provided by the RTLB. In small clusters the cluster committee often assumes both roles.

All state and state integrated schools are able to access the RTLB service by signing a Memorandum of Agreement which ensures that each school in the cluster is involved in the management of the RTLB service. The Memorandum of Agreement also registers the agreement of all boards of trustees of schools in the cluster to use the RTLB resource according to the cluster policies and sets out the employment conditions of RTLB.

RTLB are based at an employer school, and employed by the board of trustees of that school. There is also a fundholder school within each cluster that is responsible for managing funding from the Ministry of Education for RTLB operations.

At the end of each school year, the Ministry of Education requires all cluster committees and RTLB to complete an Annual Report. These reports provide the Ministry with valuable information on the service provided by RTLB. The Annual Report has two parts: Part A is completed by each cluster committee, and Part B is completed for each RTLB position.

Part A asked about the schools and RTLB in the cluster and for details about members of the cluster governance committee and the management subcommittee. Part B asked individual RTLB for information about the schools and students they worked with and the nature of their work, including their interface with other support agencies. They were also asked about their training and professional development opportunities, about professional support and assistance, and about the assistance provided by various agencies. 

Cluster committees are responsible for forwarding Part A and Part B of the Annual Report to the Ministry of Education for analysis.

The following report contains a summary of the data from the 2001 Annual Reports.

Reports submitted

In 2001, there were 190 clusters nationally. Almost all (N=186) of the clusters returned their Annual Reports with Part A completed. Unfortunately, four clusters (one in the Northern region and three in the Southern region) did not submit their data. 

There were 762 RTLB positions throughout New Zealand. This included 35 RTLB Mäori who help ensure that support is provided in culturally appropriate ways to Mäori students with learning and behaviour needs. Of the 762 RTLB positions identified nationally, 730 completed an individual RTLB Annual Report (Part B). Table 1 below shows the total number of clusters and RTLB nationally and regionally, and the number of reports submitted.

Table 1:  The number of cluster committees and RTLB that returned reports, by region

Ministry of Education Regional Officesa
Cluster committees
RTLB


Total number of clusters 
Number of clusters submitting a report
Total number of RTLB positions
Number of RTLB submitting a report

Northern
48
47
272
248

Central North
55
55
192
189

Central South
38
38
143
144c

Southern
49
46
155
149

Total
190
186b
762
730

a Ministry of Education Regional Offices were used for analysis throughout this report. As a result of a Ministry of Education Review in 2001, the six Ministry of Education Management Centres (Auckland, Hamilton, Wanganui, Lower Hutt, Christchurch and Dunedin) were replaced with four regional offices (Northern, Central North, Central South and Southern). 

b Four clusters did not submit data (one from the Northern regional office and three from the Southern regional office).

c This figure is greater than the total number of RTLB positions (N=143) in this region. Although three RTLB from this region did not submit Annual Reports,  four reports were submitted for two RTLB positions, as these positions were shared by more than one teacher. Section 2 is based on the total number of reports submitted (N=730).
Points to Note

1. The results presented in the following pages are based on the information provided by the 186 Cluster Committees and the 730 RTLB who submitted Annual Reports. Results are presented nationally for the RTLB service as a whole, followed in some cases by a detailed analysis for each of the Ministry of Education Regional Offices. As a result of a Ministry of Education Review in 2001, the six Ministry of Education Management Centres (Auckland, Hamilton, Wanganui, Lower Hutt, Christchurch and Dunedin), which were used to analyse the data in 2000, have now been replaced with four regional offices (Northern, Central North, Central South and Southern). The regional perspective presented throughout this report is based on the areas covered by each of these regional offices. 

2. Information from four RTLB clusters (one from the Northern region and three from the Southern region) was not received by the Ministry of Education for analysis. Data were also missing for 30 RTLB within these four clusters, as well as for three other RTLB from the Central North region. However, it is likely that the missing data will have very little impact on the overall results as the numbers were small.

3. A number of RTLB commented that much of their work involves working with groups of students and whole classes rather than individual students and they felt that the Annual Reports did not provide an accurate reflection of their work because of the focus on individual student data. Some RTLB tried to incorporate information about the groups of students they worked with in their Annual Reports. Because of this, the actual number of students detailed in a number of the tables in this report varies. 

4. Many of the questions in the 2001 Annual Report had been modified from the data collection undertaken in 2000. In some cases, therefore, it is difficult to make direct comparisons with the previous data collection.

SECTION 1:  Results from Cluster Committee annual reportS (PART A)

Section One of this report presents the results from the 186 cluster committees who submitted their Annual Reports for the 2001 year. Part A of the Annual Report asked cluster committees to provide details of the composition of their cluster committees and their management subcommittees (where these existed) and how often meetings were held for each of these committees.
Location of clusters and RTLB

The national distribution of all clusters and RTLB positions is detailed in Table 2 below.

Just over half (54%) of all school clusters were located in the Northern (25%) and the Central North regions (29%). However, over a third (36%) of RTLB, were located in the Northern region compared with 25 percent in the Central North region, suggesting that clusters in the Northern region employ more RTLB than clusters in other regions This finding is consistent with the annual collection of data on Resource Teachers: Learning and Behaviour in 2000
 which found that 24 percent of all clusters and 36 percent of RTLB were in the Auckland region
.

