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Executive Summary

Brief Background and Purpose Statement

Under federal accountability requirements, states must report the extent to which schools facilitated
parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities (Indicator 8
of the State Performance Plan under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA)).
To meet this requirement, as well as to collect data to help inform improvements at the district and state
levels, Texas annually surveys a stratified random sample of parents of students receiving special
education services. In 2016-17, surveys were sent to parents of over 29,000 students across more than
200 districts (Cycle 4 of Texas’ six-year plan for surveying all districts in the state). Over 5,100 parents
returned responses. Key findings from this statewide survey effort are highlighted below.

Responding Sample
= A total of 5,176 survey forms were returned for a response rate of 18% across the state, a
decrease of approximately two percentage points from the prior year’s Cycle 3 districts.

= Across all districts surveyed, response rates ranged from 0% (3 districts) to 100% (1 district), and
109 districts (54%) attained a response rate between 11% and 20%.

The survey had wide coverage across Texas, with surveys sent to 1,286 campuses in 203 districts.
Responses were received from almost all districts and campuses included: 1,134 campuses (88%) and all
but three districts (99%). The research team matched surveys to existing state records using a unique
identification number embedded in the survey. State records contained demographic information (e.g.,
race/ethnicity, primary disability, gender, etc.) on the responding parents’ student(s) which was used to
compare the responding sample to the state’s population of students receiving special education services.

= Qverall, students whose parents responded to the survey were representative of the state special
education population. Similarities and differences included:

— The responding sample was representative of the state population of students receiving
special education services as described by gender, with approximately 67% of the survey
sample and 67% of the state’s student’s receiving special education services identified as
male students.

— The sample of students with responding parents was less representative of the state
population of students receiving special education services as defined by race/ethnicity,
with a greater proportion of White students’ parents and smaller proportions of
Black/African American and Hispanic students’ parents compared to the state special
education student population. None of these differences, though, exceeded eight
percentage points.

— The responding sample had a slight over-representation of students whose primary
exceptionality was identified as Autism (16% of the sample compared with 12% of the
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state population of students receiving special education services), and under-
representation of students whose primary exceptionality was identified as Learning
Disability (29% of the sample versus 33% of the state population). For all categories of
disability except Learning Disability (-4 percentage points) and Autism (+4 percentage
points), differences between the responses and the state population of students receiving
special educations services were smaller than one percentage point.

Key Findings
= On average, parents responded positively to approximately 78% (five to six) of the seven items
used to calculate the Indicator 8 score, compared with 78% among Cycle 3 districts (2015-16),
79% among Cycle 2 districts (2014-15), and 81% among Cycle 1 districts (2013-14).

= Responses to survey items in the Admission, Review, Dismissal (ARD) and IEP Participation
domains were the most consistently positive. More than 90% of parents answered that their
child’s evaluation report is written in terms they can understand, that they understand the
procedural safeguards, and that their child is included in the ARD meetings (for students 14 and
older).

= Responses to survey items in the Communication domain were less positive than other domains.
Approximately 6 in 10 parents (59%) responded that they are always provided with information
on parent organizations, community agencies, and training, while 41% did not endorse these
items. Two-thirds (63%) reported that they always communicate with their child’s teacher
regarding IEP progress, and 64% reported that they are always provided with information to help
them assist in their child’s education. One-third of responding parents did not positively endorse
these items.

= Across participating districts, the average Indicator 8 score (that is, the percentage of Indicator 8
items that parents answered positively) ranged from 42% to 100%, with an average district score
of 78%.*

= When data were analyzed at the regional level, scores for Education Service Center (ESC) Regions
(ESCs 1 through 20) ranged from 73% to 87%.

= There were some noteworthy differences in how parents responded to some survey items by
student race/ethnicity and by student grade level, including:

— Parents of students in middle school grades positively endorsed fewer Indicator 8 items
than parents of students in either elementary or high school.

— Parents of Hispanic students positively endorsed more Indicator 8 items than parents of
students of all other race/ethnicities.

— Parents of students in the “other” race category responded less positively for Indicator 8
items and across other survey items not used in Indicator 8 calculations.

! Excluding districts with fewer than six responses because such few responses can lead to unstable estimates.
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Background and Project Context

Indicator 8 Requirements

In 1993, the 103™ U.S. Congress passed the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) requiring
federal agencies to develop annual performance plans and program performance reports to measure
progress towards program goals. When the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA)
was reauthorized in 2004, similar performance plan requirements were included for State Education
Agencies.? The Office of Special Programs (OSEP) created 20 indicators to guide states in their
implementation of IDEA and how they measure progress and performance. In 2014, OSEP modified the
indicator system, combining some existing indicators and creating one new indicator. Indicator 8
articulates that states measure the percent of parents with a child receiving special education services
who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for
children with disabilities.

In response to these requirements and as part of the Texas Continuous Improvement Process (TCIP), Texas
has been surveying parents of students receiving special education services to obtain a measure of the
extent to which parents perceive that schools support their involvement in the educational life of their
child. Each state meets these requirements in different ways, with some surveying all parents, and others
sampling parents to obtain a measure that reflects this performance goal. The instrument used also varies
across states —some use nationally validated measures while others use locally developed questionnaires.

History of Texas Parent Survey

Since 2005, Education Service Center (ESC) Region 9 has been administering a survey, often referred to as
the “Parent Involvement Survey,” to a rotating sample of parents of students receiving special education
services in the state. Based on the most recent six-year plan Texas submitted in 2014, all districts in Texas
enrolling over 50,000 students as of 2014 (18 districts) are included in the survey effort every year. The
remaining districts (approximately 1,000) were assigned to one of six cycles at the start of the six-year
plan. One cycle is surveyed each year. Within the districts selected in a given year (a given cycle plus the
18 large districts), a stratified random sample of students is targeted for the survey effort.

Beginning in 2009, ESC Region 9 began contracting out the survey process. One external vendor
administered the Texas Parent Involvement survey from 2009 to 2015. In September 2015, ESC Region 9
selected Gibson Consulting Group Inc. (Gibson) to continue the project. From 2006 through the 2014-15
school year, Texas surveyed parents of approximately 18,000 students each year. The Gibson team
increased the survey sample to approximately 30,000 parents to improve the representativeness of
results. Each year, Gibson calculates survey results which the state submits to OSEP in its Annual
Performance Report. Gibson also provides this statewide report detailing overall results, as well as district

2 http://www.parentcenterhub.org/repository/partb-subpartf/#300.601
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and ESC region® summary reports to provide feedback to school, district, regional, and state staff. This
report details the survey administration process, data analysis, and state, region, and district results for
the 2016-17 school year.

3 All Texas school districts are nested in one of 20 ESCs
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Survey and Analytic Methods

Parent Involvement Surveys

The research team continued the state’s process of administering a survey to measure the percentage of
parents who reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and
results for their child with disabilities for the 2016-17 school year. According to prior reports documenting
the history of the development of the instrument, in 2005 the Parent Coordination Network (PCN)
reviewed items from the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) and
the Survey of Parents of Students with Disabilities, which was distributed by TEA and ESC Region 9 in
2003.* A survey development committee, which included members from the Texas Education Agency, ESC
Region 9, Academic Information Management, and local districts and schools, then developed an
instrument for the State Performance Plan. After reviewing materials and resources from several
organizations (including the Federal Resource Center and the Joyce Epstein Parent Involvement Survey),
the committee developed an instrument that was used from 2006 to 2008. The instrument was revised in
2009 and used until 2012 when it was revised again. The instrument was again revised in each subsequent
year prior to administration (2013, 2014, and 2015). Revisions typically involved altering the phrasing of
items, though some items were added and others removed. For the 2016-17 school year, the Gibson team
implemented the same survey that had been used since 2015-16.

The current survey instrument (Appendix C) is made up of 23 items to which parents respond on a variety
of scales: (1) always, sometimes, never; (2) agree, neutral, disagree; and (3) yes, no. ESC Region 9 and the
Texas Education Agency identified seven items as those to be used for the State Performance Plan
Indicator 8 measure of parent involvement, including:

1. | am considered an equal partner with teachers and other professionals in planning my child’s
Individualized Education Program (IEP).

2. Teachers understand my child’s needs.
The school communicates regularly with me regarding my child’s IEP progress and other
important issues.

4. My concerns and recommendations are considered by the Admission, Review, and Dismissal
(ARD) committee in the development of my child’s IEP.

5. The school provides planning for life after high school, including services to help my child reach
his or her goals.*

6. The school provides information on agencies that can assist my child in planning for life after high
school.*

7. The school includes my child in ARD meetings.*

4 Prior years’ Parent Involvement survey reports are published here: https://www.texasparent.org/projects
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For items 5 through 7 (marked with an asterisk) instructions read that parents should only respond to the
items if their student is age 14 or older.

Survey Administration

Selecting the Survey Target Group

Table 1 shows the timing of administration of the six cycles created by ESC Region 9. For the 2016-17
school year, Gibson’s starting place for drawing the student sample was Cycle 4 districts plus the 18 largest
school districts.

Table 1. Timeline of statewide survey administration.

Administration Cycle School Year
Cycle 1 2013-14 School Year
Cycle 2 2014-15 School Year
Cycle 3 2015-16 School Year
Cycle 4 2016-17 School Year
Cycle 5 2017-18 School Year
Cycle 6 2018-19 School Year

The sampling frame for selecting students within Cycle 4 districts proceeded in the same manner as
selecting students within Cycle 3 districts. Details are included in Appendix A.

