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1.
Executive Summary

	“Your service has been a godsend to our family and helped us cope with a lot of big decisions and steps regarding our son’s advancement. Thank you!” (Parent)
“I continuously sing your praise. The help that I received exceeded my expectations, without their help and guidance I would not have been able to cope.” (Parent)

“Special Education supports teaching and learning programmes, and adapt[s] these to meet the needs of our students. This service is vital in meeting the needs of our ORS/HH students” (Educator)


The Ministry of Education: Special Education (SE) carries out an annual Client Satisfaction Survey (CSS) of parents and educators as part of their commitment to continually improve SE services. This report presents a summary of the findings from the 2011 CSS, and discusses potential improvements to the design of the CSS, in order to ensure the findings from subsequent surveys are as meaningful and useful as possible.
Approach

A postal survey, with the option to complete the form online, was delivered to a sample of 2,021 parents and 1,865 educators during May 2011. The overall response rate for the survey was 34%, including 22% of parents and 47% of educators. Due to the low response rate, findings should be treated as indicative of trends in the wider population of SE service users, rather than truly representative.

This report draws on analysis of quantitative data from the CSS, and a thematic summary of responses to the open-ended question.
Key findings
Most parents and educators are satisfied with the service provided by SE.
Approximately three-quarters (76%) of parents and two-thirds (64%) of educators who answered the survey indicated that they were satisfied with the overall service provided by SE. About one-in-ten parents and educators reported being dissatisfied with SE service provision (10% and 13% respectively).

Parents and educators appear to be more satisfied with early intervention and communication services than behaviour or ORS/high needs. However, due to low sample sizes within these sub-groups it is not clear whether these differences are statistically significant.
Parents and educators view the professionalism and experience of SE staff as strengths of the service.
The survey asked respondents about a range of factors associated with service provision. For example, whether they were treated fairly, or received all of the information that they needed. The factors which parents and educators responded most positively to included:
· I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way SE staff worked with our child and family.

· I was treated fairly.

· Staff were competent.

This indicates strongly that parents and educators view the professionalism and experience of SE staff as strengths of the service.

Parents and educators view the time it takes to access SE services as the area most in need of improvement. 
The factors which parents and educators responded least positively to included:
· Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service?

· Special education made it easy for me to work with them.

Analysis of responses to the open-ended question identified three key issues, raised by a large number of respondents:

· Long waiting times for access to services.

· Variable quality of service – from excellent to unsatisfactory service, depending on ‘who you get’.

· ‘Frustrating’ processes required to access and renew sufficient SE services for children.

Across both quantitative and qualitative responses, time taken to access services was the most frequently cited concern by a significant margin. Approximately one-in-five parents and educators were dissatisfied with the length of time it took to access SE services (22% for both groups). 
There has been little change in parents’ satisfaction with SE services; however educators are less satisfied with service provision than they were in 2010.
The number of parents who were satisfied overall with SE services is slightly higher in the 2011 CSS than the previous survey. However, this difference is not statistically significant. The number of educators who were satisfied overall with SE services is six percentage points lower in the 2011 CSS than the previous survey. This difference is statistically significant, and analysis indicates that the actual difference is likely to be between two and ten percentage points lower than the previous year.
The size of this decline in satisfaction among educators is very similar to a significant drop in satisfaction with time taken to access SE services. This indicates that increasing dissatisfaction with long waiting times for access to SE services is a significant contributing factor to the decline in overall satisfaction among educators. 

Due to removal of the ‘not applicable’ option in the 2011 survey, detailed comparison with 2010 data is not possible for most items.
Parents of Māori children with special education needs appear to be at least as satisfied with SE services as parents of non-Māori children

The majority of parents of Māori children were satisfied with the overall service provided by SE (81%), and feel that the cultural needs of their family were well considered (89%). These figures are higher than for parents of non-Māori children (75% and 85% respectively). However, due to the small number of these parents in the sample, it is not possible to determine whether this is a statistically significant effect.

Note that due to very low response numbers, individual figures are not available for services provided to Pacific children with special education needs.

Findings indicate that SE service delivery is closely aligned with the majority of the values in the Service Promise.
Analysis of items from the survey related to each of the five aspects of the SE Service Promise indicate that current service delivery is closely aligned with the majority of these values. Parents’ and educators’ responses indicate that ‘we will do what we say we will do in a timely manner’ is an area which needs improvement. Likewise, educators’ responses indicate that ‘we will make it easy for you to work with us’ requires some improvement.

Compared with other New Zealand organisations, satisfaction with SE services appears to be relatively high.
Compared with data from the 2009 Kiwis Count survey, which measured satisfaction with public service provision in New Zealand, parents report relatively higher rates of satisfaction across all six indicators, while educators report higher satisfaction on four of six indicators. This indicates that compared with the wider public service, users of SE services are relatively more satisfied.

Next steps: CSS Survey 2012

While the changes to the CSS have improved the quality of data in the 2010 and 2011 surveys, and enabled a consistent national picture to emerge, several design aspects of the survey and sample design could be improved. Most importantly, several things can be done to attempt to increase the response rate; increasing the confidence we can have that the findings from the CSS are accurate reflections of all SE service users. 
SE are currently reviewing how they carry out the CSS, to improve the process from the 2012 survey onwards. The Research Division will provide input into this review process. 

2. 
Introduction
Background

The Ministry of Education, Special Education (SE) carries out an annual Client Satisfaction Survey (CSS) of parents and educators as part of their commitment to continually improve SE services.
The 2010 survey marked a change in the format of the CSS, to incorporate a set of internationally benchmarked questions; the Common Measurement Tool (CMT)
. This change was informed by discussions within SE about the role of monitoring, as well as by a qualitative study commissioned by SE to look at the drivers of satisfaction (and dissatisfaction) for parents/whānau and teachers (Ministry of Education, unpublished b).
Objectives

The aim of the CSS is to be able to improve our services based on what parents and educators tell us. The objectives of the CSS are to: 
· measure satisfaction with aspects of service delivery

· identify priority areas for improvement from the point of view of SE clients
· compare how we are doing against our Service Promise from 2011 onwards.
The objectives of this report are to present a summary of the findings from the 2011 CSS, and to discuss potential improvements to the CSS, in order to ensure the findings from subsequent surveys are as meaningful and useful as possible.

Structure of the report

The structure of this report is as follows:

· Methodology: a brief overview of issues related to sample design and selection, survey response rate, and details of the CMT.
· Findings: survey findings are reported under the following headings:

· Overall, how satisfied were parents and educators?
· What aspects were parents and educators most satisfied with?
· What aspects were parents and educators least satisfied with?

· How does this compare with results from last year?

· What can the survey tell us about performance relative to the SE service promise?
· How does SE compare with other organisations in New Zealand?
· Next steps: a discussion of how subsequent CSSs could be improved to make results more meaningful and useful. Topics discussed include improving general survey design, increasing response rate, and more closely aligning the CSS with information needs and the drivers of satisfaction identified in the 2009 qualitative research.
3.
Methodology

Survey design

The content of the CSS was changed considerably between the 2009 and 2010 surveys. The redeveloped form comprises the eight core questions from the CMT (see below), eight additional questions focusing on priorities for SE, and one question gathering ethnicity data.

The target population for the CSS was parents and educators of children who had received eight or more hours of SE service from 1 July 2010 to mid April 2011. 

An initial random sample was drawn from SE administrative databases, and checked by regional SE staff, for example to identify whether a client was deceased. 
The 2011 CSS was delivered via mail to a sample of 2,021 parents and 1,865 educators
 during May 2011. The cover letter for the postal survey also included a URL which respondents could use to access the survey form online if they preferred.
 Respondents were given three weeks to complete and return the form using the included postage paid envelope.
Due to a very low number of responses from parents of children with special education needs related to behaviour, follow-up phone calls were made to these parents during June. At this time parents were provided with the option of responding over the telephone. A further 35 completed surveys were gathered through this process.
See Appendix C: Survey form and letters for the survey form and cover letters.

Response rate

Completed survey forms were returned by 450 parents and 882 education professionals. One of the parents’ forms and eight of the educators’ forms were completed incorrectly and were excluded from analysis. The overall response rate
 for the 2011 CSS is 34%, including 22% of parents and 47% education professionals. Table 1 provides response rates by service type, for parents and educators.
The overall response rate is relatively low, and as a result the extent to which findings can be said to represent the views of the wider population is unclear. Insufficient demographic data is captured in the survey to enable statistical testing of non-response bias. As a result, findings in this report should be considered indicative of the views of the wider population, rather than truly representative.

Similar issues of low response rate were present in the 2010 CSS. As a result, comparisons between 2010 and 2011 survey results should be treated with caution.

Note that several options exist to increase potential response rates, and this issue is one of the main focuses for improving the CSS from 2012 onwards. For more information about how to improve response rates see Section 5.
Next steps: 2012 survey design.

	Table 1: Response rate by service type

	Parents
	Sent
	Received
	Response rate

	Behaviour
	285
	56
	20%*

	Communication
	323
	59
	18%

	Early intervention
	666
	173
	26%

	ORS/high needs
	747
	161
	22%

	Total Parents
	2,021
	449
	22%

	Educators
	 
	 
	 

	Behaviour
	286
	151
	53%

	Communication
	323
	164
	51%

	Early intervention
	515
	222
	43%

	ORS/high needs
	741
	337
	45%

	Total Educators
	1,865
	874
	47%

	Total
	 
	 
	 

	Behaviour
	571
	207
	36%

	Communication
	646
	223
	35%

	Early intervention
	1,181
	395
	33%

	ORS/high needs
	1,488
	498
	33%

	Grand total
	3,886
	1,323
	34%


Note:
Prior to follow-up phone calls to parents of children with special education needs related to behaviour the response rate for this group was 9%.

As some respondents did not answer every question, the response rate for some individual questions is slightly lower than reported in this table.