Table 2:  The number of clusters and RTLB, by region

Ministry of Education Regional Offices
Clusters
RTLB


Total number of clusters 
% of clusters 
Total number of RTLB positions
% of RTLB 

Northern
48
25.3
272
35.7

Central North
55
28.9
192
25.2

Central South
38
20.0
143
18.8

Southern
49
25.8
155
20.3

Total
190
100.0
762
100.0

Cluster Committees and Management Subcommittees

Cluster committees were asked to indicate the number of people on their respective cluster committee and management subcommittee(s) and who was represented on them.

Composition of Cluster Committees

One hundred and seventy-nine RTLB clusters provided details of the composition of their cluster committees. Table 3 indicates the national representation of principals, RTLB and other individuals on these committees.

As shown, almost all clusters (97%) had at least one principal on their cluster committee and the majority (85%) included RTLB. As well, 65 percent of committees included members other than those listed in the Annual Report. As in previous years, the majority of these ‘other’ members were from Specialist Education Services (SES)
 

Appendix Table 1 presents information on the composition of the cluster committees for each of the Ministry of Education Regional Offices. Principals were represented on over 96 percent of cluster committees in all regions. Similarly, RTLB were presented in the majority of cluster committees (from 84% of clusters in the Central South to 87% in the Southern region). Clusters in the Southern region (44%) were more likely than clusters in the other three regions to have teachers in charge of special education needs represented on their committees. 

Table 3:  National RTLB cluster committee composition

Composition of cluster committee
Clusters with these representatives


Number
%

Principal
174
97.2

Teachers in charge of special education needs
55
30.7

RTLB
153
85.5

Boards of trustees representatives
62
34.6

Parents/caregivers representatives
7
3.9

Other*
116
64.8

Total
179**



* The ‘other’ category included mainly representatives from SES.


** Only 179 of the 186 clusters that sent in Annual Reports provided details of the composition of their cluster committees. 
Composition of Management Subcommittees

Information presented in Table 4 shows that 164 clusters had management subcommittees. RTLB were more likely to be represented on these subcommittees than they were on the cluster committees (96% compared to 85%). As with the cluster committees, principals were well represented on management subcommittees (94%). Around three-quarters (74%) of subcommittees had at least one ‘other’ representative, mostly from SES. These findings are consistent with the 2000 data collection from RTLB
.

Table 4:  National RTLB management subcommittee composition

Composition of management subcommittee
Clusters with these representatives


Number
%

Principal
154
93.9

Teachers in charge of special education needs
52
31.7

RTLB
158
96.3

Boards of trustees representatives
45
27.4

Parents/caregivers representatives
5
3.0

Other*
121
73.8

Total
164**



* The ‘other’ category included mainly representatives from SES.


** Only 164 of the 186 clusters that sent in Annual Reports provided details of the composition of their management subcommittees. 

Appendix Table 2 presents information on the composition of management subcommittees for each of the Ministry of Education Regional Offices. RTLB were represented on all management subcommittees in the Central North region.

Frequency of meetings

When clusters were asked to indicate how frequently their cluster committee and management subcommittee met, almost half (47%) indicated that cluster committee meetings were held once a term (Table 5). Very few were held more frequently (1% were held fortnightly and 3% were held monthly). Similar data recorded in 2000 showed that half (50%) of cluster committee meetings were conducted once a term during that year. Most of the remaining clusters (42%) indicated their meetings were held at some ‘other’ frequency not listed as an option on the 2001 Annual Report. These ‘other’ frequencies were most commonly either once or twice a year.

While half (51%) of management subcommittee meetings were reported to be held once a term, around a quarter occurred on a more regular basis either weekly (4%), fortnightly (10%) or monthly (12%). Of the thirteen percent of subcommittees that met at ‘other’ intervals, twice a year was mentioned most often. Again, these results are comparable with the 2000 Annual Report results where 50 percent of subcommittee meetings were reported to be held once a term.

Table 5:  Frequency of RTLB cluster committee meetings and management subcommittee meetings

Frequency
Cluster committee meetings
Management subcommittee meetings 


Number
%
Number
%

Weekly
__
__
7
3.8

Fortnightly
2
1.1
19
10.2

Monthly
5
2.7
23
12.4

Once a Term
88
47.3
94
50.5

Other
79
42.5
19
10.2

Missing
12
6.5
24
12.9

Total
186
100.0
186
100.0

SECTION 2:  Results from RTLB ANNUAL Reports (pART B)

Section Two of the report provides information on the students RTLB worked with in 2001. It also provides an insight into how RTLB work, including others with whom they liaise. 

RTLB AND THE Schools and students with whOM THEY worked

Schools Worked in During the Year

RTLB were asked to indicate the types of schools they worked in during 2001.

As shown in Table 6, 85 percent of RTLB reported working in primary schools. Overall, RTLB worked in an average of four primary schools. Just under half (46%) of RTLB worked in secondary schools and 40 percent in intermediate schools. Almost a third (30%) of RTLB were also working in composite schools. These data are very similar to those obtained in 2000
. 
Table 6:  The types of schools RTLB worked in during 2001

School Type
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB 
Number of schools RTLB worked in
Mean* number of schools all RTLB worked in

Primary 
622
85.2
3067
4.2

Intermediate
287
39.3
367
0.5

Composite
218
29.9
496
0.7

Secondary
339
46.4
506
0.7

Special
29
4.0
30
0.0**

Kura Kaupapa Mäori
50
6.8
78
0.1

Total Immersion
29
4.0
66
0.1

*
The mean is calculated using a base of 730 RTLB (i.e. those who submitted returns).