The sampling framework resulted in 29,244 students from 1,286 schools targeted for the Parent
Involvement Survey. Figure 1 illustrates the composition of the schools from which the 29,244 students
were situated: 10,635 (36%) were from 18 of the state’s largest districts (and from 416 schools), while
18,609 of the sampled students (64%) came from 185 of the state’s smaller districts (and from 870
schools). The final targeted group of students consisted of 33% of the students receiving special education
services in the state’s smaller districts and 8% of the students receiving special education services in the
state’s 18 largest districts.
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Figure 1. Final targeted survey group.

State of Texas

Districts - Schools - Students - Special Education Students*

CYCLE 1 CYCLE 2 CYCLE 3 CYCLE 4** CYCLE 5 CYCLE 6
(2013-14) (2014-15) (2015-16) (2016-17) (2017-18) (2018-19)

I |

Cycle 4 districts Districts surveyed every year
195 Districts 18 Districts
1,104 Schools 1,816 Schools
57,201 Special Education Students 130,942 Special Education Students
Elementa ry Schools Sampled 368 (62.9%) Elementa ry Schools Sampled 160 (13.2%)
Schools Special Education Students Schools Special Education Students
(48.6% of students) Sampled 8,013 (28.8%) (49.6% of students) Sampled 3,655 (5.6%) g
Middle Schools Sampled 183 (94.3%) Middle Schools Sampled 108 (33.9%) % %
Schools Special Education Students Schools Special Education Students Ljé“
(20.5% of students) Sampled 4,195 (35.8%) (21.7% of students) Sampled 2,952 (10.4%) = ;
High Schools Sampled 211 (99.1%) H igh Schools Sampled 108 (41.1%) SE
Schools Special Education Students Schools Special Education Students 5
(25.6% of students) Sampled 4,470 (30.6%) (26.3% of students) Sampled 3,379 (9.8%) 23
Mixed/Other Schools Sampled 108(96.4%) Mixed/Other Schools Sampled 40 (62.5%) g %
Schools Special Education Students Schools Special Education Students ::;
{5.3% of students) Sampled 1,931 (63.5%) (2.3% of students) Sampled 649 (21.2%) 7

[ Schools Sampled: 870 (78.8%) Students Sampled: 18,609 (32.5%) ][ Schools Sampled: 416 (22.4%) Students Sampled: 10,635 (8.1%) ]

Total Sampled: Districts Schools Special Ed Students

The final sample included 100% of campuses in districts serving 10 to 200 special education students®,
88% of campuses in districts serving between 201 and 2,000 students, and 41% of campuses in districts
serving between 2,001 and 5,000 students (Figure 2).

5 Campuses in districts with fewer than ten special education students were not included. This impacted 11
campuses in ten districts.
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Figure 2. Percentage of campuses within a district with surveyed students, by number of students
receiving special education services in the district.

10 to 200 100
201 to 2,000 88
2,001 10 5,000 41
5,001 to 10,000 25
More than 10,000 15
0 20 40 60 80 100
Coverage percentage

The sample included students in 67% of high schools, 57% of middle schools, and 29% of elementary
schools in Cycle 4 districts, along with 84% of “other” types of schools (e.g., those serving grades K-8 or K-
12; Figure 3).

Figure 3. Percentage of campuses with surveyed students, by school level.

ES 29
MS 57
HS 67
Other 84
[} 20 40 60 80
Coverage percentage

Logistically, 728 schools (all having fewer than 20,000 students, which was 56% of the schools in the
sample) were, on average, asked to distribute surveys to 21 students. A much smaller group of schools,
123 in mid-sized districts with 20,000 — 50,000 students) was asked to distribute surveys to 25 students,
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on average, while 435 campuses in the state’s largest districts were asked to distribute surveys, on average
to 26 students (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Average number of students surveyed in schools, by district size.

Over 50k (n=435) 26
20k-50k (n=123) 25
Under 20k (n=728) 21
o 5 10 15 20 25

Number of students in each campus receiving survey

Survey Launch

In March 2017, the research team packaged and shipped survey materials for districts. Materials were
bundled at the campus level so that districts with multiple campuses included in the survey sample could
choose to disseminate the packages to each school for distribution or to distribute them centrally.

Among the 177 districts in Cycle 4 that enrolled fewer than 20,000 students, district staff were asked to
distribute surveys to an average of four schools (this ranged from one campus to 17 campuses). Among
the seven mid-sized districts (those enrolling 20,000 to 50,000 students), district staff were asked to
distribute surveys to an average of 18 schools (this ranged from 11 to 22 schools). And within the 19
largest districts (enrolling more than 50,000 students), district staff were asked to distribute surveys to an
average of 23 schools, ranging from 18 to 40 schools. Figure 5 illustrates these differences.®

& While the state of Texas designated the 18 districts with more than 50,000 students at the start of the six-year
plan (in 2014-15), one district increased to just over 50,000 students in 2015-16 (the most recent data available).
For the purposes of reporting, this district is described as having more than 50,000 students (in Figure 5 the “over
50,000” category has 19 districts), the district continues to be surveyed once every six years as designated by the
state in 2014-15.
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Figure 5. Number of campuses included in survey target group, by district size.

Over 50k (n=19) 23
20k-50k (n=7) 18
Under 20k (n=177) 4
o 5 10 15 20 25

Number of campuses in district receiving surveys

The district package included instructions for survey distribution. Each campus package contained
additional instructions for a campus administrator, a list of students who should be given surveys, and
sealed envelopes for each student included in the 2016-17 survey sample. The sampled student’s name
and grade was printed on the outside of each envelope. Envelopes were stuffed with a hard-copy of the
survey instrument (in English on one side and Spanish on the other), a letter to the parent describing the
project (in English on one side and Spanish on the other), and a self-addressed, postage-paid return
envelope.

The Gibson team instructed districts to distribute envelopes to targeted students, but they were free to
accomplish this distribution any way they chose. They could affix mailing address information and
postage, and send through the mail, or they could hand-deliver envelopes to students in their classrooms.
No school was asked to distribute more than 50 surveys. Parents with multiple children receiving special
education services could have received multiple surveys, and would have been asked to answer each one
about their experiences with each unique child. Districts were asked to distribute all surveys as soon as
possible upon receipt.

The letter to parents and the survey instrument both included instructions for accessing an online version
of the survey. Thus, respondents could choose to complete the survey online or mail back a hard copy
survey. This flexibility enabled the research team to create additional marketing materials (described in
more detail below) for follow-up efforts because the ability to respond was not contingent on a parent
physically receiving a hard copy survey. For instance, if the hard copy was thrown away or never made it
to the addressee, parents could still provide a response by visiting the survey URL. The online version of
each survey instrument was available at www.ParentSurveyTX.com in English and Spanish.
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http://www.parentsurveytx.com/

Follow-Up Activities to Increase Response Rates

The Gibson team included postcard reminders and a reminder flyer in the initial shipment to districts.
Both included information about the online option. The Gibson team asked staff to send postcards and to
utilize the flyers in any way they saw fit.

In addition, the research team stayed in close contact with districts during the survey administration
window. The Gibson team distributed the following materials for use in advertising and supporting the
survey effort:

=  Email content (in English and Spanish) for the district to send to parents if the district had email
information on file.

= Email content for district leadership to send to school principals to help communicate the
importance of the survey effort.

= Email content for school leadership to send to teachers to help communicate the importance of
the survey effort.

= A script for districtwide phone messaging systems to call targeted parents to remind them to
complete the survey.

= Content for use on social media sites (in English and Spanish).

= Guidance for assisting parents in completing the survey if help is requested.

Halfway through the survey administration window the research team provided each district with their
current response rate (as of the last possible available date) to try to motivate additional efforts on the
part of the district to reach out to parents. As completed surveys continued to be submitted, the research
team made calls to districts with low response rates. Research staff verified that reminder postcards had
been sent and that district staff were able to access provided materials.

Gibson research staff sent a “final push” email to all districts one week prior to closure of the survey
administration window, and included a second round of district-level response rates. The survey
administration period closed in mid-June 2017.

Response Rates

Statewide Response Rate

Out of the almost 30,000 surveys distributed, parents submitted 5,176 completed surveys for an overall
statewide response rate of 18%. This was a decrease of approximately two percentage points from the
prior year’s Cycle 3 response rate.

Research staff matched nearly all of the completed surveys back to student records using the embedded
unique ID. Twenty-three completed surveys could only be matched to the district the student was enrolled
in, but not to the characteristics of the individual student. An additional eight surveys could not be
matched to any student or district. In the results described below, overall survey results are calculated
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based on all completed surveys (5,176); results by district are calculated based on the 5,168 surveys that
could be matched to a students’ district; and results by student demographic characteristic are based on
the 5,145 surveys that could be matched to an individual student record.

District-Level Response Rates

Completed surveys were submitted from almost every district in Cycle 4. In fact, 200 of the districts
surveyed had at least one survey returned (Figure 6 and Table 2).” The most common district-level
response rate across the state was between 11% and 20%, with approximately half (54%) of all Cycle 4
districts achieving a response rate in that range. There was one district in which 100% of the 13 parents
targeted completed and returned surveys. Among the districts with response rates over 70%, five of six
districts had fewer than 37 parents targeted for the survey effort.