Common Measurement Tool

The Special Education National Management Team agreed in 2009 that the State Services Commission (SSC) Common Measurement Tool (CMT) should form the basis of the future national CSS. The CMT is an international survey based on a set of eight core questions, and is used across a number of state services in New Zealand and internationally. Additionally it forms the basis of a national public service survey conducted every two years; the Kiwis Count survey. 
For more information about the CMT see the State Services Commission publication, A guide to using the Common Measurements Tool
.

The 2011 survey altered the way the CMT questions were asked by removing the ‘not applicable’ option from all questions where it was included. Unfortunately, due to relatively high use of the ‘not applicable’ option in 2010 survey, this change influenced response patterns considerably. As a result, most of the data from the 2011 CSS cannot be meaningfully compared with equivalent data from the 2010 CSS, and cannot be included in the SSC benchmarking process.
Analysis
Quantitative data

The majority of the CSS was comprised of a series of five-point scales. Data from these scales was summarised in a series of frequency tables (see Appendix A: Data tables). The ‘1’ and ‘5’ points on each scale were labelled relative to the question, with ‘1’ denoting a very negative answer, and ‘5’ a very positive answer. Other points on the scale were not labelled. For the purposes of this report a response of ‘1’ or ‘2’ indicates a negative response (e.g dissatisfied or disagree), while a ‘4’ or ‘5’ indicates a positive response (e.g satisfied or agree). For full details of the scales used in the CSS, see Appendix C: Survey form and letters.

The CSS also collected ethnicity data, however during initial analysis it was decided that due to data quality concerns the potential for analysis was limited. In particular, differences in how ethnicity data was collected between online and paper-based surveys, and uncertainty over how educators reported ethnicity.
Qualitative data

Data from the open-ended question was analysed using a basic thematic analytical approach. Responses were read with the intention of identifying and coding key themes in the data. Issues raised were identified as key themes if they were recurrent and/or identified as directly contributing to satisfaction/dissatisfaction with SE services. Qualitative data from parents and educators was analysed separately. For a complete summary of the open-ended question, see Appendix B: Summary of open-ended survey questions.
	How to interpret confidence intervals

Many of the findings included in this report will be presented with a confidence interval at the 95% confidence level. A confidence interval is an indication of the reliability of a given estimate, and is expressed as a range (ie. from 4% to 6%). At the 95% level we are effectively saying: if we were to redo this survey 100 times, with a new random sample each time, we would get an answer between these two percentage points 95 times out of 100.
When making comparisons between two proportions a confidence interval for the difference between two independent proportions will be calculated (Newcombe, 1998, in Vassar, n.d.).


4.
Results

	Summary

	· The headline finding from the 2011 CSS is that most parents and educators are satisfied with the service provided by SE. However, many find accessing these services challenging due to problems with timeliness and the processes required to qualify for services.
· 76% of parents and 64% of educators that responded to the survey were satisfied with the overall service provided by SE. 
· Parents and educators view the professionalism and experience of SE staff as strengths of the service. In particular, the competence, fairness, and cultural sensitivity of SE staff.
· 10% and 13% of parents and educators respectively were dissatisfied with service provision. Analysis of quantitative and qualitative data identified three key areas respondents feel need improvement:
· Timeliness of service provision.
· Consistency of service quality.
· Making access to SE services less time consuming/frustrating.
· Other areas for improvement identified by some respondents included:
· information provided by SE including too many acronyms and technical terms
· SE staff not keeping commitments for information or appointments
· phone messages and emails not being followed up on
· SE staff not available outside of school hours or during school holidays
· a shortage of SE service providers fluent in te reo Māori.
· There was no significant change in satisfaction levels for parents between 2010 and 2011 CSS. However, educators’ overall satisfaction with SE service provision dropped significantly by six percentage points – from 70% to 64%.
· Parents of Māori children appear to be at least as satisfied with the overall quality of service and attention to cultural needs as parents of non-Māori children.
· Findings indicate that SE service provision is well aligned with most aspects of the SE service promise, but that effort is required to better align provision with ‘we will make it easy for you to work with us’ and ‘we will do what we say we will do in a timely manner’


Overall, how satisfied were parents and educators with the quality of services?

In addition to asking about 12 individual factors associated with satisfaction with service delivery, the CSS asks respondents “how satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?” Approximately three-quarters (76%, CI 72% to 80%) of parents and two-thirds (64%, CI 61% to 67%) of educators who answered the survey indicated that they were satisfied with the overall service provided by SE. A small number of parents (10%) and educators (13%) who answered the survey indicated that they were not satisfied with the service they received (Question 3: Table 7). Table 2 and Figure 1 (following page) show the proportion of parents and educators satisfied with the service provided by SE, by the type of service they received.
Table 2 indicates that parents and educators tend to be more satisfied with early intervention and communication services than behaviour or ORS/high needs. However, due to the low response rate and relatively low number of respondents in each service type, comparisons between these groups should be treated with caution. Some of this uncertainty can be seen in Figure 1, where most of the confidence intervals are very wide. Where the confidence intervals overlap this indicates that there is no statistically significant difference.

	Table 2: Proportion of parents and educators satisfied with the overall service provided by SE, 
by service type

	Parents
	Estimate
	95% confidence interval

	Behaviour
	60%
	(47% - 72%)

	Communication
	79%
	(67% - 88%)

	Early intervention
	86%
	(80% - 90%)

	ORS or high needs
	69%
	(62% - 76%)

	Total parents
	76%
	(72% - 80%)

	Educators
	
	

	Behaviour
	59%
	(51% - 66%)

	Communication
	73%
	(66% - 79%)

	Early intervention
	68%
	(62% - 74%)

	ORS or high needs
	59%
	(54% - 64%)

	Total educators
	64%
	(54% - 64%)


Notes:
Question 3 in CSS 2011. For more detail see Table 7.
Figure 1: Proportion of parents and educators satisfied with the overall service provided by SE, by service type
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Note:
The horizontal bars indicate the actual estimate, while the thin vertical lines indicate a 95% confidence interval.
The following sections draw on individual questions from the CSS. Findings for all questions are summarised in Table 3 (following page), and more detail can be found in Appendix A: Data tables.
	Table 3: Summary of 2011 CSS responses
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 I was treated fairly.

 Before going to SE for this service, what quality of service did you expect?

 I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way SE staff worked with the student.

 Staff were competent.

 I feel my individual circumstances were taken into account.

 Staff did what they said they would do.

 I got the information that I needed.

 It's an example of good value for tax dollars spent.

 I was satisfied with the progress of the student after the services from Special Education.

 How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?

 SE made it easy for me to work with them.

 Looking back how did the service you got from SE compare to what you expected?

 Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service?

Positive (4,5)

Neutral (3)

Negative (1,2)

 How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?

10% 15% 76%

 Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service?

22% 19% 59%

 Before going to SE for this service, what quality of service did you expect?

5% 28% 67%

 Looking back how did the service you got from SE compare to what you expected?

11% 17% 72%

 I was treated fairly.

4% 10% 86%

 I feel my individual circumstances were taken into account.

8% 10% 83%

 Staff were competent.

6% 10% 84%

 Staff did what they said they would do.

7% 12% 82%

 I got the information that I needed.

10% 13% 77%

 It's an example of good value for tax dollars spent.

10% 10% 80%

 I was satisfied with my child's progress after the service from SE.

10% 14% 76%

 I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way SE staff worked with our child and family.

2% 12% 86%

4% 19% 77%

15% 28% 57%

 Special Education made it easy for me to work with them.

8% 10% 81%

 How likely is it that you would recommend this service to a friend or colleague?

8% 9% 83%

9% 17% 74%

10% 18% 72%

13% 23% 64%

22% 27% 52%

19% 18% 63%

 How likely is it that you would recommend this service to a friend or colleague?

14% 16% 70%

12% 17% 71%

14% 17% 69%

15% 21% 64%

5% 21% 74%

5% 13% 82%

9% 18% 73%


What aspects were parents and educators most satisfied with?

Table 3 (page 14) shows that the three items to which parents responded most positively were:
· I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way SE staff worked with our child and family (86% agreed).
· I was treated fairly (86% agreed).

· Staff were competent (84% agreed).

The three items to which educators responded most positively were:
· I was treated fairly (82% agreed).

· I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way SE staff worked with the student (74% agreed).
· Staff were competent (74% agreed).

This indicates strongly that both parents and educators view the professionalism and knowledge of SE staff as strengths of SE services. This is supported by many of the responses to the open-ended question, which associated these qualities with high quality service provision.
As is often the case in satisfaction surveys, respondents to the open-ended question were typically less specific about the positive aspects of SE service provision than the negative. However, the following themes were present in the positive comments from parents and educators:
· ‘Real’ progress being made for their children/students.
· SE staff having genuine concern and compassion for the children they work with.
· SE staff being flexible, and prepared to go above and beyond if necessary.
· Acknowledging the expertise of parents and educators when planning service provision.

For more detailed discussion of the analysis of the open-ended question see Appendix B: Summary of open-ended survey questions. 
What aspects were parents and educators least satisfied with?

Table 3 (page 14) shows that the two items to which parents responded least positively were:
· Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service? (59% were satisfied, and 22% were dissatisfied).

· I was satisfied with my child’s progress after the service from Special Education (76% were satisfied).
Note that despite being among the items to which parents responded least positively, over three quarters of parents were satisfied with the progress their child had made. This indicates that timeliness of service provision is the only area of concern for the majority of parents.
The two items to which educators responded least positively were:

· Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service? (52% were satisfied, and 22% were dissatisfied).
· Special Education made it easy for me to work with them (63% agreed, 19% disagreed).
The aspect of SE service provision that both parents and educators were least satisfied with was the time it takes to access the service. One-in-five parents and educators who responded to the survey reported being dissatisfied with the amount of time it took to access services, and only half of the educators reported being satisfied with the time it took.
Analysis of open-ended questions highlighted some very strong themes related to areas for improvement to SE service delivery. Three issues in particular were raised by a large number of respondents:
· Long waiting times for access to services.
· Highly variable quality of service – from excellent to unsatisfactory service, dependent upon ‘who you get’.

· The ‘frustrating’ process required to access and renew sufficient SE services for children.