**
The figure 0.0 denotes a mean of less than 0.1%.

The types of schools RTLB worked in according to Ministry of Education Regional Offices are presented in Appendix Table 3. 

The majority of RTLB in each of the four regions indicated that they worked mostly with primary schools (82% in the Northern region, 85% in the Central North, 83% in the Central South and 93% in the Southern region). However, there were slight variations in the average number of primary schools each RTLB worked with. For example, RTLB in the Central South (mean=4.9 schools) and Southern regions (mean=4.8 schools) worked on average with more primary schools than RTLB in the Northern region (mean=3.5 schools). RTLB in the Northern region were also least likely to have worked in secondary schools (38% compared to 46 % or more in the other three regions). 

Students on RTLB Rolls

Each RTLB was asked to indicate the number of students on their roll and to provide details of the students’ gender, year level while enrolled with them, ethnicity, and the main reason they had been referred (i.e. whether it was a learning and/or behaviour difficulty or some other difficulty). A number of RTLB commented that they found the Annual Report very difficult to fill out as much of their work was undertaken with whole groups or classes and that asking for individual student data did not provide an accurate reflection of their work. The following comments were typical of these respondents:

You want individual student data and yet most of my work is group or class [work] and it is difficult and time consuming to attempt to collect such data. These stats are geared to individual students which is only a small part of my work.

Collecting statistics in this way does not allow RTLB to show their work with classes/teachers/whole schools. How do we define a case? Our training has encouraged us to move away from thinking about individual students as ‘cases’.

In saying that, RTLB indicated that in 2001 they worked with 19,430 individual students (74% male and 26% female). It is worth noting, however, that this number would be greater if the total number of students seen by RTLB in groups was included
. The proportions of male and female students taught by RTLB in the four regions reflected the gender of students nationally. Tables 7 and 8 provide further details.

Table 7: Total and mean number of students RTLB worked with in 2001
Regions
Number of students in 2001
Mean number of students RTLB worked with in 2001

Northern
7,267
29.3

Central North
4,630
24.5

Central South
3,618
25.1

Southern
3,915
26.3

Total
19,430


Table 8:  Gender of students on RTLB rolls, by region

Gender
Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern


N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

Female
1,982
27.3
1,176
25.4
957
26.5
1,018
26.0

Male
5,285
72.7
3,454
74.6
2,661
73.5
2,897
74.0

Total number of students worked with
7,267
100.0
4,630
100.0
3,618
100.0
3,915
100.0

Year Levels of Students

RTLB were asked to provide information indicating the year level of students they worked with in 2001. Although the RTLB service is limited to Years 0-10 students clusters are allocated Years 11-13 funding to assist with supporting students in these years who have moderate learning and/or behaviour needs. As can be seen in Table 9, RTLB worked with just a small number of students in Years 11 and above (3%). Well over half (61%) of the students RTLB worked with were in primary schools. The majority of these students were either in Years 3-4 (23%) or Years 5-6 (22%). These results are, again, similar to those produced in 2000.

Table 9:  Year levels of students RTLB worked with

Year Levels
Number of RTLB
Number of students RTLB worked with
Mean number of students RTLB worked with
% of students RTLB worked with

Years 0 – 2
583
3,189
4.4
16.4

Years 3 – 4
617
4,475
6.1
23.0

Years 5 – 6
625
4,262
5.8
21.9

Years 7 – 8
552
3,700
5.1
19.0

Years 9 – 10
343
3,279
4.5
16.8

Years 11+
89
543
0.7
2.8

Total 
730
19,448*



* 
A few RTLB included the year levels of class groups they worked with during the year rather than individual students. The total number of students reported on here is, therefore, slightly higher than the number of students reported on in Tables 7 and 8.

Table 10 provides details of the year levels of students RTLB worked with in 2001 by Ministry of Education Regional Offices. RTLB in the Central South region (23%) were slightly more likely to work with secondary school students than those in the Southern (20%), Central North (19%) and Northern (18%) regions. 

Table 10: Year levels of students RTLB worked with, by region
Year Levels
Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern


N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

Years 0 – 2
1,207
16.6
713
15.4
600
16.5
669
17.0

Years 3 – 4
1,606
22.1
1,141
24.7
760
20.9
968
24.6

Years 5 – 6
1,697
23.4
1,024
22.2
771
21.2
770
19.6

Years 7 – 8
1,446
19.9
863
18.7
661
18.2
730
18.5

Years 9 – 10
1,129
15.5
825
17.9
725
20.0
600
15.2

Years 11+
178
2.5
51
1.1
115
3.2
199
5.1

Total number of students worked with
7,263*
100.0
4,617*
100.0
3,632**
100.0
3,936**
100.0

* 
Data were missing for four students from the Northern Regional Office and 13 students from the Central North Regional Office. 

**
A few RTLB in the Central South and Southern Regions included the year levels of class groups they worked with during the year rather than individual students. The totals for these regions are therefore slightly higher than those reported on in Tables 7 and 8. 