Figure 6. Percent of parents responding across all school districts in Cycle 4.

15
.roa
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Z 5
. |1V |
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Parents Responding by District (%)

Table 2. Frequency of different ranges of district-level response rates.

| Number Percent
Districts with no completed surveys 3 1%
Between 1% and 10% 22 11%
Between 11% and 20% 109 54%
Between 21% and 30% 36 18%
Between 31% and 40% 20 10%
Greater than 40% 13 6%

7 Thirteen, 46 and 85 surveys were sent to these districts.
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Data Analysis

Data Cleaning and Data Diagnostics
Upon closure of the survey window, the research team scanned all paper surveys and exported all
responses from the online survey platform. Analysts then merged all responses into one analytic dataset.

For the three survey items specific to students 14 or older, parents were instructed to skip items if the
student was younger than 14. However, often parents responded to these items regardless of their
students’ age. To improve the validity of results, the research team recoded responses from parents
whose students were younger than 13 to ‘missing’ using administrative records on students’ age as of
September first.® This affected 574 surveys (approximately 11% of all submissions).

Prior to beginning data analysis, the research team explored missing data and outlier response patterns.
There were 67 students for whom two surveys were completed, one online and one on paper (identifiable
by the embedded unique ID) for a total of 134 surveys for those students. In these cases, the one with the
most completed items was retained for a given student and the other dropped. If the two versions for the
one student were similarly complete, one was selected at random for retention and the other one
dropped. Thus, 67 of the 134 completions were deleted, leaving one completed survey for each student.
Among the remaining 5,176 cases, the evaluation team examined the “completeness” of survey
responses; that is, cases with either complete or partially complete submissions. Seventy-four percent of
surveys were completed in full and 94% had fewer than four missing responses. Thus, all remaining 5,176
surveys were included in the final analytic dataset.

” o u

The research team also examined extreme responses (answering “disagree”, “never” and “no” or “agree”,
“always” and “yes” to all survey items). Extreme disagreement was rare (less than 0.1%) while extreme
agreement (28%) was common. No submissions were dropped from the analytic dataset for patterns of
extreme response.

Additional validation processes were possible using data collected online. Time to survey completion was
examined, with start and end times demonstrating a median completion time of 4.3 minutes.® Responses
of two minutes or less comprised about 10% of total online submissions. Again, no submissions were
dropped from the analytic dataset due to unreasonable completion times.

Indicator 8
The state’s Indicator 8 score was computed based on responses to seven of the survey items, described
earlier. The research team calculated the indicator by calculating the percentage of the seven items on

which parents responded “always”, “agree”, or “yes”. For those parents with students younger than 14,
four of the seven items factored into the Indicator score for that parent. When parents skipped any of the

8 Responses from parents of students who were 13 in the data provided were not recoded since those students
may have since turned 14.

9 The median value is reported since many had very long times which skewed the mean value. This was most likely
due to parents walking away from the open webpage and forgetting to return for some time.
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seven (or four) items, the item was dropped from the calculation. In other words, a parent’s percentage
was determined based only on the number of items they answered. The Indicator for the state was
calculated by taking the average of the parents’ Indicator 8 scores statewide. The average of the parents’
Indicator scores was calculated for each ESC and for each district.

Representativeness of Responding Sample

The research team compared the characteristics of the sample of students whose parents completed a
survey to the state population of students receiving special education services to examine the degree to
which survey responses were representative of the state’s population of students receiving special
education services.® The more comparable the characteristics of the responding sample to the state
population, the more generalizable the results are to all students in the state of Texas who received special
education services.

The gender composition of the sample of students whose parents responded to the survey almost exactly
matched the gender composition of the population in the state of Texas in 2016-17 (Figure 7).
Approximately, 67% of both groups of students were male, 33% female.

Figure 7. Comparison of gender of students receiving special education services in responding sample
and statewide.

80.0%
70.0% 67.0% 67.1%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0% 33.0% 32.9%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Female Male

M State Responding Sample

The responding sample was relatively closely aligned to the state population of students receiving special
education services as defined by race/ethnicity, though somewhat under-representative of Hispanic and
Black or African American students. Approximately 51% of the state population of students receiving
special education services was Hispanic in 2016-17 while 47% of the responding sample was Hispanic.
Similarly, parents of Black or African American students made up 12% of the survey respondent sample

10 Texas Education Agency. (2017). Enrollment in Texas public schools, 2016-17. (Document No. GE17 601 12).
Austin TX: Author.
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compared with 16% of the state special education population. In contrast, white students were somewhat
over-represented, making up 29% of the state population of students receiving special education services,
but 36% of the responding sample. All other race/ethnicity groups were represented in the survey sample
within half of a percentage point of their size in the state population.

Table 3. Comparison of race/ethnicity of students receiving special education services in responding
sample and statewide.

Responding Over(+)/Under (-)

Race/Ethnicity

Sample Representation
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Asian 2.1% 2.2% 0.1%
Black or African American 15.5% 11.6% -3.9%
Hispanic/Latino 50.8% 47.3% -3.5%
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Two or More Races 2.2% 2.5% 0.3%
White 28.8% 36.0% 7.2%

Students represented by the survey sample were mostly similar to the state population of students
receiving special education services as described by primary exceptionality/disability (Table 4). A larger
percentage of parents responding had a child with Autism (16% of the responding sample compared with
12% of the state special education population). Alternatively, the responding sample was made up of
slightly fewer parents of students with a Learning Disability as their primary exceptionality (29% in the
responding sample compared with 33% in the state population). All other differences between the special
education students in the state and the responding sample were less than one percentage point.

Table 4. Comparison of primary exceptionality/disability of students receiving special education services
in responding sample and statewide.

Pri (0] +)/Under (-
rimary Survey Sample ver(+)/Under (-)

Exceptionality/Disability Representation

Total N |% of Total| Total N [% of Total From Target

Auditory Impairment 6,961 1.5% 63 1.2% -0.3%
Autism 58,945 12.4% 804 15.6% 3.2%
Deaf/Blind 245 0.1% 4 0.1% 0.0%
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Primary Over(+)/Under (-)

Survey Sample

Exceptionality/Disability Representation
Developmental Delay!! 41 <1% 0 0 <1%
Emotional Disturbance 27,401 5.7% 306 6.0% 0.3%
Intellectual Disability 49,887 10.5% 557 10.8% 0.3%
Learning Disability 157,229 32.9% 1,477 28.7% -4.2%
Noncategorical Early Childhood 6,026 1.3% 73 1.4% 0.1%
Orthopedic Impairment 3,699 0.8% 40 0.8% 0.0%
Other Health Impairment 66,125 13.9% 725 14.1% 0.2%
Speech Impairment 95,498 20.0% 1,008 19.6% -0.4%
Traumatic Brain Injury 1,297 0.4% 31 0.6% 0.2%
Visual Impairment 3,927 0.8% 57 1.1% 0.3%
Total 477,281 5,145

Twenty-nine percent of all surveys were submitted via the online version of the survey, while the
remaining 71% were completed on paper. Across all, 17% were completed in Spanish and the remaining
83% were completed in English. Eighteen percent of paper surveys were completed in Spanish compared
to 12% of online submissions.

11 Texas Project First (a project of the Texas Education Agency) explains that Texas uses the Noncategorical Early
Childhood disability designation for students aged 3-5 with developmental delay. Only 41 students in the entire
state have Developmental Delay as their primary exceptionality, and none of these students were in Cycle 4
districts. As such, no students in the survey sample were identified with Developmental Delay as the primary
exceptionality.
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Results

The survey items in four areas: 1) Environment, 2) Communication, 3) Admission, Review, and Dismissal
Meetings (ARD)/Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) Participation, and 4) Results. Seven items were used
to calculate the Indicator 8 score. In the sections below we provide descriptive results for all survey items
individually, as well as for the calculated Indicator 8 score.

ltem-Level Results

Tables 5 through 8 describe statewide results for each survey item. Across all items, the majority of
responding parents provided the most positive response (“always”, “yes” or “agree”), though this ranged
from 59% (41% of parents not agreeing) to 94% (6% of parents not agreeing). There was variation across

topic areas. Details are provided in each section below.

Environment

Across the five items reflecting upon the school environment, a high percentage of parents provided the
most positive response to each item. Teachers’ willingness to discuss students’ needs and the school being
a positive and welcoming place were endorsed positively by the most parents (both roughly 80%). Just
over three-quarters of responding parents reported that that they were always considered an equal
partner (77%), 74% reported that teachers understand their child’s needs, and 73% reported that school
officials always encouraged parents to be involved in their child’s education. Across districts, there was
some variation. Histograms in Table 5, shown for each survey item, help to illustrate that some districts
did not have high levels of parent agreement, while others did. Though most districts had between 70-
80% of parents providing the most positive response on most items, there were districts with fewer than
half of their parents providing positive feedback.
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Table 5. Item-level results — Environment.

Environment Always Sometimes Never District Percent Always

School
personnel
encourage me
to be involved
in my child's —
education 20 40 60 80 100

lam

considered an

equal partner

with teachers 76.8% 18.8% 4.4% 5,031

and others in H—ﬂ
]

prl‘a?lr;r’wirii I;ny 20 40 60 80 100
cnia's

73.2% 22.2% 4.7% 5,091

Environment District Percent Agree

Neutral Disagree

(cont.)