Comments from parents and educators also identified the following issues:

· Information provided by SE including too many acronyms and technical terms.

· SE staff not keeping commitments for information or appointments.

· Phone messages and emails not being followed up on.

· SE staff not available outside of school hours or during school holidays.

· Shortage of SE service providers fluent in te reo Māori.
How does this compare with results from last year?

As noted in Section 3.
Methodology the response rate for the 2011 CSS was low. The response rate from the 2010 CSS was also low. Depending upon the type of service they received, response rates ranged from 13% to 28% for parents and 42% to 60% for educators. As a result comparisons between these two surveys should be treated with caution, as the extent to which any difference between scores from the two years reflects actual trends in satisfaction is unknown. Further to this, response options for questions five to 13 were different in the 2010 and 2011 CSS. As a result, only responses to questions one to four can be compared directly.

Figure 2 and Figure 3 compare overall satisfaction with SE service delivery (Question 3: Table 7) from the 2010 and 2011 CSS, for parents and educators respectively.
Figure 2: Overall satisfaction with SE services reported by parents, comparison of 2010 and 2011
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Note:
Numbers may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Parents were asked “How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?”, and asked to indicate their satisfaction from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). This figure groups 1 and 2 into ‘dissatisfied’ and 4 and 5 into ‘satisfied’.
Figure 3: Overall satisfaction with SE services reported by educators, comparison of 2010 and 2011
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Note:
Numbers may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Educators were asked “How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?”, and asked to indicate their satisfaction from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). This figure groups 1 and 2 into ‘dissatisfied’ and 4 and 5 into ‘satisfied’.
The number of parents who were satisfied with SE services is two percentage points higher in the 2011 CSS than the 2010 survey. However, this difference is very small, and not statistically significant (CI for the difference between two proportions, -3% to 7%).

The number of educators who were satisfied with SE services is six percentage points lower in the 2011 CSS than the 2010 survey. This difference is statistically significant (CI for the difference between two proportions, -2% to -10%).
Table 19 compares the proportion of parents and educators responding positively to items one to four, for both the 09/10 and 10/11 surveys, and provides confidence intervals for any significant change. 
Table 4 indicates that of the four items comparable between surveys, the only significant difference was a decline in overall satisfaction for educators (see also Figure 3), and satisfaction with time taken to access services for educators. The size of the difference is almost exactly the same, a drop of six percentage points. This indicates that the decline in overall satisfaction among educators is likely to be due at least in part to increased dissatisfaction with the time it takes to access SE services.
What can the survey tell us about satisfaction with the service provided to Māori children with special education needs?

This section briefly explores satisfaction with SE services for Māori children. However, due to the low number of Māori respondents, meaningful comparison between responses from parents
 of Māori and non-Māori children is not possible. For more detail see Table 21, in Appendix A: Data tables.
The majority of parents of Māori children were satisfied with the overall quality of service provided by SE (81%, CI 71% to 88%), and feel that the cultural needs of their family were well considered (89%, CI 81% to 94%). Parents of non-Māori children with special education needs were slightly less satisfied with the overall quality of service provision (75%, CI 70% to 79%), and to feel that the cultural needs of their family were well considered (85%, CI 80% to 88%). While the low number of parents of Māori children in the sample (86 parents) means that establishing statistical significance of any difference is not possible, These findings suggest that parents of Māori children appear at least as satisfied as those of non-Māori children.
Note that due to very low response numbers (19 parents), individual figures are not available for services provided to Pacific children with special education needs. SE and the Research Division will explore improvements to the CSS, such as over-sampling parents of Māori and Pacific children, to attempt to improve the quality of findings for these groups.
What can the survey tell us about performance relative to the SE service promise?
This section identifies indicators from the CSS which correspond to each of the five points of the SE Service Promise
, which states that “every day children will learn and succeed because of the work we do.” 
The SE Service Promise states that we will:
· value, respect and treat you fairly 

· listen and understand you

· together, find what works

· make it easy for you to work with us

· do what we say we will do in a timely manner.
We will value, respect and treat you fairly
· Question 7: I was treated fairly

The majority of both parents (86%, CI 83% to 89%) and educators (82%, CI 79% to 84%) who answered the survey agreed that they were treated fairly when working with Special Education (Question 7: Table 11). This item had the highest level of agreement out of all of the factors associated with satisfaction in the CSS for both parents and educators. Treating parents and educators fairly appears to be a significant strength of SE service provision. 
We will listen and understand you
· Question 8: I feel my individual circumstances were taken into account.

· Question 10: I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way Special Education staff worked with [our child and family]/[the student].

The majority of parents (83%, CI 79% to 86%) and educators (73%, CI 70% to 76%) felt that their individual circumstances were taken into account when dealing with Special Education (Question 8: Table 12). Attention to cultural needs of parents and children with special education needs ranked in the top three factors for both parents (86%, CI 82% to 89%) and educators (74%, CI 71% to 77%) (Question 10: Table 14).
	“Very aware to take individual circumstances and safety concerns into account with working with our team to provide appropriate levels of support for our children.” (Educator)

 “Service was prompt and the urgency of the situation was acknowledged – I was listened to” (Educator)


These findings indicate that SE staff are working with clients as individuals, adapting services to fit their individual needs (including cultural needs). While the low number of respondents prevented significant analysis of findings by ethnicity, parents of Māori children with special education needs appear at least as satisfied as parents non-Māori children with the overall quality of SE services, and the extent to which their cultural needs were considered.
We will together, find what works
· Question 9: I was satisfied with [my child’s progress]/[progress of the student] after the services from special education.

This aspect of the service promise is closely linked to both ‘we will listen and understand you’ (see above) and ‘we will make it easy for you to work with us’ (see below). As demonstrated above, data from the 2011 CSS indicates that SE staff are adapting services to meet the needs of individual clients. However, the CSS doesn’t include an item closely related to the notion of ‘collaboratively finding solutions’. This could indicate an information need not being met by the current CSS (see discussion in Section 5. Next steps: 2011-2012 survey design).
Qualitative responses from some parents and educators noted that they felt ‘out of the loop’ when it came to decisions about their child/student, and that they would appreciate being more involved in these decisions. Acknowledging the experiences and knowledge of parents and teachers could bring SE service provision closer to the vision outlined in the service promise.

The second part of this statement - identifying ‘what works’ - can be explored by looking at satisfaction with the progress made by students after receiving services from SE (Question 9: Table 13). Around three-quarters (76%, CI 72% to 80%) of parents and two-thirds (64%, CI of 61% to 67%) of educators were satisfied with the progress the student had made since accessing SE services.
We will make it easy for you to work with us
· Question 13: Special Education made it easy for me to work with them.

The majority of parents (81%, CI 77% to 85%) felt that SE made it easy to work with them. However, only 63% (CI 59% to 66%) of educators agrees with this statement, and around one-in-five (19%, CI 17% to 22%) felt that SE didn’t make it easy to work with them (Question 13: Table 17). This is exemplified in the open-ended comments from educators, who identified problems with access to SE services, with communication, and instances of promises made by SE staff not being followed through with.
Some respondents described the process involved in accessing SE services as difficult, frustrating, and inflexible. Both parents and educators commented that the process took too long and involved too much paperwork. Educators also noted that they find it difficult to make time during the school day to engage with SE services, and that being available outside of school hours and/or during school holidays would make it easier for them to access the help their students need.
	“Sp. Ed staff need to work outside hours of 9 to 3 especially when needing to work with teachers of ORRS students in the mainstream” (Educator)

“Could only speak briefly to the Speech Teacher about child’s progress or what to follow up on, as she was present only during class time and had left before break time” (Educator)

“It is very difficult to manage a high needs child over the school holidays We have no support from Special Education over this time. We are stretched for staffing. This is not fair on the child, staff & other children at the centre.” (Educator)


We will do what we say we will do in a timely manner
· Question 6: Staff did what they said they would do.

· Question 4: Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service?
The majority of parents (82%, CI 78% to 85%) and educators (72%, CI 69% to 75%) feel that SE staff did what they said they would do. The fact that approximately one-in-ten educators feel that SE didn’t do what they said they would do is further demonstrated in analysis of the open-ended responses. Several parents and educators commented that they had been promised information, appointments or visits, but that SE had never followed through.

As identified above, timeliness appears to be a significant issue for many respondents. More than one-in-five parents and educators are dissatisfied with the amount of time taken to access SE services. Only slightly more than half of parents (59%, CI 54% to 63%) and educators (52%, CI 48% to 55%) were satisfied with the amount of time taken to access support for their children/students (Question 4: Table 8).
While responses to the open-ended question were largely positive, by far the most commonly reported theme was concern at the amount of time it took to access SE services. Frequently respondents would specifically note that ‘time’ was the only problem with SE services:

	“Progress has been great. Just a shame it took so long to be seen in the first place.” (Parent)

“Waiting times are far too long esp[ecially] if children are only attending ECE service for 1-2 years, with a 6-12 month wait to see anyone.” (Educator)


Several respondents reported waiting for longer than six months in order to receive assistance from SE, with some noting it took over a year.
The fact that responses to the quantitative item on timeliness (Question 4) was so distinct from the pattern of responses to all other items, and that it was such a strong theme in the qualitative responses (even responses from people largely satisfied with the service they received), indicates that timeliness is an area of significant concern for many respondents.
How does SE compare with other organisations in New Zealand?
This section presents a comparison of selected items from the 2011 CSS with corresponding items from the 2009 Kiwis Count survey. Note that due to changes made to the response options for many of the CMT questions in the 2011 CSS, CMT benchmarking was unable to be completed (for more information see Section 3. Methodology).
The SSC Kiwis Count survey was carried out during 2007 and 2009, measuring satisfaction with public services in New Zealand. Figure 4 compares findings from the 2011 CSS with those of comparable items from the 2009 Kiwis Count survey report (SSC, 2010).
Figure 4 (following page) shows that across all six of the items, parents who answered the 2011 CSS reported higher levels of satisfaction than the 2009 Kiwis Count data. Educators reported higher levels of satisfaction with three of the items, and very similar results across another two items. However, educators were much less likely to agree that ‘the services met your expectations’ than the 2009 national data.