Ethnicity of Students

RTLB were then asked to indicate the ethnicity of students they had worked with (students could only be identified in one category)
. As shown in Table 11, just over half of students (53%) taught by RTLB in 2001 were reported to be New Zealand European. A further third (33%) were New Zealand Mäori and nine percent were Pasifika. These results are comparable with the data from 2000 when 55 percent of students were identified as New Zealand European, 33 percent as New Zealand Mäori and nine percent as Pasifika.

Appendix Table 4 presents data on the ethnic group of all students on the RTLB rolls by Ministry of Education Regional Offices. Not surprisingly, the patterns of ethnicity across the four regions were quite different. For example, the majority (76%) of students on RTLB rolls in the Southern region were New Zealand European whereas students in this grouping made up under half of RTLB rolls in the Northern (44%) and Central North (43%) regions. Around half  (52%) of students in the Central North were New Zealand Mäori compared with only 14 percent of students in the Southern region.

Table 11:  Ethnicity of students on RTLB rolls in 2001

Ethnicity
Number of RTLB
Number of students RTLB worked with
% of students RTLB worked with

NZ European
688
10,270
52.8

Other European
142
347
1.8

NZ Mäori
695
6,508
33.5

Samoan
252
896
4.6

Cook Islands Mäori
133
283
1.5

Tongan
140
373
1.9

Niuean
55
83
0.4

Tokelauan
17
25
0.1

Fijian
33
41
0.2

Other Pacific 
20
29
0.1

South East Asian
37
53
0.3

Indian
77
117
0.6

Chinese
59
94
0.5

Other Asian
54
62
0.3

Other
156
264
1.4

Total number
730
19,446*
100.0

* 
A few RTLB included the ethnicity of class groups they worked with during the year in their answers to this question. The number of students reported here is, therefore, greater than the number of individual students reported on in Tables 7 and 8.

Main Presenting Difficulty of Students

RTLB were asked to indicate what the main presenting difficulty was for each of the students they worked with in 2001. As can be seen in Table 12, around a third of students in each instance were being seen for either learning (33%) or behaviour difficulties (33%) or for both learning and behaviour difficulties combined (31%). 

Regional data on the main presenting difficulty of students are detailed in Appendix Table 5. Teachers in the Central North (39%) were more likely to see students for behaviour difficulties than teachers in the Southern region (26%). On the other hand, RTLB in the Southern region (38%) were more likely than those in the other three regions to see students with learning difficulties. 

Table 12:  National data on the main presenting difficulty of students enrolled with RTLB

1999
2000
2001

Main presenting difficulty
Number of students
% of students
Number of students
% of students
Number of students
% of students

Learning
6,079
34.8
5,567
31.2
6,380
32.8

Behaviour
5,400
30.9
6,280
35.2
6,473
33.2

Both learning and behaviour 
5,515
31.6
5,723
32.1
6,077
31.2

Other
1,280
7.3
192
1.1
550
2.8

Missing
__
__
90
0.5
__
__

Total number of students worked with
17,453
100.0
17,852
100.0
19,480*
100.0

* 
A few RTLB included information on class and school referrals in this question therefore the total number of students worked with is greater than the 19,430 individual students reported on in Tables 7 and 8.

Number of Schools Students have Attended over the Past Three Years

To identify the number of students who are transient and so regularly change schools, RTLB were asked to indicate the number of schools (if more than two) their students had attended over the last three years. As can be seen in Table 13, 30 percent of students on RTLB rolls in 2001 had attended three or more schools in the past three years. 

Table 13:  Number of schools students have attended over past three years


1999
2000
2001

Number of schools attended
Number of students
% of all students
Number of students
% of all students
Number of students
% of all students

Students attending 3–5 schools
4,021
23.0
5,027
28.2
5,311
27.3

Students attending 6–10 schools
385
2.2
418
2.3
452
2.3

Students attending 10+  schools
68
0.4
107
0.6
76
0.4

Total students attending 3 or more schools
4,474
25.6
5,552
31.1
5,839
30.1

Total number of students worked with
17,453

17,852

19,430


Interface with Support Agencies 

From a list provided on the Annual Report, RTLB were asked to provide both details of the number of referrals they made to various support agencies and indicate the number of referrals they received in return. 

Table 14a indicates that RTLB were more likely to make referrals (N=6,437) to support agencies than to have referrals made to them (N=753). In 2001, over half of RTLB made referrals to each of SES Behaviour Support Teams (61% of RTLB made 1,113 referrals), mental health agencies (51% made 966 referrals), and other health agencies (50% made 1,256). 

A fifth of all referrals were to other health agencies (20%) followed by referrals to SES Behaviour Support Teams (17%) and mental health agencies (15%).

Of the referrals made to RTLB, most came from SES Behaviour Support Teams (27% of RTLB received 320 referrals). A number of  referrals were also received from the Department of Child, Youth and Family Services (8% received 92 referrals) and mental health agencies (7% received 86 referrals).