My child's
school is a
positive and
welcoming

place for my
family 20 40 60 80 100

80.7% 15.0% 4.4% | 5,087
o

Teachers
understand my | 73.7% 19.2% 7.2% 5,076

child's needs H
m la

20 40 60 80 100

Teachers show

a.W|II|ngness © | 8929 13.9% 5.9% | 5,091 H
discuss my
O Em H

child's needs

20 40 60 80 100

Communication
Survey items within the Communication domain showed more variability than the other domains (Table

6). Fifty-nine percent of parents reported that schools always provide them with information on parent
organizations and community agencies (15% reported that schools ‘never’ do and 26% that schools
‘sometimes’ do). Approximately 6 in 10 parents reported that they always communicate with their child’s
teacher regarding the IEP process (33% reported that schools ‘sometimes’ do), and that they were always
provided with information to help them assist their child’s education (11% reported that schools ‘never’
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do and another 25% that schools ‘sometimes’ do). Approximately 73% of parents responded that the
school always communicated with them regularly regarding the IEP process, and 77% answered that
schools provided information on their child’s disability. On those two items, most other parents reported
that schools ‘sometimes’ do.

Almost all parents (93%) reported that information was provided to them in their primary language, and
this high level of agreement was similar for English and Spanish speaking homes (93% of 3,657 English
speaking homes and 94% of 1,191 in Spanish speaking homes). However, for parents where the primary
home language was not English or Spanish (a group of 94 respondents), 71% responded that information
is provided in their primary language; 29% reported that it is not.

District-level variation was greater in the Communication domain than in the Environment domain. For
almost every item there were many districts where fewer than half of responding parents providing the
most positive response.

Table 6. Item-level results — Communication.

Communication Always Sometimes Never District Percent Always

The school
communicates
regularly with me

. o 72.5% 23.0% 4.5% 5,115
regarding my child’s
IEP progress and other ol
important issues 20 40 60 80 100

| communicate with my
child's teacher(s)

regularly regardingmy | g3 79 32.8% 41% | 5,073
child’s IEP progress and

other important issues = =
20 40 60 80 100

School personnel
provided information
on parent
organizations, 59.0% 25.6% 15.4% | 5,054

community agencies or H
trainings related to the o
needs of my child

20 40 60 80 100

School personnel
provide me
information to help me | 64.4% 24.8% 10.8% | 5,060

assist in my child's H
education m__u

20 40 60 80 100
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Communication (cont.) Yes

The school provides me
information on my 77.6% 22.4% 5,061
child's disability

District Percent Yes

20

|
40

ul
60

8o 100

The information is
provided to me in my 93.0% 7.0% 4,972
primary language

20

40

60 8o 100

ARD/IEP Participation

Parent responses for ARD/IEP Participation were, on average, the most consistently positive across
districts. Almost all parents (94%) responded that their child’s evaluation report was written in terms they
could understand and that teachers and administrators ensure that they understand the procedural

safeguards (93%). Between 82% and 89% of parents responded “always” to the five ARD/IEP participation
items shown in Table 7. In the ARD/IEP section of the survey, 75% of parents reported that schools
provided information about agencies that can assist in planning for life after high school — 25% reported

that they do not. Across districts, the average percent of parents providing the most positive response on

all these items was high, with few districts having 50% or more of parents not providing the most positive

response (Table 7).
Table 7. Item-level results — ARD/IEP Participation.

Some-

ARD/IEP Participation  Always . Never
times

District Percent Always

Participate in Admission,
Review, and Dismissal 88.5% 10.1% 1.4% 5,074
(ARD) meetings

5= mm_”
60 8o 100

20 40
My concerns are
i D
considered by the AR 842% | 13.8% | 2.0% | 5054
committee when
developing the IEP m el
20 40 60 80 100
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ARD/IEP Participation

District Percent Always

We discuss how my child
‘a“’s'l'e‘;"s"x';‘t’:‘i A 81.7% | 103% | 8.0% | 5,028
meetings p- ln
20 40 60 80 100
We select
accommodations that o o o
my child needs at ARD 88.9% 8.9% 2.2% 5,057
meetings = B
20 40 60 80 100
The school provides my
hild with all th i
;O'Cir‘:gnt: y Zne;‘ir"'ces 845% | 13.7% | 1.7% | 5,044
child's IEP . HW H
20 40 60 80 100

ARD/IEP Participation

District Percent Yes

(cont.)

Teachers and
administrators ensure
that | fully understand
the Procedural
Safeguards

92.5%

7.5%

My child's evaluation
report is written in terms
| understand

94.1%

5.9%

The school provides
planning for life after HS,
including services to help
my child reach his/her
goals

81.9%

18.1%

The school provides
information on agencies
that can assist my child in
planning for life after HS

75.4%

24.6%

o} 20 40 60 80 100
5,024
i
o} 20 40 60 80 100
1,678
- I dabbie
0 20 40 60 80 100
1,623

=

e D01 LR

20 40 60 80 100
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ARD/IEP Participati
/ articipation District Percent Yes

(cont.)

The school includes my

0, 0,
child in the ARD meeting 91.9% 8.1% 1,560

o 20 40 60 80 100

Results

Approximately three-quarters of responding parents agreed that their child is making progress because
of the services provided or are satisfied with their child’s progress. However the 17-18% felt neutral on
these items and 6% and 9% disagreed. Both items had wide district-level variation, with some districts
having very high percentages of parents agreeing (many had 100% of parents agreeing) while others had
below 50% of parents agreeing.

Table 8. Item-level results — Results.

LEI Agree Neutral Disagree N District Percent Agree
Child is making
progress because | 2 Jo0 | 16 5o 5.8% 5,099
of the services
he/she i L
e/she is receiving . : all m
20 40 60 80 100

100

Satisfied with the
progress child is 72.8% 17.9% 9.3% 5,070
making
HE = ﬂ
20 40 60 80

ltem-Level Results, by Student Characteristics

The research team examined differences in response to individual survey items (outside of those that are
used in Indicator 8)*2. Full item-level results by gender, race, economic status, and grade level are provided
in Appendix B. In most cases, differences by subgroup did not vary by more than two to three percentage

points. Some notable results include:

e Asmaller percentage of parents of Black or African American students and students identified as
an “other” race agreed that their school is a positive and welcoming place (76% for both)
compared with parents of Asian, Hispanic, and White students (87%, 82%, and 81%, respectively).

12 Differences were not tested for statistical significance.
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e More parents of Hispanic and White students reported that they are satisfied with the progress
their child is making (77% and 70% respectively), compared to parents of African American or
Black and “other” students (66% and 64% respectively).

e Parents of economically disadvantaged students answered most items within three percentage
points of parents of students who are not economically disadvantaged (and often more
positively). One exception was that 84% of parents of economically disadvantaged students
responded that they always attend ARD meetings compared with 96% of parents of students who
are not economically disadvantaged.

e A higher percentage of parents of elementary students reported always communicating with
their child’s teacher about their child’s IEP progress (71%) compared with 52% and 56% for
parents of middle school and high school parents, respectively.

Indicator 8 Results

The Indicator 8 score for the state was 78%, meaning that, on average, parents responded positively (i.e.,
selected “yes”, “always”, or “agree”) to 78% of the Indicator 8 items that they answered (four items if
their child was under aged 14, seven items if their child was 14 or older).® This was below the state’s 80%
target stated in the State Performance Plan for school year 2016-17. Figure 8 shows the distribution of
parents’ Indicator 8 score. Although the average Indicator 8 score was 78%, more than half of parents
(54%) responded positively to all of the items that they answered, which resulted in an Indicator 8 score

of 100%.

Figure 8. Distribution of Indicator 8 scores.

3000

2000

Number of Parents

1000

1 . L LHMEHSOMQO

0o 10 20 30 40 50 60 7
Indicator 8 Scores(%)

100

13 Not including items that the parent skipped. That is, if a parent answered six of the seven indicator items for a
student aged 14 or over, their percent was calculated based on the six that they answered.

GIBSON

AN EDUCATION CONSULTING & RESEARCH GROUP



The average district-level Indicator 8 score was 78% and ranged from 42% (in one district) to 100% (in one
district), meaning that all parents in that district answered each of the four (or seven) Indicator 8 items
positively. Of the 166 districts with more than five surveys returned, 76 districts (46%) had an average
Indicator 8 score above or equal to 80% while the other 90 (68%) were lower than the state target.'
Roughly two-thirds of districts (64%) had Indicator 8 scores between 67% and 88% (Figure 9).

Figure 9. Distribution of district-level Indicator 8 scores.

10

Number of Districts

[ [ 1 11111 [T 1

40 50 60 70 80 90 100
District Indicator 8 Scores (%)

Aggregating results to the ESC level, Indicator 8 scores ranged from 73% to 87%, with seven ESCs
exceeding the 80% target (Figure 10).

Figure 10. Distribution of region-level Indicator 8 scores.

Number of Regions
|
|

40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Region Indicator 8 Scores (%)

14 Results for districts with five or fewer responses are particularly unstable, as one additional response can
considerably change the results. While six or more is a somewhat arbitrary cut off, it represents a reasonable
compromise between stability of the estimate and retaining results for as many districts as possible.
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Indicator 8 Results, by Student Characteristics

The Gibson team further examined whether Indicator 8 scores were comparable across student
characteristics to determine whether some subgroups of parents answered items more positively than
others.