Overall, Figure 4 shows that in 2011 SE service delivery was rated higher in terms of user satisfaction than the wider public service (as at 2009). However, educators reported a lower rate of agreement with the statement ‘the service experience met your expectations’ than the Kiwis Count survey respondents. As this was the only Kiwis Count indicator on which educators were ranked relatively low, the cause of this dissatisfaction is likely to be a driver of satisfaction not included in the Kiwis Count subgroup. The analysis of the CSS 2011 findings in this chapter indicates that this dissatisfaction is likely to be associated with timeliness of service provision.

Figure 4: Comparison of 2011 CSS findings with 2009 Kiwis Count indicators
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Note:
See Table 20 for values of data presented in this figure.

All items were worded the same in both the 2011 CSS and 2009 Kiwis Count surveys, except: 
(i) ‘Looking back how did the service you got from Special Education compare to what you expected?’ (CSS) ‘The service experience met your expectations’ (Kiwis Count).
(ii) ‘Staff did what they said they would do’ (CSS) ‘Staff kept their promises’ (Kiwis Count).
Note that the Kiwis Count survey included ‘not applicable’ options, while the 2011 CSS did not. While this is likely to affect how respondents answer the questions, any impact on the distribution of responses would be likely to reduce the relative satisfaction associated with SE services; that is, work in the opposite direction to the effects demonstrated in Figure 4.

5.
Next steps: 2012 survey design
	Summary

	· Changes to the CSS following the 09/10 redesign have increased the usefulness of findings, enabling calculation of national figures. However, further changes to the CSS could increase validity and reliability of findings.
· The following changes should be made to the CSS from 2011/12:
· Rework the cover letter and survey form to better highlight how the survey will be used, and how helpful/essential it is that people respond.
· Deliver the survey later in the year.
· Provide respondents with up to one month to respond, sending at least one reminder during this period.
· The following issues should be discussed, in order to determine whether further changes should be made:
· Ensure the survey includes items related to all factors associated with satisfaction, and all of SE’s information needs.
· Consider what ethnicity data is telling us, and whether the ethnicity item should be rephrased or removed.
· Discuss the benefits/risks associated with including a unique identifier on survey forms for the purpose of avoiding double counting.
· Explore the importance of reporting at the ‘service type’ level, and the implications for sample size if robust statistics are required at this level.
· Consider including an incentive with the survey forms – for example a Ministry of Education branded pen.


SE are currently reviewing how they carry out the CSS, to improve the process from the 2012 survey onwards. The Research Division will provide input into this review process. This section provides an overview of some issues related to survey and sample design that could be improved for subsequent CSS. Note that this section raises a number of issues for discussion, rather than outlining definitive solutions. This is because many of the solutions involve tradeoffs in terms of content and budget.
Background to the 2010 CSS changes

The following considerations informed the 2010 redesign of the CSS (Ministry of Education, unpublished). The survey form needed to:

· be short in order to increase the response rate (two pages or less)

· be worded in a way that accommodated the different perspectives of parents and educators

· reflect the findings of the qualitative research

· be written in plain English, and be able to be used with different cultural groups (possibly face-to-face or telephone administered)

· have high utilization value in terms of being able to link back to team/office practice 

· meet SE needs in terms of reporting against the Statement Of Intent

· be easily collated and analyzed

· be robust and  trialled before being implemented.

The changes made to the CSS achieved many of these goals, and resulted in a standard survey form being used across the country. Previously a variety of forms were used by each region, complicating calculation of national figures and preventing meaningful comparison between regions. 
While the changes have increased the utility of information produced by the CSS, there are several aspects that could be improved in order to increase the validity and reliability of the survey going forward.
Survey design

Information needs

The first step in considering the design for the CSS should be to compare the existing survey with the information needs of SE, to identify gaps where no data is currently being captured. Table 4 (following page) compares pre- and post-CMT versions of the CSS with the drivers of satisfaction identified in the 2009 qualitative research.
 What is clear from Table 4 is that while the new version of the CSS covers off more of the drivers of satisfaction, there are still some that are not included. The next CSS should consider whether additional questions should be included to cover any of these drivers. 
The open-ended comments from the 2011 CSS included many comments from parents and educators on some of these drivers, indicating they are important drivers of satisfaction for many respondents. In particular, many respondents commented on issues related to acknowledging parental/teacher expertise, issues related to transition to school, and perceptions of under-resourcing.
Improving collection of ethnicity data

Collection of ethnicity data was problematic in the 2010 and 2011 CSS. Some respondents wrote comments on the form that they couldn’t fill in the ethnicity as they were, for example, ‘completing the form for 12 kids’. Given this complexity, it’s unclear how the data could be usefully used. 

Understanding the experiences of users from different ethnic groups is important to SE. Improving the ability to report robust findings by ethnicity is a priority for changes to the CSS from 2012 onwards. Potential solutions include over-sampling interest groups, or carrying out a targeted booster survey.

Timing of the survey 

The 2011 CSS was delivered to the sample of parents and educators during May 2011, which is relatively near the start of the year and the Christmas holidays. While many SE services are not necessarily based around the school year, moving the survey until later in the year will enable parents and educators to reflect on a longer period of uninterrupted engagement with SE services.

Ensuring respondents have enough time to complete the survey is essential. An initial deadline of three weeks to a month would most likely be sufficient time to respond.

Sample design and selection

Avoiding double counting

The 2011 survey design included a small risk of double counting: if respondents completed both the paper based survey and followed the URL to the online version of the survey. While the risk of this occurring is small, changes could be made to remove this risk entirely. This could be achieved by including a unique identifier with each survey mailed out, and requiring respondents to enter this on the online survey form. Cover letters would need to clearly state that this identifier is included to prevent double counting, not to identify respondents; and that their name would not be included with any of their responses. 

It will be important to include these unique identifiers if reminder notices are sent to respondents including additional survey forms (see ‘Response rate’ later in this section).

	Table 4: Comparison between drivers of satisfaction with SE service delivery, and both pre- and post-CMT CSS forms

	Qualities identified as drivers of satisfaction in the 2009 SE qualitative research
	Pre-2010 CSS
	Current CSS design

	Caring and compassion for children
	
	

	Flexibility
	
	(

	Thorough assessment
	
	

	Sufficient resourcing
	
	

	Skilled staff
	
	(

	Good outcomes for children
	(
	(

	Staff accessible and approachable
	partial
	(

	Good feedback and support
	(
	(

	Parental expertise recognised / parents supported
	
	

	Attention to cultural needs
	
	(

	Co-ordination and support across key people / agencies
	
	

	Clarity of the services being provided
	(
	(

	Waiting times
	(
	(

	Continuity of staff
	
	

	Up-skilling ESWs, TA etc.
	
	

	Transition to school support
	
	

	Collaboration
	(
	


Source:

 Based on a table in Ministry of Education (unpublished)

Sample size and stratification

As can be seen from Table 2 the confidence intervals on estimates at the ‘service type’ level are very wide. This is due to the low number of respondents in these groups. If accurate figures are required at the service type level then the sample size will need to be increased. For example, if figures were wanted at the ‘service type’ level with a confidence interval of ±5% this would require an achieved sample size of approximately 3,100.
Any increase in sample size will increase costs, in terms of increased postage and data-entry.
Response rate

This section draws heavily on Porter’s 2004 article Raising response rates: What works?

Perceived importance of the survey

The two most important factors affecting response rates of surveys are the salience of the survey topic to potential respondents, and the number of reminder letters sent. The subject of the CSS should have relatively high salience for the parents and educators included in the sample. However, the introduction letter and survey form could have been worded to better sell the survey as a vehicle for improving SE service delivery.
In addition to the salience of the issue, other design issues can influence how important respondents consider responding, including:

· the extent to which respondents feel as though they’re helping

· the impression that respondents are part of a ‘select group’ invited to provide feedback

· whether the survey is being conducted by a governmental/academic institution or a market research company.
Reminder and pre-notification letters
Providing reminder letters to respondents at least once after the initial survey mail-out should increase the response rate of the survey significantly. Reminders can range from a postcard or simple letter, to a follow up copy of the survey form.
In addition to reminder letters, pre-notification sent to participants two to three days before the survey can increase response rates. Using reminder and pre-notification letters will increase the cost of delivering the survey.
Incentives

Incentives can increase response rates to surveys, but only when provided ‘up-front’. Incentives to be provided after completion of a survey typically don’t increase response rates at all. The theory behind this is that by providing an incentive up-front the respondent enters into a social contract of reciprocity with the researcher and are more inclined to respond. While incentives provided after the respondent completes a survey are typically viewed as a payment, and the rate of payment is often low enough that the respondent will not consider it worth their time. Research indicates that incentives provided ‘up-front’ need only be very small, such as a pen stamped with the Ministry logo. Including incentives will increase the cost of delivering the survey.
Survey delivery method

Postal surveys typically have the worst response rate, but are significantly cheaper than phone or face-to-face surveys. It should be possible to increase the response rate to a more acceptable level without using these more expensive data collection methods. 
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Appendix A: Data tables
Table 5: Question 1 – Before going to Special Education for this service what quality of service did you expect?
	Parents

	 
	 
	Very poor service
	
	
	Very good service
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	3
	1
	8
	24
	18
	54

	
	%
	5.6%
	1.9%
	14.8%
	44.4%
	33.3%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	0
	4
	15
	27
	13
	59

	
	%
	0.0%
	6.8%
	25.4%
	45.8%
	22.0%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	3
	4
	53
	72
	39
	171

	
	%
	1.8%
	2.3%
	31.0%
	42.1%
	22.8%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	1
	7
	47
	58
	44
	157

	
	%
	0.6%
	4.5%
	29.9%
	36.9%
	28.0%
	100%

	Total
	n
	7
	16
	123
	181
	114
	441

	
	%
	1.6%
	3.6%
	27.9%
	41.0%
	25.9%
	100%


	Educators

	 
	 
	Very poor service
	 
	 
	Very good service
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	4
	5
	32
	56
	53
	150