Table 14a:  RTLB student referrals to and from support agencies 

Support agencies
Student referrals to support agencies by RTLB
Student referrals to RTLB from support agencies


No of RTLB
% of RTLB
No of referrals
% of referrals*
No of RTLB
% of RTLB
No of referrals
% of referrals

SES Behaviour Support Teams
442
60.5
1,113
17.3
196
26.9
320
42.5

Counselling services
331
45.3
886
13.8
28
3.8
42
5.6

Mental health agencies
369
50.5
966
15.0
53
7.3
86
11.4

Other health agencies
364
49.9
1256
19.5
33
4.5
55
7.3

Child, Youth and Family (CYF)
240
32.9
495
7.7
61
8.4
92
12.2

Iwi, taurahere or Mäori urban authorities
92
12.6
179
2.8
10
1.4
16
2.1

Drug and alcohol agencies
57
7.8
165
2.6
1
0.1
1
0.1

Non government agencies (eg church or community group)
120
16.4
283
4.4
9
1.2
13
1.7

Truancy services
170
23.3
347
5.4
19
2.6
33
4.4

Other
213
29.2
747
11.6
44
6.0
95
12.6

Total
730

6,437
100.0
730

753
100.0

Note: Percentages are based on the total number of referrals not individuals. One person may have been referred to more than one agency.

RTLB were further asked to indicate which other agencies they worked in conjunction with to support students. They were also asked how many of their students were involved in a joint-agency approach. Table 14b shows that RTLB most often worked in conjunction with SES Behaviour Support Teams (64%), mental health agencies (51%), CYF (48%) and other health agencies (46%). 

Table 14b:  The number of students RTLB worked with in conjunction with other support agencies

Support agencies
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB*
Number of students jointly worked with
% of students jointly worked with

SES Behaviour Support Teams
470
64.4
1,207
18.8

Counselling services
290
39.7
749
11.7

Mental health agencies
369
50.5
996
15.5

Other health agencies
337
46.2
1,039
16.2

Child, Youth and Family (CYF)
351
48.1
705
11.0

Iwi, taurahere or Mäori urban authorities
95
13.0
203
3.2

Drug and alcohol agencies
37
5.1
102
1.6

Non government agencies (eg church or community group)
97
13.3
248
3.9

Truancy services
155
21.2
340
5.3

Other
223
30.5
820
12.8

Total
730

6,409
100.0

*
Some RTLB made referrals to, or had referrals from, more than one support agency. Therefore, the columns add to more than 100 percent.

PROFILING THE WORK OF RTLB

There were a number of questions in the Annual Report which asked RTLB how they worked. They were asked to indicate who in their cluster had the responsibility for allocating students onto their roll, how much time they devoted to different activities in an average week, and whether they travelled back and forth between schools or worked in a unit or a classroom setting.

Responsibility for Allocating Students on the Roll

Information presented in Table 15 shows that 42 percent of RTLB reported that the responsibility for allocating students onto their rolls lay with the cluster review and intake committees or referral committees. Around a quarter (23%) indicated that they themselves had responsibility for allocating students. Smaller proportions stated that individual principals undertook this role (12%) or that this task was the responsibility of the management sub-committees (11%). Nine percent of RTLB ticked the ‘other’ category on the Annual Report. Most of these teachers reported that the responsibility of allocating students onto the roll was either shared by the RTLB team, undertaken jointly by the RTLB and an SES worker, or undertaken by a senior RTLB.

Table 15:  The groups or individuals who took responsibility for allocating students to RTLB rolls


Number of RTLB
% of RTLB

Cluster committee
26
3.6

Cluster review & intake committee or referral committee
303
41.5

Management subcommittee
77
10.5

Individual principal
88
12.1

RTLB
165
22.6

Other
65
8.9

Missing
6
0.8

Total
730
100.0

How RTLB Spend Their Time in an Average Week

It is acknowledged that RTLB work in a variety of ways. From a list provided, RTLB were asked to indicate how much time, in an average week, they spent on a variety of activities. Information presented in Table 16 shows that the majority of RTLB primarily worked with individual students (95%), individual teachers (92%), and groups of students (86%). Much lower proportions spent time working with communities (33%), or with whole schools (41%). 

Not surprisingly, RTLB spent most of their time in an average week with individual students (20%), groups of students (11%) and individual teachers (11%). Although ninety one percent of RTLB worked with parents/whänau in the course of their work this particular activity comprised just seven percent of their time in an average week. While a large majority of RTLB engaged in other tasks such as administration (94%), travel (91%) and preparation (90%) the overall time devoted to these activities was between six and eight percent in an average week.

Table 16:  The time allocated to various activities by RTLB in an average week

Type of activity
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB
Mean % of time spent in an average week*

Whole schools
298
40.8
1.9

Individual students
690
94.5
19.8

Groups of students
631
86.4
11.1

Whole class
550
75.3
7.2

Individual teachers
675
92.5
11.4

Paraprofessionals/teacher aides
587
80.4
4.9

Groups of teachers
473
64.8
3.0

Whole staff
406
55.6
2.1

Parents/whänau
663
90.8
6.7

Communities
243
33.3
1.3

Travel
664
91.0
6.4

University study
319
43.7
5.3

Preparation
654
89.6
8.5

Administration
685
93.8
7.8

Other activity
238
32.6
2.0

*
The mean is calculated using a base of 730 RTLB (i.e. those who submitted an Annual Report).

The Extent to which RTLB Travelled between Schools or Worked in a Single Unit or Classroom Setting

When asked whether they itinerated between schools, worked across classes within a single school, or worked in one unit or classroom only, most RTLB (93%) indicated they travelled between schools. Only three percent (N=24) reported they worked across classes within a single school and two percent (N=17) indicated they were classroom-based.