Indicator 8 scores did not vary based on student gender. They did, however, vary based on student
race/ethnicity. As shown in Table 9, parents of Hispanic students responded positively to the most
Indicator 8 items (80% on average), followed by parents of Asian students (78%) and parents of Black or
African American and White students (77% of both groups). Parents of children whose race was identified
as “other” responded positively to a smaller proportion of Indicator 8 items (69%). These differences by
ethnicity should be interpreted with caution as the size of the groups varied, with only 111 parents of
Asian students and 148 parents of students identified as an “other” ethnicity. Results based on smaller
sample sizes are less stable than results from larger sample sizes (e.g., parents of Hispanic and White
students both had thousands of responses) and include a wider margin of error.

Table 9. Indicator 8 results by race/ethnicity.

Indi r
Race/Ethnicity sdszca;:: sD
111 78% 0.30
Black or African American 596 77% 0.30
Hispanic/Latino 2,425 80% 0.29
White 1,849 77% 0.31
Other 148 69% 0.34

Indicator 8 scores were similar across economic categories (Table 10). Parents of both economically
disadvantaged students and students who are not economically disadvantaged responded positively to
an average of 78% of Indicator 8 items.®

Table 10. Indicator 8 results, by economic disadvantaged status.

Economic Disadvantage ‘ N Score SD
Not Disadvantaged 2,074 78% 0.30
Disadvantaged 3,055 78% 0.30

15 Differences were not tested for statistical significance.

16 Economic disadvantaged status is based on the TEA definition, which is largely dependent on a student’s
eligibility for free or reduced price lunch
(http://tea.texas.gov/About_TEA/News_and_Multimedia/Correspondence/TAA_Letters/Reporting_Requirements_
for_Economic_Disadvantage_Code/).
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Examining responses based on the grade level of the student revealed that parents of middle school
students responded positively to 72% of Indicator 8 items, compared with 80% and 81% of high school
and elementary school parents, respectively (Table 11).

Table 11. Indicator 8 results, by grade level.

Grade Level N Score SD
Elementary 2,404 81% 0.30
Middle 1,434 72% 0.33
High 1,291 80% 0.26
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Discussion and Suggestions

Results from the 2016-17 administration of the Parent Involvement Survey in Texas showed that parents
of students receiving special education services in Cycle 4 districts, on the whole, responded positively to
Parent Involvement items. However, when looking at district-level variation, there are districts with a
much lower degree of parent positivity where fewer than half of responding parents provided the most
positive response.

Least commonly endorsed items were in the Communication domain, suggesting this is an area worthy of
improvement in schools. In particular, providing parents with information on parent organizations,
community agencies, and training, communicating with parents about IEP progress, and providing parents
with information to help them assist in their child’s education are three areas that were least frequently
endorsed. In addition, some attention should be given to findings showing differences by student
subgroup categories, illustrating that parents of some student groups endorse particular items at
substantively lower rates. Looking at these results within districts, or within ESC regions can help identify
areas where targeted efforts to make improvements might benefit students.
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Appendix A: Selecting the Survey Sample

Selecting districts: A total of 195 districts in Cycle 4 and the 18 largest districts across the state were
included in the survey population for a total of 213 districts. Districts with fewer than 10 students receiving
special education services were excluded from the targeted population (a total of 55 students from 11
campuses in 10 districts) to ensure confidentiality of results at the school or district level.

Selecting campuses: Within included districts, campuses were first stratified by grade span (elementary,
middle, high, other). Then, if there were fewer than six campuses in a grade span, all campuses were
included in the target survey group. For districts with more than six campuses in a grade span, 12.5% of
campuses above the minimum of six campuses were randomly selected for inclusion for that district for
that grade span.

Selecting students: Within selected campuses, if fewer than 20 students received special education
services, all students were included in the target survey group. If more than 20 students received special
education services, the research team randomly selected 10% of the special education student population
above the minimum of 20 students for inclusion. This approach resulted in no more than 50 students at
any one school being included in the sample. Since random sampling was employed, the resulting
distribution of student characteristics at the district level (and at higher levels of aggregation) in the target
survey group matched closely with the overall population of special education students in Cycle 4 districts
without adjusting, truncating, or over-sampling any student sub-populations by district to match the state
population distribution.
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Appendix B: Full [tem-Level Responses, by Student Characteristics

Table Al. Full item-level responses, by gender.

Female Male
Environment
Always = Sometimes Never Sometimes Never
School personnel encourage metobe | ) 5o, 21.2% 45% | 1,671 | 72.6% 22.7% 47% | 3,390
involved in my child's education
Considered | part ith
onsigeredan equai partner wi 77.0% 18.6% 4.4% | 1,653 | 76.7% | 18.9% 4.4% | 3,348

teachers and others in planning IEP

My child's school is a positive and

Neutral

Disagree

Neutral

Disagree

child's needs

Communication

The school communicates with me

Sometimes

Sometimes

\ 80.4% 15.0% 46% | 1,679 | 80.8% 14.9% 43% | 3,378
welcoming place
Teachers understand my child's needs 74.4% 18.0% 7.6% 1,668 | 73.3% 19.7% 7.0% 3,378
Teachers are willing to discuss my 79.6% 13.3% 7.0% | 1,665 | 80.4% 14.2% 5.4% | 3,396

assist in my child's education

Provided with information on my
child's disability

78.4%

21.6%

Information is provided to me in my
primary language

93.7%

6.3%

1,663

77.2%

22.8%

1,630

92.7%

7.3%

. 73.0% 22.2% 4.8% 1,680 72.2% 23.4% 4.4% 3,404
regarding IEP progress
| communicate with my child's 62.1% 33.8% 41% | 1,667 | 63.6% | 32.3% 41% | 3,375
teacher(s) regarding IEP progress
Provided with information on parent
organizations, community agencies, 60.0% 24.4% 15.5% 1,661 58.6% 26.1% 15.3% 3,362
and training
Provided with information to helpme | ¢ o, 24.5% 103% | 1,660 | 64.0% 25.0% 11.0% | 3,369

3,367

3,312
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Female Male
ARD/IEP Participation
Always | Sometimes Never Always Sometimes Never
Participate in Admission. Revi
D?;T:f;’;; ?A';D)d;";ft'i‘; ';'S eview,and | ¢ 1% 11.9% 16% | 1,660 | 89.4% 9.3% 12% | 3,383
My concerns are considered by the
ARD committee when developing the 84.0% 14.0% 1.9% 1,654 | 84.4% 13.6% 2.0% 3,371
IEP
We discuss how my child will
participate in state assessments at ARD | 83.0% 10.2% 6.8% 1,654 | 81.1% 10.3% 8.5% 3,344
meetings
x‘;;‘:zgz2‘;?:;';?::;?:;that my 89.6% 8.6% 1.8% | 1,655 | 88.5% 9.1% 2.4% | 3,372
The school provides my child with all
the services documented on my child's 84.8% 13.3% 1.9% 1,650 84.3% 14.0% 1.7% 3,364
IEP
Yes ‘ No ‘ \| Yes No N
Teachers and administrators ensure
that | understand the Procedural 92.1% 7.9% 1,654 | 92.7% 7.3% 3,358
Safeguards
:\:{:rhnlfﬁue:;leftt;r; reportis written | g 390 5.7% 1,637 | 94.0% 6.0% 3,357
Provides planning for life after HS, 83.4% 16.6% 585 | 81.2% | 18.8% 1,088
including services to help meet goals
Providgs ir?formati.on on agencies that 75.9% 24.1% 580 75.0% 25.0% 1,038
can assist in planning for life after HS
ZEES;ZZi:n'gC'“deS my child in the 92.0% 8.0% 527 | 91.8% 8.2% 1,029
Results Neutral Disagree Neutral Disagree
Child is making progress because of 77.9% 16.1% 61% | 1668 | 77.6% | 16.7% 57% | 3,402
the services he/she is receiving
Satisfied with th hild i
nfa:(sir']‘; With the progress chrid Is 75.2% 16.0% 8.8% | 1662 | 71.7% | 18.8% 9.5% | 3,378
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Table A2. Full item-level responses, by race.