	
	%
	2.7%
	3.3%
	21.3%
	37.3%
	35.3%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	1
	6
	35
	65
	55
	162

	
	%
	0.6%
	3.7%
	21.6%
	40.1%
	34.0%
	100%

	Early intervention
	N
	2
	3
	37
	91
	88
	221

	
	%
	0.9%
	1.4%
	16.7%
	41.2%
	39.8%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	0
	14
	60
	119
	135
	328

	
	%
	0.0%
	4.3%
	18.3%
	36.3%
	41.2%
	100%

	Total
	N
	7
	28
	164
	331
	331
	861

	
	%
	0.8%
	3.3%
	19.0%
	38.4%
	38.4%
	100%
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Table 6: Question 2 – Looking back how did the service you got from Special Education compare to what you expected?
	Parents

	 
	 
	Much worse than I expected
	 
	Much better than I expected
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	6
	7
	9
	15
	19
	56

	
	%
	10.7%
	12.5%
	16.1%
	26.8%
	33.9%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	3
	4
	5
	31
	16
	59

	
	%
	5.1%
	6.8%
	8.5%
	52.5%
	27.1%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	2
	6
	24
	65
	73
	170

	
	%
	1.2%
	3.5%
	14.1%
	38.2%
	42.9%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	6
	16
	37
	64
	37
	160

	
	%
	3.8%
	10.0%
	23.1%
	40.0%
	23.1%
	100%

	Total
	n
	17
	33
	75
	175
	145
	445

	
	%
	3.8%
	7.4%
	16.9%
	39.3%
	32.6%
	100%


	Educators

	 
	 
	Much worse than I expected
	 
	Much better than I expected
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	5
	25
	42
	60
	17
	149

	
	%
	3.4%
	16.8%
	28.2%
	40.3%
	11.4%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	6
	15
	33
	70
	36
	160

	
	%
	3.8%
	9.4%
	20.6%
	43.8%
	22.5%
	100%

	Early intervention
	N
	9
	19
	60
	88
	44
	220

	
	%
	4.1%
	8.6%
	27.3%
	40.0%
	20.0%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	10
	40
	103
	123
	53
	329

	
	%
	3.0%
	12.2%
	31.3%
	37.4%
	16.1%
	100%

	Total
	n
	30
	99
	238
	341
	150
	858

	
	%
	3.5%
	11.5%
	27.7%
	39.7%
	17.5%
	100%
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Table 7: Question 3 – How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?
	Parents

	 
	 
	Very dissatisfied
	 
	 
	Very satisfied
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	7
	3
	12
	14
	19
	55

	
	%
	12.7%
	5.5%
	21.8%
	25.5%
	34.5%
	100%

	Communication
	N
	3
	2
	7
	24
	22
	58

	
	%
	5.2%
	3.4%
	12.1%
	41.4%
	37.9%
	100%

	Early intervention
	N
	0
	7
	17
	62
	83
	169

	
	%
	0.0%
	4.1%
	10.1%
	36.7%
	49.1%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	5
	15
	28
	62
	46
	156

	
	%
	3.2%
	9.6%
	17.9%
	39.7%
	29.5%
	100%

	Total
	n
	15
	27
	64
	162
	170
	438

	
	%
	3.4%
	6.2%
	14.6%
	37.0%
	38.8%
	100%


	Educators

	 
	 
	Very dissatisfied
	 
	 
	Very satisfied
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	3
	22
	37
	61
	27
	150

	
	%
	2.0%
	14.7%
	24.7%
	40.7%
	18.0%
	100%

	Communication
	N
	4
	9
	31
	72
	48
	164

	
	%
	2.4%
	5.5%
	18.9%
	43.9%
	29.3%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	9
	14
	47
	97
	52
	219

	
	%
	4.1%
	6.4%
	21.5%
	44.3%
	23.7%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	16
	37
	84
	113
	83
	333

	
	%
	4.8%
	11.1%
	25.2%
	33.9%
	24.9%
	100%

	Total
	N
	32
	82
	199
	343
	210
	866

	
	%
	3.7%
	9.5%
	23.0%
	39.6%
	24.2%
	100%
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Note: 

Numbers may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Table 8: Question 4 – Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service?
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Very dissatisfied
	 
	 
	Very satisfied
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	8
	6
	14
	12
	13
	53

	
	%
	15.1%
	11.3%
	26.4%
	22.6%
	24.5%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	4
	8
	11
	15
	19
	57

	
	%
	7.0%
	14.0%
	19.3%
	26.3%
	33.3%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	17
	23
	33
	47
	51
	171

	
	%
	9.9%
	13.5%
	19.3%
	27.5%
	29.8%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	12
	18
	27
	47
	52
	156

	
	%
	7.7%
	11.5%
	17.3%
	30.1%
	33.3%
	100%

	Total
	n
	41
	55
	85
	121
	135
	437

	
	%
	9.4%
	12.6%
	19.5%
	27.7%
	30.9%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Very dissatisfied
	 
	 
	Very satisfied
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	10
	25
	39
	46
	27
	147

	
	%
	6.8%
	17.0%
	26.5%
	31.3%
	18.4%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	9
	17
	48
	60
	27
	161

	
	%
	5.6%
	10.6%
	29.8%
	37.3%
	16.8%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	25
	29
	60
	70
	33
	217

	
	%
	11.5%
	13.4%
	27.6%
	32.3%
	15.2%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	20
	50
	79
	104
	71
	324

	
	%
	6.2%
	15.4%
	24.4%
	32.1%
	21.9%
	100%

	Total
	n
	64
	121
	226
	280
	158
	849

	
	%
	7.5%
	14.3%
	26.6%
	33.0%
	18.6%
	100%
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Note: 

Numbers may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Table 9: Question 5 – Staff were competent.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	1
	5
	9
	17
	22
	54

	
	%
	1.9%
	9.3%
	16.7%
	31.5%
	40.7%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	0
	2
	5
	15
	35
	57

	
	%
	0.0%
	3.5%
	8.8%
	26.3%
	61.4%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	2
	3
	7
	59
	100
	171

	
	%
	1.2%
	1.8%
	4.1%
	34.5%
	58.5%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	3
	9
	24
	51
	71
	158

	
	%
	1.9%
	5.7%
	15.2%
	32.3%
	44.9%
	100%

	Total
	n
	6
	19
	45
	142
	228
	440

	
	%
	1.4%
	4.3%
	10.2%
	32.3%
	51.8%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	3
	11
	28
	54
	50
	146

	
	%
	2.1%
	7.5%
	19.2%
	37.0%
	34.2%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	1
	8
	20
	52
	81
	162

	
	%
	0.6%
	4.9%
	12.3%
	32.1%
	50.0%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	3
	5
	32
	72
	105
	217

	
	%
	1.4%
	2.3%
	14.7%
	33.2%
	48.4%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	9
	35
	66
	99
	121
	330

	
	%
	2.7%
	10.6%
	20.0%
	30.0%
	36.7%
	100%

	Total
	n
	16
	59
	146
	277
	357
	855

	
	%
	1.9%
	6.9%
	17.1%
	32.4%
	41.8%
	100%
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Table 10: Question 6 – Staff did what they said they would do.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	3
	0
	11
	14
	28
	56

	
	%
	5.4%
	0.0%
	19.6%
	25.0%
	50.0%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	0
	5
	4
	18
	32
	59

	
	%
	0.0%
	8.5%
	6.8%
	30.5%
	54.2%
	100%

	Early intervention
	N
	2
	6
	11
	45
	108
	172

	
	%
	1.2%
	3.5%
	6.4%
	26.2%
	62.8%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	7
	7
	26
	42
	77
	159

	
	%
	4.4%
	4.4%
	16.4%
	26.4%
	48.4%
	100%

	Total
	n
	12
	18
	52
	119
	245
	446

	
	%
	2.7%
	4.0%
	11.7%
	26.7%
	54.9%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	5
	19
	23
	47
	55
	149

	
	%
	3.4%
	12.8%
	15.4%
	31.5%
	36.9%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	4
	9
	25
	52
	71
	161

	
	%
	2.5%
	5.6%
	15.5%
	32.3%
	44.1%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	2
	10
	35
	76
	96
	219

	
	%
	0.9%
	4.6%
	16.0%
	34.7%
	43.8%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	6
	32
	74
	107
	113
	332

	
	%
	1.8%
	9.6%
	22.3%
	32.2%
	34.0%
	100%

	Total
	n
	17
	70
	157
	282
	335
	861

	
	%
	2.0%
	8.1%
	18.2%
	32.8%
	38.9%
	100%
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Note: 

Numbers may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Table 11: Question 7 – I was treated fairly.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	2
	3
	8
	10
	32
	55

	
	%
	3.6%
	5.5%
	14.5%
	18.2%
	58.2%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	1
	2
	4
	19
	31
	57

	
	%
	1.8%
	3.5%
	7.0%
	33.3%
	54.4%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	0
	2
	6
	44
	120
	172

	
	%
	0.0%
	1.2%
	3.5%
	25.6%
	69.8%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	2
	5
	25
	46
	79
	157

	
	%
	1.3%
	3.2%
	15.9%
	29.3%
	50.3%
	100%

	Total
	N
	5
	12
	43
	119
	262
	441

	
	%
	1.1%
	2.7%
	9.8%
	27.0%
	59.4%
	100%


	Educators

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	4
	7
	15
	62
	60
	148

	
	%
	2.7%
	4.7%
	10.1%
	41.9%
	40.5%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	0
	4
	22
	48
	87
	161

	
	%
	0.0%
	2.5%
	13.7%
	29.8%
	54.0%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	3
	6
	21
	79
	105
	214

	
	%
	1.4%
	2.8%
	9.8%
	36.9%
	49.1%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	1
	18
	55
	107
	147
	328

	
	%
	0.3%
	5.5%
	16.8%
	32.6%
	44.8%
	100%

	Total
	N
	8
	35
	113
	296
	399
	851

	
	%
	0.9%
	4.1%
	13.3%
	34.8%
	46.9%
	100%
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Table 12: Question 8 – I feel my individual circumstances were taken into account.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	7
	1
	6
	11
	30
	55