Information presented in Table 17 shows some regional variations. In the Northern region, for example, proportionately fewer RTLB (86%) worked in more than one school compared with over 96 percent of RTLB in each of the other three regions. Not unexpectedly, therefore, proportionately more RTLB in the Northern region worked with students in a number of classes within a single school (6%) or worked in one unit or classroom (6%) compared with those in the other regions. While the results from the Northern region are similar to those seen in 2000 in that RTLB in this region were less likely to be itinerating between schools (79% in 2000), proportionally more RTLB itinerated between schools in that region in 2001 than in 2000.

Table 17:  The extent to which RTLBs itinerated between schools or worked within a single school or a unit or classroom setting, by region

Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern
Total


N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%


Itinerating between schools
214
86.3
182
96.3
139
96.5
145
97.3

680

Itinerating within a single school
16
6.5
5
2.6
2
1.4
1
0.7
24

Working in one unit or classroom
16
6.5
-
-
-
-
1
0.7
17

Missing data
2
0.8
2
1.1
3
2.1
2
1.3
9

Total
248
100.0
189
100.0
144
100.0
149
100.0
730

Professional Development

In relation to professional development, RTLB were asked questions about their current performance agreement and any training and support they had undertaken during the year, including RTLB university training.

Status of Performance Agreement

Nationally, 89 percent of RTLB reported that they had a current performance agreement. However, RTLB in the Southern (93%) and Central North (92%) regions were more likely to have a current performance agreement than those in the Northern (88%) and Central South (82%) regions.

Information in Table 18 shows that just under half (48%) of all RTLB performance agreements were negotiated by the principal or deputy principal of their employer school. A further six percent were negotiated jointly by the principal and others, for example, the chair of the management committee. Compared with performance agreements, however, a greater proportion of principals or deputy principals were involved in the management of performance appraisals (62%). A further six percent of appraisals were also managed by the principal in consultation with others. 

These results show a decrease in the number of performance agreements which were negotiated and managed by principals or deputy principals in 2001 (48%) compared to the previous year (55% in 2000) and an increase in the number of performance appraisals handled by principals and deputy principals (up from 54% in 2000 to 62%). 

Table 18:  The responsibility for managing RTLB performance agreements and performance appraisals
Managed by……
Performance agreement
Performance appraisal


Number of RTLB
% of RTLB*
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB*

Principal/deputy principal
354
48.5
453
62.1

Management committee
98
13.4
31
4.2

Board of Trustees (of employer school)
53
7.3
19
2.6

Principal in consultation with others
47
6.4
44
6.0

Senior RTLB/team leader
34
4.7
73
10.0

Cluster committee
20
2.7
15
2.1

HOD/senior teacher
10
1.4
13
1.8

Special Education Needs Co-ordinator
2
0.3
10
1.4

Guidance counsellor
2
0.3
2
0.3

Outside agency
1
0.1
10
1.4

Resource Teacher of Mäori
-
-
2
0.3

*
This percentage is calculated using a base of 730 RTLB (i.e. those who submitted an Annual Report).

RTLB Training

The Ministry of Education provides a professional training course specifically for RTLB which consists of undertaking four university papers at both undergraduate and graduate level. Courses are available through Auckland, Waikato and Victoria universities. All RTLB are required to undertake this training unless exempted. Exemptions are only granted in exceptional circumstances, such as when their current qualification represents equivalent skills and knowledge provided by the RTLB training. To gain an exemption, RTLB must apply in writing to the Ministry of Education, with a supporting statement from their cluster committee.

The majority (73%) of RTLB reported that they had now completed their RTLB training (see Table 19). This result shows a significant increase in the proportion of RTLB who reported that they had completed their RTLB training in 2000 (46%). In 2001, 11 percent of RTLB were in the process of completing their training while a further eight percent were exempt. 

Table 19:  The number of RTLB who had completed their training
RTLB training
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB

Training completed
530
72.6

Training underway
83
11.4

Not completed or underway
45
6.2

Exempt
57
7.8

Missing
15
2.1

Total number of RTLB
730
100.0

In addition to their RTLB training, RTLB were asked to indicate whether they had undertaken any other professional development or training support during 2001. The majority (87%) of teachers indicated they had engaged in other professional development during the year and mentioned a wide range of courses, conference papers, meetings, and training sessions they had attended (see Table 20). Over a third (36%) of RTLB mentioned they had attended the RTLB conference or specifically designed RTLB courses.

Table 20:  Other types of professional development undertaken by RTLB in 2001

Professional development category
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB*

RTLB conference, RTLB courses and cluster meetings
263
36.0

Anger management, behaviour management, eliminating violence, anti-bullying
173
23.7

Reading, literacy and numeracy (e.g. Reading Recovery) 
143
19.6

Learning and behaviour (includes learning styles for difficult students and strategies for boys)
141
19.3

Special Education workshops and special needs conference
99
13.6

Tertiary courses (other than RTLB training)
87
11.9

Mäori education, te reo Mäori, tikanga Mäori, Treaty of Waitangi, biculturalism, marae visits.
69
9.5

Self-esteem, mental health and health-related courses
68
9.5

Counselling, crisis intervention and grief support
59
8.1

Specific learning difficulties (includes Dyslexia, SPELD, phonics, & spelling)
58
7.9

