
Indicator 8: Parent involvement 
Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 
Results indicator: 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. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A)) 
Data Source 
State selected data source. 
Measurement 
Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results 
for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100. 
Instructions 
Sampling of parents from whom response is requested is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling 
methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional 
instructions on sampling.) 
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. 
Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation. 
If the State is using a separate data collection methodology for preschool children, the State must provide separate baseline data, 
targets, and actual target data or discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool data collection 
methodologies in a manner that is valid and reliable. 
While a survey is not required for this indicator, a State using a survey must submit a copy of any new or revised survey with its 
SPP/APR. 
Report the number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed and the number of respondent parents. The survey response 
rate is automatically calculated using the submitted data. 
States must compare the response rate for the reporting year to the response rate for the previous year (e.g., in the FFY 2020 
SPP/APR, compare the FFY 2020 response rate to the FFY 2019 response rate) and describe strategies that will be implemented 
which are expected to increase the response rate, particularly for those groups that are underrepresented. 
The State must also analyze the response rate to identify potential nonresponse bias and take steps to reduce any identified bias 
and promote response from a broad cross section of parents of children with disabilities. 
Include in the State’s analysis the extent to which the demographics of the children for whom parents responded are representative 
of the demographics of children receiving special education services. States should consider categories such as race/ethnicity, age 
of student, disability category, and geographic location in the State. 

States must describe the metric used to determine representativeness (e.g., +/- 3% discrepancy in the proportion of responders 
compared to target group). 
If the analysis shows that the demographics of the children for whom parents responding are not representative of the 
demographics of children receiving special education services in the State, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure 
that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should 
consider factors such as how the State distributed the survey to parents (e.g., by mail, by e-mail, on-line, by telephone, in-person 
through school personnel), and how responses were collected. 
Beginning with the FFY 2021 SPP/APR, due February 1, 2023, when reporting the extent to which the demographics of the 
children for whom parents responded are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, 
States must include race/ethnicity in their analysis. In addition, the State’s analysis must also include at least one of the following 
demographics: age of the student, disability category, gender, geographic location, and/or another demographic category approved 
through the stakeholder input process. 
States are encouraged to work in collaboration with their OSEP-funded parent centers in collecting data. 

8 - Indicator Data 
Question Yes / No  

Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children?  NO 

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  
Discussions and Stakeholder input of the SPP, APR, SSIP, and Results Driven Accountability (RDA)/Results Based Accountability 
(RBA) began in 2013 with our State Special Education Advisory Panel. The Panel is fully vested and broadly representative of 
Montana. Additionally, many of the panel members as well as SEA staff serve in other agency or organization leadership positions 
or on advisory groups in the disability community. This enables MT to draw insight and advice from a broad group of stakeholders 
with an understanding of Montana's unique needs, strengths, and potential weaknesses.  
 
Other stakeholder groups we sponsor and/or engage include: 



 
• Our CSPD includes both regional and state councils that regularly meet to assess APR data and to evaluate professional 
development priorities and results. 
• The OPI School Mental Health coordinator worked collaboratively with the Children’s Mental Health Bureau at the Department of 
Public Health and Human Services (DPHHS) to facilitate the provision of mental health services in schools through Comprehensive 
School and Community Treatment services (CSCT). 
• The OPI staff has developed productive working relationships with other Montana Agencies that serve youth and adults with 
disabilities. OPI staff participate as members of advisory councils for early childhood, vocational rehabilitation, juvenile justice, 
developmental disabilities, the state independent living council and the mental health divisions of the DPHHS. These connections 
have allowed the OPI staff to build strong working relationships with other agencies, which has resulted in multiple collaborative 
projects that have strengthened the commitments of all involved to working with Montana’s youth to facilitate smooth transitions from 
birth to adulthood. 
• Working with staff from TAESE, the OPI has facilitated the MontanaHEC for nineteen years. The HEC continues to be a part of 
CSPD and brings together members of faculty from each of the colleges and universities teacher prep programs in Montana. 
Participation in the consortium is strong and includes faculty members from each of the public and private colleges in Montana. This 
group has worked to provide greater standardization of the teacher training programs in Montana and has worked together to 
improve pre-service training programs.  
•The OPI staff is involved in an additional coalition to engage in discussion and activity with our Parent Training Information center, 
Montana Empowerment Center and Disability Rights Montana (DRM). The MEC is available to assist Montana families in obtaining 
appropriate education for their children; improve education results for all children; train and inform parents and their professionals 
who work with their children; empower families to be the decision-makers for their children; and, develop collaboration with 
organizations and agencies that serve children and youth with disabilities.  
•The OPI staff is also highly engaged with the Schools Administrators of Montana (SAM) which include affiliates for 
Superintendents, Principals, Special Education Administrators, and Information Technology (IT) Directors. This partnership allows 
us to respond quickly to needs expressed in the field by school staff. We also provide SAM with a grant to help fund the Montana 
Recruitment Project. This program focuses on recruiting hard to fill positions such as speech/language pathologists, special 
education teachers, occupational therapists, and school psychologists for our districts throughout Montana.  
 