	
	%
	12.7%
	1.8%
	10.9%
	20.0%
	54.5%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	1
	4
	4
	23
	27
	59

	
	%
	1.7%
	6.8%
	6.8%
	39.0%
	45.8%
	100%

	Early intervention
	N
	1
	3
	9
	53
	104
	170

	
	%
	0.6%
	1.8%
	5.3%
	31.2%
	61.2%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	5
	12
	24
	43
	73
	157

	
	%
	3.2%
	7.6%
	15.3%
	27.4%
	46.5%
	100%

	Total
	n
	14
	20
	43
	130
	234
	441

	
	%
	3.2%
	4.5%
	9.8%
	29.5%
	53.1%
	100%


	Educators

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	6
	9
	26
	49
	51
	141

	
	%
	4.3%
	6.4%
	18.4%
	34.8%
	36.2%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	3
	7
	25
	51
	69
	155

	
	%
	1.9%
	4.5%
	16.1%
	32.9%
	44.5%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	6
	8
	28
	89
	74
	205

	
	%
	2.9%
	3.9%
	13.7%
	43.4%
	36.1%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	11
	26
	65
	101
	114
	317

	
	%
	3.5%
	8.2%
	20.5%
	31.9%
	36.0%
	100%

	Total
	n
	26
	50
	144
	290
	308
	818

	
	%
	3.2%
	6.1%
	17.6%
	35.5%
	37.7%
	100%
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Note: 

Numbers may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Table 13: Question 9 – I was satisfied with [my child’s progress]/[progress of the student] after the services from special education.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	4
	2
	15
	7
	27
	55

	
	%
	7.3%
	3.6%
	27.3%
	12.7%
	49.1%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	4
	3
	2
	23
	27
	59

	
	%
	6.8%
	5.1%
	3.4%
	39.0%
	45.8%
	100%

	Early intervention
	N
	4
	8
	16
	60
	80
	168

	
	%
	2.4%
	4.8%
	9.5%
	35.7%
	47.6%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	6
	14
	26
	60
	46
	152

	
	%
	3.9%
	9.2%
	17.1%
	39.5%
	30.3%
	100%

	Total
	n
	18
	27
	59
	150
	180
	434

	
	%
	4.1%
	6.2%
	13.6%
	34.6%
	41.5%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	12
	23
	36
	50
	22
	143

	
	%
	8.4%
	16.1%
	25.2%
	35.0%
	15.4%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	8
	12
	28
	71
	40
	159

	
	%
	5.0%
	7.5%
	17.6%
	44.7%
	25.2%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	9
	10
	32
	98
	63
	212

	
	%
	4.2%
	4.7%
	15.1%
	46.2%
	29.7%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	13
	41
	78
	114
	76
	322

	
	%
	4.0%
	12.7%
	24.2%
	35.4%
	23.6%
	100%

	Total
	n
	42
	86
	174
	333
	201
	836

	
	%
	5.0%
	10.3%
	20.8%
	39.8%
	24.0%
	100%
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Table 14: Question 10 – I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way Special Education staff worked with [our child and family]/[the student].
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	2
	1
	7
	12
	28
	50

	
	%
	4.0%
	2.0%
	14.0%
	24.0%
	56.0%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	1
	0
	9
	15
	30
	55

	
	%
	1.8%
	0.0%
	16.4%
	27.3%
	54.5%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	1
	1
	8
	45
	105
	160

	
	%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	5.0%
	28.1%
	65.6%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	N
	1
	3
	25
	50
	64
	143

	
	%
	0.7%
	2.1%
	17.5%
	35.0%
	44.8%
	100%

	Total
	n
	5
	5
	49
	122
	227
	408

	
	%
	1.2%
	1.2%
	12.0%
	29.9%
	55.6%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	3
	8
	29
	55
	41
	136

	
	%
	2.2%
	5.9%
	21.3%
	40.4%
	30.1%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	1
	2
	25
	65
	56
	149

	
	%
	0.7%
	1.3%
	16.8%
	43.6%
	37.6%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	4
	1
	42
	87
	77
	211

	
	%
	1.9%
	0.5%
	19.9%
	41.2%
	36.5%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	7
	10
	73
	109
	104
	303

	
	%
	2.3%
	3.3%
	24.1%
	36.0%
	34.3%
	100%

	Total
	n
	15
	21
	169
	316
	278
	799

	
	%
	1.9%
	2.6%
	21.2%
	39.5%
	34.8%
	100%
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Table 15: Question 11 – I got the information that I needed.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	6
	5
	7
	13
	24
	55

	
	%
	10.9%
	9.1%
	12.7%
	23.6%
	43.6%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	3
	3
	4
	17
	32
	59

	
	%
	5.1%
	5.1%
	6.8%
	28.8%
	54.2%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	1
	7
	18
	50
	96
	172

	
	%
	0.6%
	4.1%
	10.5%
	29.1%
	55.8%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	5
	15
	27
	48
	62
	157

	
	%
	3.2%
	9.6%
	17.2%
	30.6%
	39.5%
	100%

	Total
	n
	15
	30
	56
	128
	214
	443

	
	%
	3.4%
	6.8%
	12.6%
	28.9%
	48.3%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	9
	14
	32
	44
	47
	146

	
	%
	6.2%
	9.6%
	21.9%
	30.1%
	32.2%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	3
	10
	23
	53
	71
	160

	
	%
	1.9%
	6.3%
	14.4%
	33.1%
	44.4%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	9
	7
	24
	61
	116
	217

	
	%
	4.1%
	3.2%
	11.1%
	28.1%
	53.5%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	18
	32
	63
	87
	123
	323

	
	%
	5.6%
	9.9%
	19.5%
	26.9%
	38.1%
	100%

	Total
	n
	39
	63
	142
	245
	357
	846

	
	%
	4.6%
	7.4%
	16.8%
	29.0%
	42.2%
	100%
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Table 16: Question 12 – It’s an example of good value for tax dollars spent.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	6
	2
	9
	10
	24
	51

	
	%
	11.8%
	3.9%
	17.6%
	19.6%
	47.1%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	4
	1
	6
	11
	37
	59

	
	%
	6.8%
	1.7%
	10.2%
	18.6%
	62.7%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	2
	3
	9
	49
	106
	169

	
	%
	1.2%
	1.8%
	5.3%
	29.0%
	62.7%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	12
	15
	18
	36
	71
	152

	
	%
	7.9%
	9.9%
	11.8%
	23.7%
	46.7%
	100%

	Total
	n
	24
	21
	42
	106
	238
	431

	
	%
	5.6%
	4.9%
	9.7%
	24.6%
	55.2%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	8
	19
	30
	54
	38
	149

	
	%
	5.4%
	12.8%
	20.1%
	36.2%
	25.5%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	6
	12
	16
	69
	59
	162

	
	%
	3.7%
	7.4%
	9.9%
	42.6%
	36.4%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	12
	13
	35
	78
	81
	219

	
	%
	5.5%
	5.9%
	16.0%
	35.6%
	37.0%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	11
	37
	65
	119
	98
	330

	
	%
	3.3%
	11.2%
	19.7%
	36.1%
	29.7%
	100%

	Total
	n
	37
	81
	146
	320
	276
	860

	
	%
	4.3%
	9.4%
	17.0%
	37.2%
	32.1%
	100%
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Table 17: Question 13 – Special Education made it easy for me to work with them.
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	6
	0
	9
	12
	28
	55

	
	%
	10.9%
	0.0%
	16.4%
	21.8%
	50.9%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	1
	4
	4
	15
	35
	59

	
	%
	1.7%
	6.8%
	6.8%
	25.4%
	59.3%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	1
	3
	10
	49
	105
	168

	
	%
	0.6%
	1.8%
	6.0%
	29.2%
	62.5%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	10
	12
	23
	42
	71
	158

	
	%
	6.3%
	7.6%
	14.6%
	26.6%
	44.9%
	100%

	Total
	n
	18
	19
	46
	118
	239
	440

	
	%
	4.1%
	4.3%
	10.5%
	26.8%
	54.3%
	100%


	Educators

	 
	 
	Strongly disagree
	 
	 
	Strongly agree
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	17
	21
	33
	32
	42
	145

	
	%
	11.7%
	14.5%
	22.8%
	22.1%
	29.0%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	8
	17
	23
	52
	57
	157

	
	%
	5.1%
	10.8%
	14.6%
	33.1%
	36.3%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	16
	13
	29
	69
	81
	208

	
	%
	7.7%
	6.3%
	13.9%
	33.2%
	38.9%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	33
	36
	66
	100
	90
	325

	
	%
	10.2%
	11.1%
	20.3%
	30.8%
	27.7%
	100%

	Total
	n
	74
	87
	151
	253
	270
	835

	
	%
	8.9%
	10.4%
	18.1%
	30.3%
	32.3%
	100%


[image: image18.png]Parents

Educators

8%

19%

18%

81%

63%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%





Note: 

Numbers may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Table 18: Question 14 – How likely is it that you would recommend this service to a friend or colleague?
	Parents 

	 
	 
	Very unlikely
	 
	 
	Very likely
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	7
	2
	10
	6
	31
	56

	
	%
	12.5%
	3.6%
	17.9%
	10.7%
	55.4%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	2
	2
	3
	13
	37
	57

	
	%
	3.5%
	3.5%
	5.3%
	22.8%
	64.9%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	3
	3
	8
	31
	122
	167

	
	%
	1.8%
	1.8%
	4.8%
	18.6%
	73.1%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	6
	10
	18
	34
	85
	153

	
	%
	3.9%
	6.5%
	11.8%
	22.2%
	55.6%
	100%

	Total
	n
	18
	17
	39
	84
	275
	433

	
	%
	4.2%
	3.9%
	9.0%
	19.4%
	63.5%
	100%


	Educators 

	 
	 
	Very unlikely
	 
	 
	Very likely
	 

	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Behaviour
	n
	10
	14
	31
	49
	43
	147