William Glasser conference/courses
56
7.7

Curriculum (e.g. inclusive practices in the curriculum)
55
7.5

Emotionally disturbed children
50
6.8

ADD/ADHD
50
6.8

Skill development for RTLB (includes school planning and management, classroom management, collaborating teachers, networking, teacher effectiveness)
47
6.4

Autistic Spectrum Disorders
42
5.8

Truancy, parenting courses, parent support
41
5.6

Social skills, listening and communication skills
28
3.8

Speech and language
22
3.0

Information technology and computer courses
19
2.6

Assessment, problem analysis, monitoring
11
1.5

Drugs & alcohol 
8
1.1

Stress management for teachers, peer review, support networks and peer support
7
1.0

Other courses (often non-specific)
36
4.9

Total number of RTLB
730


*
The majority of  RTLB had undertaken more than one professional development course, therefore the column adds up to more than 100 percent.
Assistance from Other Agencies

The majority of RTLB (87%) had received professional assistance from other agencies, including Specialist Education Services (SES) during 2001. RTLB most often mentioned receiving assistance from SES which included assistance for casework, management techniques, behaviour intervention and group supervision as well as advice and guidance from specialists such as psychologists, speech-language therapists and occupational therapists. Assistance was also frequently sought through Child, Youth and Family (CYF), Barnados and community health nurses. When asked how satisfied they were generally with the services provided by other agencies, the majority of RTLB were either very satisfied (36%) or satisfied (42%) with the service.  

SUMMARY

This report provides an overview of the work undertaken by RTLB in 2001. Many of the results followed similar patterns to those evident in the data obtained from the 2000 Annual Reports. 

In 2001, there were 190 school clusters throughout New Zealand, served by 762 RTLB positions. Just over a third (36%) of RTLB were working in the Northern region, compared with just 25 percent in the Central North, 19 percent in the Central South and 20 percent in the Southern regions. Completed Annual Reports, however, were received from only 730 RTLB and 186 clusters.

RTLB reported that they worked with 19,430 individual students (74% male and 26% female) in 2001. However, RTLB also frequently worked with students as part of group, whole class, or whole school interventions. This means that the total number of students RTLB work with is much higher than this individual student total. Well over half (61%) of students that RTLB worked with attended primary schools. 

Data from 2001 show that students on RTLB rolls in the Southern region (76%) were more likely to be New Zealand European compared with students seen by RTLB in the other three regions (57% in the Central South, 44% in the Northern and 43% in the Central North regions). Teachers in the Central North were more likely to be teaching students who were New Zealand Mäori (52%).

In an average week, RTLB spent most of their time with individual students (20%), groups of students (11%) and individual teachers (11%). 

A third of students in each instance were seen by RTLB for either learning or behaviour difficulties, or for a combination of learning and behaviour difficulties. Of the student referrals RTLB made to support agencies in 2001, most were to other health agencies (20%), SES Behaviour Support Teams (17%), and mental health agencies (15%).

In 2001, the majority (73%) of RTLB indicated they had now completed their RTLB training, up from 46 percent in 2000. Eight percent indicated they had received an exemption from RTLB training as the qualification they held was considered to be of equivalent status.

Appendix

Appendix Table 1:  Composition of RTLB cluster committees, by region

Composition of Cluster Committee
Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern


Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people
Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people
Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people
Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people

Principal
42
97.7
52
96.3
36
97.3
44
97.8

Teachers in charge of special education  needs
10
23.3
15
27.8
10
27.0
20
44.4

RTLB
37
86.0
46
85.2
31
83.8
39
86.7

Boards of trustees representatives
14
32.6
19
35.2
12
32.4
17
37.8

Parents/caregivers representatives
2
4.7
3
5.6
-
-
2
4.4

Other*
21
48.8
36
66.7
25
67.6
34
75.6

Total 
43

54

37

45


 Appendix Table 2:  Composition of RTLB management subcommittees, by region

Composition of Management
Subcommittee
Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern


Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people
Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people
Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people
Number of clusters with these people
% of clusters with these people

Principal
36
92.3
49
96.1
29
93.5
40
93.0

Teachers in charge of special education needs
12
30.8
18
35.3
9
29.0
13
30.2

RTLB
37
94.9
51
100.0
29
93.5
41
95.3

Boards of trustees representatives
9
23.1
15
29.4
9
29.0
12
27.9

Parents/caregivers representatives
1
2.6
2
3.9
-
-
2
4.7

Other*
20
51.3
41
80.4
25
80.6
35
81.4

Total 
39

51

31

43


Appendix Table 3:  The types of schools RTLB worked in during 2001, by region

School Type
Northern
Central North


Number of RTLB
% of RTLB 
Number of schools RTLB worked in 
Mean* number of schools RTLB worked in
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB 
Number of schools RTLB worked in 
Mean* number of schools RTLB worked in

Primary 
203
81.9
863
3.5
161
85.2
773
4.1

Intermediate
92
37.1
140
0.6
81
42.9
95
0.5

Composite
65
26.2
132
0.5
60
31.7
157
0.8

Secondary
96
38.7
149
0.6
87
46.0
130
0.7

Special
6
2.4
7
0.0**
12
6.3
12
0.1

Kura Kaupapa Mäori
12
4.8
20
0.1
24
12.7
42
0.2

Total Immersion
10
4.0
17
0.1
11
5.8
24
0.1

Total number of RTLB in each region
248



189




Appendix Table 3 contd: The types of schools RTLB worked in during 2001, by region
School Type