Annually, the SEA brings together representatives from these stakeholder groups for a joint meeting facilitated by TAESE. This 
meeting gathers over 80 front-line stakeholders together to share up-dates of issues and gather input from a comprehensive 
representation of the Montana disability community, families and parents of children and students with and without disabilities. . For 
the past six years, the topic has been Montana's SSIP and activities have been conducted to solicit both general and specific 
stakeholder input. During the spring 2021 meeting, the state presented on the new SPP/APR package to begin facilitating gathering 
feedback.  
 
The SEA internal stakeholder work continues particularly through the ESEA comprehensive and targeted schools taskforces. These 
taskforces were created to 1) provide cohesive supports for the development and implementation of a system wide continuous 
improvement plan across all areas of need for the identified comprehensive school and 2) Support schools identified as targeted by 
bringing together OPI staff with deep knowledge of struggling student groups to develop a range of improvement activities. These 
task forces include membership from all program divisions of the agency. Given that our LEAs on Native American reservations will 
comprise our lowest performing schools, the overall agency, the task force and the SSIP are aligned. 
 
The comprehensive task force identifies and examines barriers that exist in our professional relationships with Indian schools. 
Barriers in the districts, and in the agency, were identified and analyzed. This began an assessment of interagency collaboration 
and professional relationships. Common ground was found for improved methodologies in our approach to districts, our analysis of 
district data and community, tribal, and cultural conditions, district capacities, and how better to target and support improvement 
efforts. As a result, SSIP improvement activities are now supported and reinforced through cross-divisional coordinated efforts. The 
Student Support Services division has also been heavily involved in the development of Montana’s ESSA state plan.  
 
 
Historical Data 

Baseline Year Baseline Data 

2005 65.50% 

 

FFY 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Target >= 70.20% 70.30% 70.40% 70.50% 70.50% 

Data 71.09% 66.96% 74.00% 73.88% 79.05% 

 
Targets 

FFY 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Target 
>= 70.50% 

70.60% 70.70% 70.80% 70.90% 71.00% 



 
FFY 2020 SPP/APR Data 

Number of respondent 
parents who report schools 

facilitated parent 
involvement as a means of 

improving services and 
results for children with 

disabilities 

Total number 
of 

respondent 
parents of 

children with 
disabilities 

FFY 2019 
Data 

FFY 2020 
Target 

FFY 2020 
Data Status Slippage 

256 349 79.05% 70.50% 73.35% Met target No Slippage 

Since the State did not report preschool children separately, discuss the procedures used to combine data from school 
age and preschool surveys in a manner that is valid and reliable. 
Parents of students with disabilities, including preschool students, are given an opportunity to complete the survey. As in previous 
years, in FFY2020, the survey was given to parents at the annual IEP meeting, parent-teacher conferences, and community 
functions; in many cases it was also sent via mail. This personalized distribution method ensured all parents received the survey; 
furthermore, school staff personally encouraged the parents to complete the survey. Parents of students at all grade levels, 
including preschool, received and were encouraged to respond to the survey.   
 
 
The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 
3,036 
Percentage of respondent parents 
11.50% 
 
Response Rate 

FFY 2019 2020 

Response Rate  15.83% 11.50% 
 
Describe strategies that will be implemented which are expected to increase the response rate year over year, particularly 
for those groups that are underrepresented. 
Montana has partnered with the Montana Empowerment Center (MEC), the OSEP funded PTI Center for Montana, to send out the 
surveys.  Montana will be working with the MEC to reach out to districts and parents to encourage completion of the survey.  The 
SSIP Coordinator will work with the SSIP Target Schools that are scheduled to be surveyed to ensure they understand the 
requirements and to help them reach out to their parents to encourage completion of the survey.  Montana is also looking into the 
possibility of creating an online survey option in future years. 
Describe the analysis of the response rate including any nonresponse bias that was identified, and the steps taken to 
reduce any identified bias and promote response from a broad cross section of parents of children with disabilities. 
Nonresponse bias measures the differences in opinions between respondents and non-respondents in meaningful ways, such as 
the positivity of responses. A few things can be examined to determine nonresponse bias. One is the overall response rate. The 
higher the response rate, the less likely nonresponse bias will occur. Our response rate is 12%, which is the lower than we would 
like. It is possible that those parents who did not respond are different in some meaningful way in their level of positivity from those 
who did respond. Thus, we proceeded with the next two ways for examining nonresponse bias. 
 