	
	%
	6.8%
	9.5%
	21.1%
	33.3%
	29.3%
	100%

	Communication
	n
	7
	14
	21
	57
	65
	164

	
	%
	4.3%
	8.5%
	12.8%
	34.8%
	39.6%
	100%

	Early intervention
	n
	9
	12
	25
	82
	89
	217

	
	%
	4.1%
	5.5%
	11.5%
	37.8%
	41.0%
	100%

	ORS/high needs
	n
	22
	32
	62
	96
	115
	327

	
	%
	6.7%
	9.8%
	19.0%
	29.4%
	35.2%
	100%

	Total
	N
	48
	72
	139
	284
	312
	855

	
	%
	5.6%
	8.4%
	16.3%
	33.2%
	36.5%
	100%
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	Table 19: Difference between the proportion of positive responses to selected items from the 2010 and 2011 CSS

	 

Parents
	% of responses that were positive
	Difference (percentage points)
	95% confidence interval (percentage points)

	
	2010
	2011
	
	

	Question 1
	65%
	67%
	2%
	(no sig. difference)

	Question 2
	70%
	72%
	2%
	(no sig. difference)

	Question 3
	74%
	76%
	2%
	(no sig. difference)

	Question 4
	57%
	59%
	1%
	(no sig. difference)

	Educators
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Question 1
	76%
	77%
	1%
	(no sig. difference)

	Question 2
	59%
	57%
	-2%
	(no sig. difference)

	Question 3
	70%
	64%
	-6%
	-2%
	-10%

	Question 4
	58%
	52%
	-6%
	-2%
	-11%


Note:
Question numbering in this table follows that used in the 2011 CSS.


Where no confidence interval is reported there is no statistically significant difference between the findings for the two surveys.

	 Table 20: Comparison of CSS findings (2010 – 2011) with Kiwis Count indicators (2007-2009)

	Driver of satisfaction
	Kiwis Count
	CSS

	
	2007
	2009
	2010
	2011

	The service experience met your expectations
	66%
	70%
	72%
	57%

	
	
	
	
	

	Staff were competent
	75%
	76%
	84%
	74%

	
	
	
	
	

	Staff kept their promises
	70%
	72%
	82%
	72%

	
	
	
	
	

	You were treated fairly
	73%
	75%
	86%
	82%

	
	
	
	
	

	You feel your individual circumstances were taken into account
	63%
	66%
	83%
	73%

	
	
	
	
	

	It's an example of good value for tax dollars spent
	55%
	64%
	80%
	69%

	
	
	
	
	


Note:
All items were worded the same in both the 2011 CSS and 2009 Kiwis Count surveys, except: 
(i) ‘Looking back how did the service you got from Special Education compare to what you expected?’ (CSS) ‘The service experience met your expectations’ (Kiwis Count).
(ii) ‘Staff did what they said they would do’ (CSS) ‘Staff kept their promises’ (Kiwis Count)
(iii) Kiwis Count items included a ‘not applicable’ option, while the 2011 CSS did not.

	Table 21: Comparison of responses from parents of Māori and non-Māori children with special education needs

	
	Parents of Māori/
non-Māori children
	Proportion of positive responses (4,5)
	Difference
	95% confidence interval

	Q1
	Māori
	63%
	-5%
	52%
	72%

	
	non-Māori
	68%
	
	63%
	73%

	Q2
	Māori
	80%
	10%
	70%
	87%

	
	non-Māori
	70%
	
	65%
	75%

	Q3
	Māori
	81%
	6%
	71%
	88%

	
	non-Māori 
	75%
	
	70%
	79%

	Q4
	Māori
	71%
	  15%*
	60%
	79%

	
	non-Māori
	56%
	
	51%
	61%

	Q5
	Māori
	90%
	8%
	82%
	95%

	
	non-Māori
	83%
	
	78%
	86%

	Q6
	Māori
	84%
	2%
	74%
	90%

	
	non-Māori
	81%
	
	77%
	85%

	Q7
	Māori
	93%
	8%
	85%
	97%

	
	non-Māori
	85%
	
	81%
	88%

	Q8
	Māori
	88%
	7%
	80%
	93%

	
	non-Māori
	81%
	
	77%
	85%

	Q9
	Māori
	80%
	5%
	70%
	87%

	
	non-Māori
	75%
	
	70%
	79%

	Q10
	Māori
	89%
	5%
	81%
	94%

	
	non-Māori
	85%
	
	80%
	88%

	Q11
	Māori
	76%
	-1%
	66%
	84%

	
	non-Māori
	77%
	
	73%
	81%

	Q12
	Māori
	83%
	3%
	73%
	89%

	
	non-Māori
	79%
	
	75%
	83%

	Q13
	Māori
	84%
	4%
	75%
	91%

	
	non-Māori
	80%
	
	76%
	84%

	Q14
	Māori
	83%
	0%
	73%
	89%

	
	non-Māori
	83%
	
	79%
	87%


Notes:
Figures based on responses from ‘parents of non-Māori children’ are provided as an indicative comparison only. Note that due to low numbers of Māori respondents (86), the extent to which differences between these two groups represents an actual population trend is unknown.

* indicates that the difference between the proportions is significant at the 95% confidence level.
Appendix B: Summary of open-ended survey questions
	Summary

	Factors associated with satisfaction with SE service delivery

· ‘Real’ progress being made for children
· SE staff having genuine concern and compassion for the children they work with
· SE staff being flexible, and prepared to go above and beyond if necessary
· Acknowledging the expertise of parents and educators when making decisions and planning service provision

	Main areas identified as needing improvement

· Very long waiting time in order to access services provided by SE
· Frustrating process required to access sufficient SE services for children
· many respondents attributed the long waiting times and difficulty accessing services to a perceived lack of capacity/underfunding within SE
· Highly variable quality of service – SE service as either excellent, or unsatisfactory dependant upon ‘who you get’
Other issues identified

· Information provided by SE includes too many acronyms and technical terms
· SE staff not keeping commitments for information or appointments
· Phone messages and emails not being followed up on
· SE staff not available outside of school hours or during school holidays
· Shortage off SE service providers fluent in te reo Māori


This section summarises responses to the open-ended question from parents and educators. Over 620 respondents provided comments. Data from the open-ended question was analysed using a basic thematic analytical approach. Responses were read with the intention of identifying and coding key themes in the data. Issues raised were identified as key themes if they were recurrent and/or identified as directly impacting upon satisfaction/dissatisfaction with SE services.
Factors associated with satisfaction with SE service delivery

As is often the case in satisfaction surveys, respondents were typically less specific about the positive aspects of SE service provision than the negative. Often parents and educators would simply describe the service as ‘excellent’ or ‘great’. However, parents and educators clearly identified ‘real’ progress for their child(ren) as important. 

	“Our daughter wouldn’t talk while in public, but talks quite happily now, so the service for our daughter worked well.” (Parent)

“[name  removed], the lady working with us at centre level is wonderful and has been great with the child. He has come a long way. [name  removed] the lady we had initial contact with was great, understanding, empathetic and kept us in the loop.” (Educator)


	“The regular meetings which special ed. Attend the IPs it’s invaluable their input, their ideas and experience. [name  removed] has been marvellous, very approachable. I feel like we are all on the same page with regard to my daughter. It’s heart warming having someone who I feel really knows my daughter well and really about to support me with developing life skills to help her in the future. I can’t show enough how much I appreciate the support from Special Ed.” (Parent)


In addition to progress, many parents and educators cited the attitude and behaviour of SE staff as important factors associated with satisfaction. Genuine caring was seen as very important, as was being open and understanding when dealing with parents. Educators also appeared to appreciate SE staff who worked with them - being supportive and acknowledging the expertise and experience of teachers when making decisions.

	“Our [speech language] therapist worked extremely hard. She took a personal interest in the child and worked closely with the family and the Teacher Aide who worked daily with the child.” (Educator)


Flexibility appears to be important for educators. Being able to go above and beyond the basics and to be available to help when needed was identified by many respondents as driving satisfaction. 

Main areas identified as needing improvement
The following three issues were identified by a large number of parents and educators, and appear to be strongly associated with dissatisfaction with SE service delivery.

Most respondents describing the service they received from SE were very happy, and as noted here the biggest problems were associated with access to and time taken to receive services – not the quality of service. However, a small number of educators noted that the service they received was poor quality.

Time taken to access SE services too long
The most common criticism of the service provided by SE was that it took too long to access. In many cases respondents would note that this was the only criticism they could make of an otherwise excellent service. Parents usually noted that the delays were frustrating, while educators often commented that they felt the delays were having a negative impact on some students. 

	“Progress has been great. Just a shame it took so long to be seen in the first place.” (Parent)

“Waiting times are far too long esp if children are only attending ECE service for 1-2 years, with a 6-12 month wait to see anyone.” (Educator)


Educators often associated the delays in accessing services with perceived heavy caseloads and the perception that the SE service was under-resourced. Some educators commented that SE staff appear to have very high workloads – to always be rushing to the next appointment. This is often identified as a problem associated with booking sufficient time with SE staff. Some commented that they have noticed workloads increasing over recent years.

	“I realise you are hugely understaffed but the delay waiting time before children can get assessed is far too long for child, family and teachers.” (Educator) 


It is unclear whether this reflects an actual capacity issue or not – whether it’s based on conversations with SE staff, or related to educators attributing issues with timeliness / access to capacity. What is clear is that many educators believe SE services to be under-resourced.

Variable quality of service
Many educators, and a small number of parents, commented that they had received excellent service, and also very poor service. Educators are more likely to experience this as they are more likely to be working with multiple SE staff.
	“This service was unsatisfactory, however service by a different staff member in the school at same time was completely different. Poor consistency of process.“ (Educator)

“Some of our special education support workers have been wonderful and very helpful, others have been less than helpful or difficult to get to visit school. There is a lot of inconsistency in the services provided by different people which has been frustrating.” (Educator)

“… our first therapist was fantastic but our current one leaves us less than impressed.” (Parent)


Process for accessing SE services difficult
Accessing SE services for their children/students was an issue for many educators and parents, who described it as difficult and frustrating. Both groups commented that the process took too long and involved too much paperwork. Educators noted that the service was inflexible, and that the bar for entry was set ‘too high’.