Asian Black or African American

Environment

Always Sometimes Never \| Always | Sometimes \[\V/-1¢
Is::;s;gf;smnjlIf;g‘:gjf:tlrgs to be 69.4% 26.1% 45% |111| 71.8% 21.9% 6.2% 579

i | ith

tceoa”:r']:‘:srf):g';teﬁe“; isaprlta"ner:i‘r’:’g'tmp 76.9% 19.4% 37% | 108 | 77.2% 18.9% 4.0% 578

Agree Neutral ‘ Disagree \| Agree ‘ Neutral Disagree |
My child's school i iti
WZIso;qc:nsgS;Ia(::Z Is a positive and 87.2% 11.9% 09% | 109 | 75.9% 19.0% 5.1% 588
Teachers understand my child's needs 75.2% 20.2% 4.6% 109 68.3% 21.6% 10.2% 580
Iﬁj;hser:z* :;i willing to discuss my 84.7% 12.6% 27% | 111 | 75.5% 16.0% 8.6% 583
Communication Always Sometimes Never N Always | Sometimes Never N
The school i ith
regeaizi:glgs ';rr:;r';'scjtes with me 71.8% 24.5% 3.6% | 110 | 71.0% 23.9% 5.1% 586
| i ith my child’
t:::;z‘(‘;'::;r":i;gE‘;cpr'océ:‘ess 64.9% 31.5% 3.6% | 111 | 62.5% 32.1% 5.4% 579
Provided with information on parent
organizations, community agencies, and 60.9% 24.5% 14.5% 110 | 59.1% 25.0% 15.9% 577
training
EQZZLdiidm“;'ihh;&ﬁzrgit;:;;g help me 65.2% 26.8% 8.0% |112| 64.6% 22.5% 13.0% 579

Yes No ‘ \| Yes ‘ No |

z:fa"k'ﬂﬁj with information on my child's |2 oo 22.5% 111 | 75.2% 24.8% 581
L’:‘;‘:a”:;tlf:g':‘a:fv'ded to me in my 75.5% 24.5% 110 | 90.6% 9.4% 562
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ARD/IEP Participation

Participate in Admission, Review, and

Asian

Sometimes

Never

N

Black or African American

Always

Sometimes

Never

Dismissal (ARD) meetings 91.0% 8.1% 0.9% 111 88.5% 10.1% 1.4% 585
M i he ARD
Cotncr:?ti;”\fvli;Cdoe':ls:f;;i':K; IEP 84.7% 14.4% 09% | 111 | 84.4% 13.5% 2.1% 577
:’:it:';f‘;::s‘;‘r’:\g‘t'scgt":%”Lf:;:f"gjte 70.9% 19.1% 10.0% | 110 | 78.5% 12.0% 9.5% 576
X}I]‘;;‘:Z;2‘;?:;';?:;?:;:"“ my 77.5% 18.0% 45% | 111 | 88.9% 8.2% 2.9% 583
The school provides my child with all
the services documented on my child's 84.8% 15.2% 0.0% 112 | 80.0% 17.9% 2.1% 581
IEP

Yes [\ [o) ‘ \| Yes ‘ No |
Teachers and administrators ensure
that | understand the Procedural 94.5% 5.5% 110 | 90.0% 10.0% 580
Safeguards
:\:‘;grn':glsuer:’;':s:;‘r’:; report is written 96.4% 3.6% 110 | 95.6% 4.4% 571
.Prowd.es pIam:nng for life after HS, 73.7% 26.3% 33 82.4% 17.6% 216
including services to help meet goals
Prowde; |r.1format|.on on agenues that 57 9% 42.1% 38 275 8% 24.2% 211
can assist in planning for life after HS
E’:e;c:goo' includes my child inthe ARD | - o, o, 17.6% 34 | 93.7% 6.3% 223
Results Agree Neutral ‘ Disagree N Agree ‘ Neutral Disagree N
SC::\'/‘?C':S?Z';'S'E Fi’sigj\iiﬁzca”se ofthe | ¢ 6% 18.9% 45% | 111 | 71.2% 20.1% 8.7% 586
satisfied with the progress child is 67.9% 23.2% 89% | 112 | 66.4% 19.9% 13.7% 583

making
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Table A2. Full item-level responses, by race (continued).

Environment

School personnel encourage me to be
involved in my child's education

Always

73.7%

Hispanic/Latino

Sometimes

22.0%

4.3%

2,389

Always

73.4%

Sometimes

22.1%

Never

4.5%

1,834

Considered an equal partner with
teachers and others in planning IEP

My child's school is a positive and

76.1%

19.5%

Neutral

4.4%

Disagree

2,345

77.7%

17.7%

Neutral

4.6%

Disagree

1,824

primary language

welcoming place 82.0% 14.4% 3.6% 2,371 | 80.6% 14.3% 5.1% 1,841
Teachers understand my child's needs 78.2% 17.0% 4.9% 2,376 70.7% 20.6% 8.7% 1,834
Iﬁjzhser:‘; :;i willing to discuss my 82.3% 12.9% 48% | 2,385 | 79.6% 14.0% 6.4% | 1,834
Communication Always Sometimes Never N Always Sometimes Never [\
The school i ith
regeaifji:golEcs r;r:;rr;'::tes with me 75.1% 21.0% 3.9% | 2401 | 702% | 24.8% 5.0% | 1,839
I i ith hild'

communicate with my child's 62.7% 33.3% 40% | 2364 | 63.8% | 32.1% 41% | 1,840
teacher(s) regarding IEP progress
Provided with information on parent
organizations, community agencies, 63.3% 24.2% 12.5% 2,360 | 54.2% 27.3% 18.6% 1,830
and training
EQZZLdiidm“;'ihh;&ﬁzrgit;:;;g helbme | o 6% 22.7% 87% | 2,356 | 59.6% | 27.7% 12.7% | 1,834

‘ Yes ‘ No ‘ N Yes No \

E;ﬁ;',g%?sggtiﬂt?format'°" on my 84.1% 15.9% 2,369 | 70.6% | 29.4% 1,820
Information is provided to me in my 93.9% 6.1% 2366 | 93.9% 6.1% 1,760
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ARD/IEP Participation

Hispanic/Latino

Always

White

Sometimes

Never

Participate in Admission, Review, and | g5 ) 14.6% 22% | 2,364 | 94.4% 5.2% 03% | 1,835
Dismissal (ARD) meetings
My concerns are considered by the
ARD committee when developing the 84.8% 13.0% 2.2% 2,361 | 83.9% 14.3% 1.7% 1,829
IEP
We discuss how my child will
participate in state assessments at ARD 83.6% 9.5% 6.9% 2,352 | 80.9% 10.3% 8.8% 1,816
meetings
We sel i h

e select accommodations that my 89.5% 8.5% 2.0% | 2,366 | 88.6% 9.2% 22% | 1,820
child needs at ARD meetings
The school provides my child with all
the services documented on my child's 87.0% 11.3% 1.7% 2,351 | 83.5% 14.7% 1.8% 1,824
IEP

‘ Yes ‘ No | Yes No N

Teachers and administrators ensure
that | understand the Procedural 93.9% 6.1% 2,364 | 91.8% 8.2% 1,812
Safeguards
My child's evaluation report is written 94.1% 5.9% 2364 | 93.7% 6.3% 1,806
in terms | understand
Provides planning for life after HS, 84.1% 15.9% 754 | 795% | 20.5% 623
including services to help meet goals
Provides information on agencies that | ;g 4, 21.6% 728 | 72.4% | 27.6% 601
can assist in planning for life after HS
E’:eiic:goo' includes my child inthe ARD |- o9 oo/ 10.4% 605 | 93.8% 6.2% 650
Results Neutral Disagree Neutral Disagree
Child is making progress because of the | ) o, 15.2% 47% |2394| 77.1% | 16.8% 6.1% | 1,832
services he/she is receiving
rsnaat:::Zd with the progress child is 77.1% 16.3% 6.6% | 2374 | 70.4% 18.7% 109% | 1,823
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Table A2. Full item-level responses, by race (continued).

Environment

Other

Sometimes

Never

School personnel encourage me to be involved
in my child's education

69.6%

24.3%

6.1%

148

Considered an equal partner with teachers and
others in planning IEP

o

My child's school is a positive and welcoming

74.0%

22.6%

Neutral

3.4%

Disagree

146

]

language

place 75.7% 16.9% 7.4% 148
Teachers understand my child's needs 57.1% 27.2% 15.6% 147
Teach illi i hild'
neezzsers are willing to discuss my child's 68.2% 22.3% 9.5% 148
Communication Always Sometimes Never N
;I;Ehpe:rc:;rzlszommumcates with me regarding 62.8% 29.1% 8.1% 148
| communlcate with my child's teacher(s) 60.8% 37.2% 2 0% 148
regarding IEP progress
Provided with information on parent
organizations, community agencies, and 50.7% 29.5% 19.9% 146
training
:\?\éir:jitla;svg;ticr;i?gration to help me assist in 54.1% 31.1% 14.9% 148
‘ Yes No N ‘

(Fj’irsoav;ii(; with information on my child's 69.1% 30.9% 149
Information is provided to me in my primary

91.0% 9.0% 144
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ARD/IEP Participation

Participate in Admission, Review, and

Other

Sometimes

0, 0, 0,
Dismissal (ARD) meetings 96.6% 2.7% 0.7% 148
My cor\cerns are conS|derfad by the ARD 78.9% 18.4% 5 7% 147
committee when developing the IEP
We discuss how my child will pa?rt|C|pate in 84.0% 10.4% 5 6% 144
state assessments at ARD meetings
We select accommgdatlons that my child 91.2% 8.2% 0.7% 147
needs at ARD meetings
The §chool provides my child W.Ith. all the 79 6% 24.7% 2 7% 146
services documented on my child's IEP
Yes No N ‘
Teachers and administrators ensure that |
7.79 12.39 14

understand the Procedural Safeguards 87.7% 3% 6
My child's evaluation report is written in terms 90.2% 9.8% 143
| understand
Provlldes planning for life after HS, including 85.7% 14.3% 42
services to help meet goals
Pro.wd.es |nf0rmatlon Fm agencies that can 77.5% 22.5% 40
assist in planning for life after HS
;h:eiic:gool includes my child in the ARD 93.2% 6.8% 44
Results Agree Neutral Disagree N ‘
Chllq is making progreés.because of the 78.1% 16.3% 9.5% 147
services he/she is receiving

63.5% 21.6% 14.9% 148

Satisfied with the progress child is making
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Table A3. Full item-level responses, by economic disadvantage.