Second, the representativeness of the responses can be examined.  We describe this in the next section where we state: The State 
used statistical significance testing to determine if one group was over- or under-represented based on their response rate.  
Although significant differences were found in response rates by disability, race/ethnicity, and age of the child, the actual responses 
of these different groups of parents showed no significant differences in the overall parent involvement percentage.  
 
Third, we can compare the responses of parents who responded early in the process to those who responded later in the process. 
The idea being that perhaps those who do not immediately respond are different in some meaningful way than those who respond 
immediately. These results showed no statistically significant differences between parents who responded earlier and parents who 
responded later.  Therefore, we conclude that nonresponse bias is not present.  
 
Include in the State’s analysis the extent to which the demographics of the children for whom parents responded are 
representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. States should consider categories 
such as race/ethnicity, age of student, disability category, and geographic location in the State. 
The State used statistical significance testing of response rated to determine if one group was over-or under-represented. Note that 
our survey sample was such that if all disaggregated groups have the same response rate, then by definition, the disaggregated 
groups are representative of the population. For example, if all racial/ethnic groups had a 30% response rate, then the population of 
the respondents would mirror the actual population in terms of its racial/ethnic make-up.  On the other hand, if one racial/ethnic 



group has a 30% response rate for example and another a 20% response rate, then the population of the respondents would not 
mirror the actual population in terms of its racial/ethnic make-up.   Significant differences were found in response rates by disability, 
race/ethnicity, and age of the child. In terms of disability, parents of students with Autism were more likely to respond (response 
rate=22%) than parents of students with a Specific Learning Disability (response rate=12%). In terms of race/ethnicity, parents of 
White students were more likely to respond (response rate=13%) than parents of Hispanic students (response rate=8%) and 
parents of American Indian students (response rate=6%). In terms of age, parents of students Age 3-5 were more likely to respond 
(response rate=17%) than parents of students Age 15-18 (response rate=8%). 
Although there are a few significant differences in response rates between groups of parents by race/ethnicity, primary disability, 
and age group, there were no significant differences in the parent involvement percentage itself between these groups of parents. 
For example, parents of white students had a similar parent involvement percentage as parents of Hispanic students. So, we are 
confident that the overall results are representative of the State despite the differences in response rates. Furthermore, parents from 
a wide range of districts from across the state responded to the survey. Thus, the results are representative of all racial/ethnic 
groups and all disability categories and reflect the population of parents in terms of geographic distribution.  
The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special 
education services. (yes/no) 
NO 
If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of 
those demographics. 
Montana has partnered with the Montana Empowerment Center (MEC), the OSEP funded PTI Center for Montana, to send out the 
surveys.  Montana will be working with the MEC to reach out to districts and parents to encourage completion of the survey.  The 
SSIP Coordinator will work with the SSIP Target Schools that are scheduled to be surveyed to ensure they understand the 
requirements and to help them reach out to their parents to encourage completion of the survey.   
 
Additional strategies Montana will use include: 
• Extend the survey end date 
• Create an online survey  
• Send the survey via email or text message  
• Ask districts with a high response rate what they are doing that works 
• See if the survey design can be updated (add an online link, add a QR code, send a brochure, send a postcard with a link) 
 
Describe the metric used to determine representativeness (e.g., +/- 3% discrepancy in the proportion of responders 
compared to target group). 
Statistical significance testing of response rate was used to determine representativeness with a threshold of p<.0.05. 
 

Sampling Question Yes / No 

Was sampling used?  YES 

If yes, has your previously approved sampling plan changed? NO 

Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. 
The OPI employed a sampling methodology to gather data for this indicator. The sampling process was conducted in accord with 
the OPI’s five-year compliance monitoring cycle. The cycle annually ensures statewide representation of LEAs through 
representation of large, small, urban, and rural LEAs and a broad representation of parents of children with disabilities across the 
spectrum of disabilities. All parents of children with disabilities within the schools identified in the monitoring cycle are included in the 
sample. At the end of the five-year cycle, all parents of children with disabilities will have had an opportunity to respond to the survey 
instrument. The sampling methodology was reviewed by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) and in an e-mail 
received from Larry Wexler, Deputy Director of Monitoring and State Improvement Planning on it was stated, "…Thank you for your 
letter dated March 29, 2006, in which you provided additional information on how Montana plans to collect baseline data for 
performance indicator eight of your State Performance Plan. Your sampling plan for Indicator eight, as revised, is consistent with the 
State Performance Plan sampling directions…" 
 