Central South
Southern


Number of RTLB
% of RTLB 
Number of schools RTLB worked in 
Mean* number of schools RTLB worked in
Number of RTLB
% of RTLB 
Number of schools RTLB worked in 
Mean* number of schools RTLB worked in

Primary 
120
83.3
709
4.9
138
92.6
722
4.8

Intermediate
55
38.2
64
0.4
59
39.6
68
0.5

Composite
46
31.9
118
0.8
47
31.5
89
0.6

Secondary
72
50.0
117
0.8
84
56.4
110
0.7

Special
3
2.1
3
0.0**
8
5.4
8
0.1

Kura Kaupapa Mäori
13
9.0
15
0.1
1
0.7
1
0.0**

Total Immersion
7
4.9
24
0.2
1
0.7
1
0.0**

Total RTLB in each region
144



149




*
The mean is calculated using the total number of RTLB in their respective regions who submitted Annual Reports.

**
The figure 0.0 denotes a mean of less than 0.1%.

Appendix Table 4:  Ethnicity of students on RTLB rolls, by region

Ethnic group
Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern


N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

New Zealand European
3,224
44.4
2,005
43.3
2,071
57.1
2,970
75.7

Other European
133
1.8
54
1.2
66
1.8
94
2.4

New Zealand Mäori
2,400
33.0
2,389
51.6
1,158
31.9
561
14.3

Samoan
489
6.7
46
1.0
164
4.5
197
5.0

Cook Islands Mäori
201
2.8
30
0.6
39
1.1
13
0.3

Tongan
320
4.5
26
0.6
15
0.4
12
0.3

Niuean
75
1.0
4
0.1
3
0.1
1
0.0*

Tokelauan
6
0.1
1
0.0*
18
0.5
-
-

Fijian
25
0.3
2
0.0*
5
0.1
9
0.2

Other Pacific Island
19
0.3
5
0.1
3
0.1
2
0.1

South East Asian
32
0.4
8
0.2
9
0.2
4
0.1

Indian
96
1.3
4
0.1
9
0.2
8
0.2

Chinese
69
0.9
6
0.1
10
0.3
9
0.2

Other Asian
35
0.5
8
0.2
10
0.3
9
0.2

Other 
136
1.9
42
0.9
53
1.5
33
0.8

Total number of students worked with**
7,266

4,630

3,628

3,922


*  
The figure 0.0 denotes a mean of less than 0.1%.

** 
The total number of students worked with in this table differs from previous tables due to a few RTLB including data on groups of students or whole classes they had worked with rather than individual students. 

***
As explained in the report, for present purposes, ‘ethnicity’ was described in terms of a single category.

Appendix Table 5:  Main presenting difficulty of students on RTLB rolls, by region

Main presenting difficulty
Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern


N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

Learning
2,440
33.6
1,386
29.9
1,040
28.7
1,514
38.3

Behaviour
2,273
31.3
1,827
39.4
1,358
37.5
1,015
25.7

Both learning and behaviour
2,240
30.8
1,304
28.1
1,138
31.4
1,395
35.3

Other
314
4.3
119
2.6
89
2.5
28
0.7

Total number of students worked with*
7,267
4,636
3,625
3,952

*
The total number of students worked with in this table differs from previous tables due to a few RTLB including data on groups of students or whole classes they had worked with. 

Appendix Table 6:  Number of schools students on RTLB rolls had attended in the previous three years, by region

Number of schools attended
Northern
Central North
Central South
Southern


N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

3 – 5 schools
1,957
26.9
1,336
28.9
807
22.3
1,211
30.9

6 – 10 schools
195
2.7
85
1.8
77
2.1
95
2.4

10+  schools
31
0.4
10
0.2
32
0.9
3
0.1

Total students attending 3 or more schools
2,183
30.0
1,431
30.9
916
25.3
1,309
33.4

Total number of students worked with*
7,267
4,630
3,618
3,915
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�  'Region’ is defined according to Ministry of Education Regional Offices. In 2000, Ministry of Education Management Centres covered Auckland: South Auckland to the Far North. Hamilton: Waikato, Taupo and Bay of Plenty. Wanganui: Taranaki, Manawatu and Horowhenua. Lower Hutt: Wellington, Wairarapa, Hawke's Bay and East Coast. Christchurch: Canterbury, Tasman Bays and West Coast. Dunedin: Otago and Southland. As a result of the Ministry of Education Regional Office Review in 2001, however, these six management centres (Auckland, Hamilton, Wanganui, Lower Hutt, Christchurch and Dunedin) were replaced with four regional offices (Northern, Central North, Central South and Southern). 


�  Ministry of Education. (2001). Resource Teachers: Learning and Behaviour – Information on RTLB and Clusters from their Annual Report 2000. Wellington. Ministry of Education. 


�  As explained earlier, the Auckland region referred to here is now covered by the Northern Regional Office.


� 	Specialist Education Services (SES) was integrated into the Ministry of Education in February 2002.


� 	See footnote 2 for report reference.


� 	Refer to footnote 2.


� 	Some RTLB chose to include information about the groups of students on their roll such as their year level, ethnicity and/or the main difficulty they were being worked with for. The numbers of students, therefore, in some of the following tables vary.


�	RTLB were asked to identify students according to one ethnic group only. This system of priority recording was used by Statistics New Zealand in the 1996 census.