Environment

School personnel encourage me to be
involved in my child's education

Always

73.6%

Not Disadvantaged

Sometimes

22.6%

Never

3.7%

2,055

Always

72.9%

Disadvantaged
Sometimes

21.9%

Never ‘

5.3%

N

Considered an equal partner with
teachers and others in planning IEP

My child's school is a positive and

79.9%

16.3%

Neutral

3.8%

Disagree

2,050

74.7%

20.6%

Neutral

Disagree

4.8%

needs

\ 83.1% 13.0% 3.9% 2,062 | 79.0% 16.3% 47% | 2,995
welcoming place
Teachers understand my child's needs 72.9% 19.7% 7.5% 2,063 74.2% 18.8% 7.0% 2,983
Teach il i hild’
eachers are willing to discuss my child's | g, o/ 12.7% 5.5% 2,063 | 79.1% 14.7% 6.2% | 2,998

primary language

Communication Sometimes Sometimes
The school communicates with me 70.5% 24.9% 4.6% 2,064 | 73.7% 21.7% 45% | 3,020
regarding IEP progress
| communicate with my child's teacher(s) | ¢ o, 31.7% 3.2% 2,063 | 61.7% 33.6% 47% | 2,979
regarding IEP progress
Provided with information on parent
organizations, community agencies, and 55.0% 27.0% 17.9% 2,052 61.9% 24.5% 13.6% 2,971
training
Provided with information to help me 59.6% 28.7% 11.7% | 2,054 | 67.7% 22.2% 102% | 2,975
assist in my child's education

Yes ‘ No ‘ N Yes [\ [o) ‘ N ‘
Provided with information on my child's 72.5% 27.5% 2,062 | 81.1% 18.9% 2,988
disability
Information is provided to me in my 92.5% 7 5% 1,988 93.4% 6.6% 2954
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ARD/IEP Participation

Participate in Admission, Review, and

Always

Not Disadvantaged

Sometimes

Never

Always

Disadvantaged

Sometimes

Never ‘

N

Diarmiseal (ARD) meetings 95.6% 4.0% 0.4% 2,053 | 83.6% 14.4% 20% | 2,990
chn(::]ti;n\i/;;ijoenvsef:;ﬁitx:;spARD 85.5% 12.9% 1.6% 2,054 | 83.4% 14.3% 23% | 2,971
i\/r:/(:t(:lts::::sc;m:;\t/sc:t”igjlllr::;t:(r:\l:;te 80.5% 9.9% 9.6% 2,026 | 82.6% 10.6% 6.8% | 2,972
:\éi;:':tci\;‘;?n”:;‘i’:::'ons that my child | g5 50 8.6% 2.2% 2044 | 88.6% 9.2% 22% | 2,983
The school provides my child with all the 83.7% 15.1% 1.3% 2044 | 85.0% 12.9% 21% | 2,970

services documented on my child's IEP

Teachers and administrators ensure that |

92.19 7.99
understand the Procedural Safeguards % %
My child's evaluation report is written in 94.6% 5.49%
terms | understand
.Prowd.es pIanljnng for life after HS, 79.8% 20.2%
including services to help meet goals
Pro.wd.es |nformat|on pn agencies that can 73.0% 27.0%
assist in planning for life after HS
The school includ hild in the ARD

e school includes my child in the 92.9% 7 1%

meeting
Results

Child is making progress because of the
services he/she is receiving

78.3%

Neutral

16.0%

Disagree

5.6%

2,043 92.8% 7.2%
2,038 93.7% 6.3%
694 83.5% 16.5%
656 76.9% 23.1%
695 91.1% 8.9%

2,054

77.3%

Neutral

16.8%

Disagree ‘

5.9%

Satisfied with the progress child is making

71.7%

18.6%

9.8%

2,048

73.7%

17.4%

9.0%
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Table A4. Full item-level responses, by grade level.

Elementary School Middle School

Environment

Always Sometimes Never Always Sometimes Never

?::;13?;5;1”:;:;ztgjf:tss to be 76.9% 19.6% 3.4% 2,386 67.6% 26.7% 57% | 1,412
f::;‘::i:jr;;?e”rzliﬁa;r::r:i:g'tllp 79.0% 17.2% 3.8% 2,350 71.9% 22.2% 5.9% 1,385
Disagree Disagree

My child's school i iti

Wg'lccoln‘?:;;l:cz Is a positive and 85.5% 11.7% 2.9% 2,379 74.7% 18.6% 6.8% | 1,407

Teachers understand my child's needs 80.2% 15.3% 4.5% 2,367 67.1% 22.5% 10.4% 1,409

;:szers are willing to discuss my child's 85.4% 10.9% 3.8% 2,373 73.5% 18.1% 8.4% 1,411

Communication ‘ Always ‘ Sometimes ‘ Never N Always Sometimes Never N

::geaerT:gc’:E‘f :r':g”r':::tes with me 77.2% 19.4% 3.4% 2,387 65.5% 28.5% 6.0% 1,415

| i ith my child's teach

r:;’::;?:;:;fi:’ggrezy child's teacher(s) 71.2% 26.0% 2.7% 2,365 54.0% 40.1% 5.9% 1,408

Provided with information on parent

organizations, community agencies, and 62.0% 23.9% 14.1% 2,358 53.6% 27.5% 19.0% 1,402

training

ZZZ'tdiidmwy'ihhi'&ﬁlﬂ?ﬂ;’{};ﬁ help me 69.4% 22.2% 8.3% 2,365 57.2% 29.0% 13.8% | 1,403
‘ Yes ‘ \[o} ‘ N (= No N

Z:;Vt')ﬂij with information on my child's 80.3% 19.7% 2,362 74.9% 25.1% 1,409

L’:‘r’;;jtl';:g':azzov'ded tome inmy 94.0% 6.0% 2,325 91.6% 8.4% 1,387
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ARD/IEP Participation

Participate in Admission, Review, and

Elementary School

Always

Middle School

Sometimes

Never

Dismissal (ARD) meetings 89.8% 9.4% 0.8% 2,366 86.2% 11.7% 2.1% 1,407

M i he ARD

Co‘:ncr:?ti;”\fvli;C;;f:(f;;dg2?’12 IEP 86.4% 11.7% 1.8% 2,354 80.5% 16.9% 26% | 1,403

:’:it:'tf:::s‘;xg‘t'::t":xLf:;'if]'gjte 76.1% 10.3% 13.6% 2,331 86.3% 10.6% 31% | 1,402

\,?éi::l:tci\;(;?nn;r;?:::'ons that my child 89.3% 8.2% 2.5% 2,351 87.2% 10.6% 22% | 1,402

Z:Sf:::g;f:om";:‘:: ?gnc:]'\'/dc‘a’i'lt;sa:;he 88.3% 10.2% 1.4% 2,359 80.2% 17.3% 24% | 1,395

Yes No \| Yes No N

Teachers and administrators ensure that | 0 o o o

understand the Procedural Safeguards 93.5% 6.5% 2,353 91.2% 8.8% 1,396

My child's evaluation report is written in

terms | understand 94.5% 5.5% 2,344 92.6% 7.4% 1,396

.Prowd.es pIanljnng for life after HS, N/A N/A 0 76.0% 24.0% 492

including services to help meet goals

Provides information on agencies that can o 0

assist in planning for life after HS N/A N/A 0 64.4% 35.6% 472
- — 5

'rl:zeeiic:gool includes my child in the AR N/A N/A 0 82.7% 17.3% 462

Results Agree Neutral Disagree N Agree Neutral Disagree N

sc::\'l‘?c';r?]ael;'sr;i r;src;iz?\s/iﬁzcause of the 83.0% 12.5% 4.5% 2381 72.9% 19.0% 8.1% | 1,414

Satisfied with the progress child is making 78.2% 14.7% 7.1% 2360 66.3% 21.2% 12.5% 1,410
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Table A4. Full item-level responses, by grade level (continued).

Environment

High School

Sometimes

Never

Always

?chool pgrsonnel.erzcourage .me to be 72.3% 22 0% 5.7% 1263
involved in my child's education
Considered an equal.partner'wnh 78.0% 18.2% 3.7% 1,266
teachers and others in planning IEP
Agree ‘ Neutral ‘ Disagree \|
My child's school i iti
yc |Q55c ool is a positive and 78.4% 17.1% 4.6% 1271
welcoming place
Teachers understand my child's needs 68.7% 22.7% 8.7% 1,270
l'izj;ers are willing to discuss my child's 77.8% 15.0% 7 9% 1277
Communication ‘ Always ‘ Sometimes ‘ Never N
The school communicates with me 71.2% 23.7% 5.1% 1282
regarding IEP progress
| i ith hild' h
communlcate with my child's teacher(s) 57.8% 37.4% 4.7% 1,269
regarding IEP progress
Provided with information on parent
organizations, community agencies, and 59.6% 26.5% 13.9% 1,263
training
Pro.wd.ed with .|nf|ormat|on. to help me 62.8% 25.1% 12.1% 1,261
assist in my child's education
‘ Yes ‘ No ‘ N
P.rovu.:If3d with information on my child's 75.5% 24.5% 1,259
disability
Informatlon is provided to me in my 92.8% 7 9% 1,230
primary language
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ARD/IEP Participation