Montana developed its sampling plan based on a review of data from the December 2005 Child Count, and the October 2005 
Enrollment Count.  The data showed the following: 
• There are 430 operating districts (as of June 7, 2006) districts in MT.  (52 K-12 Districts, 269 Elementary Districts, 109 High School 
Districts) 
• There are no districts with more than 50,000 enrolled students. 
• 291 (based on October 2005 ADC enrollment count) districts have an enrollment of fewer than 200 students.   
• There are a total of  19,260 special education students ages 6-21 (Dec. 2005 count).   
• Because the vast majority of the districts have very small enrollments, 349 of the districts are grouped into one of twenty-one 
special education cooperatives.  The cooperative structure ensures all districts have access to the full range of instructional and 
related services to address free appropriate public education (FAPE). 
• The 430 districts (and their corresponding cooperatives) are categorized into 5 groups for monitoring purposes.  To 
determine the statewide representativeness of those groups, Montana reviewed descriptive statistics, including: geographic area, 
size of school district, and rates for race/ethnicity, free/reduced lunch, and special education.   
• There are a total of 1,925 special education students ages 3-5 (Dec. 2005 count).  
 



Based on that review, Montana determined that: 
• For districts monitored during the 2006-07 school year, the Part B Parent Involvement Survey will be administered in fall 2006. 
• For districts monitored in subsequent school years, the Parent Involvement Survey will be administered in the spring prior to their 
monitoring year.  For example, the Parent Involvement Survey will be administered in spring 2007 for districts monitored during the 
2007-08 school year.  This will allow survey results to be used during the monitoring process. 
• All parents of children with disabilities in the districts scheduled within each monitoring cycle will be asked to complete a 
survey.  
Reasons for tying the Parent Involvement Survey to the monitoring cycle and administering the survey to all parents of children with 
disabilities:  
• The Division of Special Education determined that the monitoring cycle would be the best way to reach parents of children with 
disabilities in a systematic manner.  Aligning the districts to be surveyed with the districts to be monitored will allow for seamless 
integration of information concerning parent involvement with the compliance monitoring process.  Furthermore, the results obtained 
from the survey will have a direct benefit for both parents and districts since they can actively utilize the data obtained from their 
districts to improve results.  Additionally, by linking the distribution of the survey to those districts scheduled for an upcoming 
monitoring visit, it is anticipated that Montana schools will be actively involved in encouraging a high return rate of parent responses. 
• The Special Education Programs unit chose not to limit the survey a sample of parents from each district because of small 
numbers of special education students at many districts and of wanting to give all parents an opportunity to respond.  Not giving all 
parents an opportunity to complete the survey would degrade the acceptance of results by the districts. 
• The same survey will be used for both Part B parents and Part B 619 parents.   Most of the issues critical to parents of 
children aged 6-21 are the same as those that are critical to parents of children aged 3-5.  Using the same survey will enable results 
to be compared across the entire Part B age range and will allow for ease and efficiency of the data collection process.  
 
Since the approval of this plan in March 2006, the methodology has not changed.  The demographics of the districts are reviewed 
approximately every 4 years to determine if changes need to be made to the monitoring cycle to continue to ensure 
representativeness.  Free and Reduced status is no longer looked at, as it is not used for any other special education data reviews.   
 

Survey Question Yes / No 

Was a survey used?  YES 

If yes, is it a new or revised survey? NO 

If yes, provide a copy of the survey.  

 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 
We believe COVID impacted our response rate for the 2020-21 school year because of the number of kids engaging in remote 
learning which made receiving responses back from the parents more difficult (e.g., since we couldn’t hand out the survey to 
students to take to parents, since parents weren’t attending back-to-school nights, etc.) 

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions 
In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2020 data are from a response group that is representative of the 
demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The 
State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the 
demographics of children receiving special education services.  
Response to actions required in FFY 2019 SPP/APR 
The information regarding the representativeness for the FFY2020 data can be found in the prior sections of this indicator 
discussing representativeness. 

8 - OSEP Response 
The State provided targets for FFYs 2020 through 2025 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
 
The State reported that sampling was used to collect data for this indicator and that the previously approved sampling plan had not 
changed. In order to report data for this indicator using sampling for the FFY 2020-2025 SPP/APR, OSEP required the State to 
submit its sampling plan to and provide data consistent with the approved sampling plan. The State did not provide its sampling plan 
but reported, "Since the approval of this plan in March 2006, the methodology has not changed. The demographics of the districts 
are reviewed approximately every 4 years to determine if changes need to be made to the monitoring cycle to continue to ensure 
representativeness." 

8 - Required Actions 
In the FFY 2021 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2021 data are from a response group that is representative of the 
demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The 
State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the 
demographics of children receiving special education services.  
 
With the FFY 2021 APR, the State must submit its sampling plan and provide data consistent with the approved sampling plan. 
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