Participate in Admission, Review, and

Always Sometimes

High School

Never

0, [o) 0,
Dismissal (ARD) meetings 88.5% 9.9% 1.6% 1,270
My co?cerns are con5|dergd by the ARD 84.3% 14.0% 1.7% 1,268
committee when developing the IEP
We discuss how my child will part!C|pate 87.2% 9.9% 2.9% 1,265
in state assessments at ARD meetings
We select accomm9datlons that my child 89.8% 8.6% 1.6% 1274
needs at ARD meetings
The .school provides my child W.Ith. all the 81.9% 16.5% 1.6% 1,260
services documented on my child's IEP
Yes No \|

Teachers and administrators ensure that |

92.29 7.89 1,263
understand the Procedural Safeguards % % !
My child's evaluation report is written in 95.0% 5.0% 1254
terms | understand
.Prowd.es planr.ung for life after HS, 84.4% 15.6% 1181
including services to help meet goals
Pro.wd.es |nformat|on 9n agencies that can 79.8% 20.2% 1146
assist in planning for life after HS

- — D

'rl:zeeiic:gool includes my child in the AR 95.8% 4.2% 1,094
Results Agree Neutral Disagree N
Chl|(?l is making progress.because of the 73.2% 21.1% 5. 7% 1275
services he/she is receiving
Satisfied with the progress child is making 70.2% 20.1% 9.8% 1,270
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Appendix C: Survey Instrument

Texas Survey of Parents of Students Receiving

Special Education Services
COMPLETED SURVEYS ARE DUE BY MAY 19, 2017.

Com ihh this sunre{ onlina at: verw ParantSu nreiT]{.cu-m

Please use hlack or blue pen, or pencil. Corrzct Mark @ Incerrect Marks 7 ¥ - "

1. Pleaseindicate how you kel regarding the fdlovwring statements, (Mark the best response) w w w

a. School personnel encourmge meto be invohed in mychid'sedustion.
b. |am considered an equal partner with teachersand other professionak in planning ry chid's
Individualzed Education Progrrn (EF).

2 Plazs e indica® ifyou agres or disagres vrith the followring statenents. (Warkihe best response) ‘W w W

a. fiy child'sschool & 3 positive and welocoming plhcefor myfamily
b. Teachers understand rw child's nesds.
c. Teachers show a willing ness to discuss my child's needs.

3. Plaase indica® how you kel regarding the Indlovring statements, [Wark the best respormse)
. The achoaol oo mmunicates regularhy with me regarding rmy child's IEP progress and other important ssues.
. Loaramunicate with ry child's teacher =) regula by regarding g child's IEP pregressand other
important Ezues,
c. Schoal personnel provide infarmation on parent argenications, community agencies, ortrinings
related to the needs of iy child.
d. Schoal personnel provide me information 1o belp me assistin my child'sedustion.

4 Please mark your response, YES or MO, 4o the following questions, vv

a. The school pravides me irfor rmation on iy child's disa bil ity
b. The information is provided ta me in miy prima iy R nguege.

5 Please indicate how you ked regarding the fdlovring statements, (Wark the best resporse) WWW

. | participate in ry child's Admission, Review, and Dismissal (RD) meetings.

. My concz s ard recommmendations e corsidered by the ARD committes inthe developrment of
rriy child's 1EF.

. At the ARD mesting, we discuss how riny child will paricipate in sateassessments (ke the STAAR).

At the ARD meeting, we select accommodations and/or modifications that my child needs.

2. Theschool prowides my child with all the services documented on o child's 1EP.

& Flease mark youw resporse, YES of NO. tothe Inllovring questions. w

a. Teachers andadministrators ensure that | fully understandthe Procedurl Safeguards ako known
asthe Rights Booklet),
b, futy child's ewalumtion repart swritten interms lunderstand,

7. Flease mark youw resporse, YES o RO, o the Inllovring quesfions. wv

a. For students age 14 and up - The school provides plnning for life after highschoal, including
zervices 1o help my child reach hisor hergoals.

b. Fos stioedents age 14 and up - The schoal provides infor mation on agencies that can assist my
child in phnningforlifeafter high schoal.

w

=2

Communication

ar

=

=

o

=
=
-
m
o
0
=
=
m
o
o
=
—
]
=
-

— c. For swadents age 14 and up - The school includes roy child in the ARD mesting.
& Pleaseindicateifyouagres or disagres writh the Ibllowring statenants. (Warkihe best response) w w w

_: a. W child i making progress because of the senvices helshe is receiving.
—2 b. | am satished with the progress my child is making.

o
I
— -
. -

G Flease srver the frst three letters of yoar child's LAST name (the LASTname on fle vrith your
childs schood). Thisis for werification purposas onby. ¥our ansvres s vill stll be corfidertial, I:I:Ij

Thank You for Taking This Survey.
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TTa 44802

Encuesta de Tejas de los Padres de Estudiantes
que Reciben Servicios de Educacion Especial

LAS ENCUESTAS DEBEN COMPLETARSE ANTES DEL 12 DE MAYO 2017,

Cumilate wsta ancuaesta &n linea &n: v ParentSu nreiTK.cum

Utilice boligrafo meare o azul, o lapiz. harca Correcta @ b -

1. Pox Favros indiqpee ko que sienite sobra las dad arad ones siguientes. (Warqgue la mefor respuesta) WWW

3. El personal de kb escoel meanima 3 estar ma imvo lucradoen kB educecicn de mi hijod hija.
b. Sey consderade un sacio igual con les masstrod ¥ otres profedionales en la planificacén del
Prog ra ma Bducativo Indiv id wslizado  IEF de mi hijodhif.

Marcasinoorrectas v .

1 Por s s esta de acuerd oo en desacuerdo con las declaraciones siguientes,
(Marque lamefor respue sta)

Ambiente

a. Laescuek demi hijodhip esun ugar positivo yacogedor pammi famile.
b. Loz mezestios entienden [ necesidades de i hijoe hija.
. o= maestios demuestran buena wolurtad pam dissutir Bs neceddades de mi hijod hija.

3. Por Favor indique lo que siente sobre las dedaraciones siguisnes. (Warque la mefor respuesta)l WWW
3. Laescuek s=oomunica regu b rmente conmiga oon respectoal progreso del IEP de mi hijodhif v ot ros
tEMmES i m porantes,

b. ‘Yo mecomunico rgularments con el ks masstrodmasstios de mi hijod hijaoon respectoa| progreso
del IEP dz ri hijoe hijz v otrosasuntos im port nss.
. Elpersoralde b escuelk proporciona irformacidn sobre o ngs nimcio pes de padres, agent s dela
comunidad, oentrenamientos rrkRcionedos oo n Bs necesidades de i hijo'hifa.
d. El persoralde b escuel me proporciona ind racidn pam s odarmea participaren Bedomcid nde
i brijfhijz.
4 Por favor marngue surespussta, S o MO, para las preguntas siguientes, W
3. laescust me proponcions informacion sobre e disse pec ided e mi hipdhig.

icacion

Comun

b. %= meproponcians imormacidnen mi idioma principal.

5 Paor Favor indique lo que siente sobre las declaraciones siguienes, (Warque lamefor respuesia) WWW

.o panticipo en msjurtasde Ingreso, Resuren y Despido (8 R0 de me hijo'hifa.
b. El oo ié d= 0 R0 toma encuenta mis inguistudesy sugerencias en el desarmllodzl TEP 9 mi hijo his.
c. Enke junta de ARD, habk mos sobrecd padicipad mihipfhigp en kevalrconesdel estado
{1zl como & STRA R,
d. Enla junta de ARD, selecconamos adaptaciones o modificaciones que necesita mi hijo/hija.

a

e, la escuek ke proporciona a mi hijiodhia todos los 2 iciosdocumentados enel |EP d= me hijothif.

& Por Favor marque surespussta, ST o NO, para las preguntas siguientes. vv

a. Loz meestios v sdministEdones as=gqurngque woentiends oo mpleta ments bos Prooedimientos de
Proteccia nidtanm bignconocido como el folleto de Derechos).
b. El repo e deevaluacidn d2 mi hijod hig et escritoen $Eminosque v entiendo.

7. Pox Favor marque surespussta, 5T o NO, para las preguntas siguientes. WW

a. Pam Estudiantas quatiznenld4anos o mis- Laescudaofacephnifacacidn pam b vida despuds
de B secundari, inc lendo s=ricios pam avedara mi hijphijz a 2 lm e s metas,

b. Pam Estudiantas quatiznaenidafnos o m3s- Laescuds propaoncions informacidn sobre Bs agenchs
gue pueden ayudar a mi hijodhija en la planificacian para la vida después de la secundaria,

. Pam Estudiantas quatienenld4anos o mds- Laescuda incluvea mi hijod higp en la reunidn de ARD.

A Por favor indique si esta de acuendo o en desacuerdo con las declaraciones siguientes, Www

[Warque la mefor respue sta)
3. Mihijpvhifp estE progresmndo s @ usde bos sericiosque Sliella ests recibiendo,
b. Estow satisfechoda con &l progresode mi hijpdhifa.
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de la esouela da suhijod. Esto es solo para propdsitos de werificaci dn. Sus respusstas

9. Por Faror ingrese las wes primaras ketras del APELUIDO de su hijo {el APELLIDO enelardhive D:I]
seran confidenciales.

Gradas por Complatar Esta Encnesta,

GIBSON

AN EDUCATION CONSULTING & RESEARCH GROUP