	“ORS & high health funding very difficult to obtain & then keep even though a disability usually does not ‘go away’!” (Educator)

“… the process to get funding is complicated / humiliating and a deterrent!” (Parent)


Parents and teachers noted that changes in access to SE services at the transition from ECE to primary school, including stopping provision, was frustrating. Both parents and teachers noted that access to services becomes harder after the child is at primary school. One parent commented on the fact that drawing a ‘line in the sand’ at the border between ECE and primary was arbitrary, and access should be based on needs.

Other issues identified as needing attention

Information provided can be difficult to understand
Many parents and educators saw SE staff as important sources of information. While many respondents commented that they were happy with information provided by SE staff, others suggested the following ways to make information more accessible and useful:

· Ensure information is provided in ‘plain English’.

· Don’t use acronyms.

· Tailor information to the audience, eg. teachers don’t have time to read a long article, so make it very short and to the point.
	“Sometimes we feel a bit overwhelmed with all the technical terms and abbreviations.” (Parent)


One parent commented that SE are seen as experts, and that even in cases where they aren’t funded to provide care they could be helpful by providing information about other potential sources of help.

	“As parents it is likely we will only ever have 1 special needs child, we are usually clueless [about what is available] and relying on professionals such as Special Ed who deal with these children every day to discuss our options to get help for our child … It’s OK if you aren’t funded to help us but please at least point us towards other possibilities … The staff are brilliant and when they are allowed / funded to help they are amazing. … Please stop saying “we are not funded” and give parents of special needs children some options.” (Parent)


Staff not following through on commitments
Several parents and educators commented that they had been promised information, appointments, and/or visits, but that SE had never followed through. Some educators noted that this had happened on multiple occasions. 

	“It would have been great if they did what they said they were going to do.” (Parent)

“No resources despite promises. Lack of contact/communication. Not following up on promises made.” (Parent) 


Lack of genuine care for the child
Parents, and some educators, complained about the attitude of SE staff, noting that they lacked compassion and genuine caring for the child. As noted above, genuinely caring for the children was seen as important and highly valued by parents and educators.

	“The staff cared about the child however the manager treats a child like a number. Maybe the manager could do some front line experience so he could learn to care” (Parent)

“I would like to see more genuine concern for the students’ welfare.” (Educator)


Other parents commented that helping their child appeared to be too much effort for the SE workers.

	“We experienced only disinterest from our new SLT to the point where the school and me as a parent did not see this service as something to pursue.” (Parent)


Teachers and parents not involved in decisions
Parents and teachers commented that they felt ignored or ‘out of the loop’ when it came to decisions about their child. Acknowledging the experience of parents and teachers was seen as important by some respondents, and an area that could be improved upon.

Some educators commented that SE staff weren’t ‘hands on’ enough in class, they just sat back and watched.

No response to messages left with SE
Some educators noted that they had left a large number of messages / emails for SE staff and were ignored. Some noted that not responding to these messages was rude and inappropriate.

SE staff not available outside of school hours
In particular, the lack of access to SE outside of school hours was cited by many teachers who find it hard to make time during the day. Others commented that the large number of part-time SE staff made it hard to find free time when they were available.

Others commented that the lack of access to SE outside of the school term was frustrating, noting that they often plan classes during mid-term break but can’t access SE.
	“It would be nice if your staff worked beyond the hours of the school’s instructional day (8.30-3.00) as it is unfair to expect teachers to lose their lunch/break times to be bombarded by GSE.” (Educator)

“Part-time employees with non-flexible hours are very difficult to work with. Sp. Ed staff need to work outside hours of 9 to 3.” (Educator)


A related issue is the high level of staff turnover in SE. This was identified as problematic by a number of teachers and some parents. Having to provide background and rebuild rapport multiple times during a year can be frustrating for teachers, parents and the children.

One educator also commented that the high turnover is resulting in a SE workforce with little practical experience.

Shortage of SE staff fluent in te reo Māori
Respondents from Kura Māori schools noted that provision of culturally sound SE services should remain a priority for SE.

	“The challenge for any school teaching through the medium of Te Reo is finding alongside Special Ed people who are not only bilingual but capable in this field. There is not enough bilingual staff to go around the country & service Kura Māori needs” (Educator)


Appendix C: Survey form and letters
	PARENT SATISFACTION – MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, SPECIAL EDUCATION -  DISTRICT NAME

	SERVICE RECEIVED: Insert here 

	Questions / Statements
	Satisfaction

	Before going to Special Education for this service, what quality of service did you expect?
	Very poor                            Very good service                                     service

	
	 1          2           3           4           5  

	Looking back how did the service you got from Special Education compare to what you expected?
	Much worse than      Much better than  I expected                           I expected

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?
	Very dissatisfied             Very satisfied 

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service?
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Staff were competent.
	Strongly disagree         Strongly agree

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Staff did what they said they would do.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I was treated fairly.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I feel my individual circumstances were taken into account.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I was satisfied with my child’s progress after the service from Special Education.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way Special Education staff worked with our child and family.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I got the information that I needed.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	It’s an example of good value for tax dollars spent.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Special Education made it easy for me to work with them.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	How likely is it that you would recommend this service to a friend of colleague?
	Very unlikely                        Very likely

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Would you like to make any additional comments or suggestions about this service?



	Would you like to discuss any concerns or issues further with a manager? If so please provide your name and contact details here.


	Ethnicity of student/young person. Please tick

	Asian
	Cook Island Māori
	Fijian
	Kiribati
	NZ Māori
	Other ethnic group (please state):

	
	
	
	
	
	

	NZ Pākehā
	Samoan
	Tongan
	Tokelauan
	Tuvaluan
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


	EDUCATOR SATISFACTION – MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, SPECIAL EDUCATION -  DISTRICT NAME

	SERVICE RECEIVED: Insert here 

	Questions / Statements
	Satisfaction

	Before going to Special Education for this service, what quality of service did you expect?
	Very poor                            Very good service                                     service

	
	 1          2           3           4           5  

	Looking back how did the service you got from Special Education compare to what you expected?
	Much worse than      Much better than  I expected                           I expected

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?
	Very dissatisfied             Very satisfied 

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Overall, how satisfied were you with the amount of time it took to get the service?
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Staff were competent.
	Strongly disagree         Strongly agree

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Staff did what they said they would do.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I was treated fairly.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I feel my individual circumstances were taken into account.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I was satisfied with progress of the student after the services from Special Education.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I feel cultural needs were well considered in the way Special Education staff worked with the student.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	I got the information that I needed.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	It’s an example of good value for tax dollars spent.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Special Education made it easy for me to work with them.
	1          2           3           4           5  

	How likely is it that you would recommend this service to a friend or colleague?
	Very unlikely                        Very likely

	
	1          2           3           4           5  

	Would you like to make any additional comments or suggestions about this service?



	Would you like to discuss any concerns or issues further with a manager? If so please provide your name and contact details here.



	Ethnicity of student/young person. Please tick

	Asian
	Cook Island Māori
	Fijian
	Kiribati
	NZ Māori
	Other ethnic group (please state):

	
	
	
	
	
	

	NZ Pākehā
	Samoan
	Tongan
	Tokelauan
	Tuvaluan
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Date 2011


45-47 Pipitea Street

	Thorndon

PO Box 1666

Wellington

New Zealand
	Phone: 0-4-463 8000

Fax: 0-4-463 8001

www.minedu.govt.nz




Kia ora,

We would appreciate feedback about your experience of our service. Feedback is important to help us understand what we are doing well and what we can do to improve our services. 

The survey should take no more than 10 minutes to complete.

Your response will be anonymous. 

Please answer the questions by thinking about how you have experienced the service during the last year (May 2010 – May 2011).  The specific service that we are seeking feedback on is noted on top of the survey.

    

You can respond online using this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/CSSParents or use the form supplied and return it in the Freepost envelope enclosed no later than Friday 27 May.

If you would like discuss your response in more detail with us please fill in your name and contact details on the form. We will be in touch with you.

Thank you for taking the time to complete our survey, we value your feedback.

Yours sincerely

[name removed]
Acting Deputy Secretary

Special Education

Ministry of Education


Date 2011


45-47 Pipitea Street

	Thorndon

PO Box 1666

Wellington

New Zealand
	Phone: 0-4-463 8000

Fax: 0-4-463 8001

www.minedu.govt.nz




Kia ora,

During the past year your school/early childhood centre has worked with the Ministry of Education, Special Education. We would appreciate feedback about your experience of our service. Please ask the teacher who has had most to do with special education services to complete our national Client Satisfaction Survey. The survey should take no more than 10 minutes to complete.

Feedback is important to help us understand what we are doing well and what we can do to improve our services. 

Your response will be anonymous. 

Please answer the questions by thinking about how you have experienced the service during the last year (May 2010 – May 2011).  The specific service that we are seeking feedback on is noted on top of the survey.

    

You can respond online using this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/CSSEducators or use the form supplied and return it in the Freepost envelope enclosed no later than Friday 27 May.

If you would like discuss your response in more detail with us please fill in your name and contact details on the form. We will be in touch with you.

Thank you for taking the time to complete our survey, we value your feedback.

Yours sincerely 

[name removed]
Acting Deputy Secretary

Special Education

Ministry of Education

� For information about the CMT see State Services Commission (2011)


� Schools were asked to “ask the teacher who has had most to do with special education services to complete” the survey. However, principals, teacher aides, and other school-based education professionals also completed the form as ‘educators’.


� Note that as no unique identifier was provided, there is a chance that some respondents may have completed both the postal survey and online forms. While this presents a risk to data quality, it is highly unlikely to have occurred to an extent which would affect results significantly.


� The response rate is calculated by dividing the number of people who correctly completed a survey by the total  of the number of people sent a survey.�


� State Services Commission (2011)


� Note that the following items relate to overall satisfaction rather than an individual driver of satisfaction, and are not included in lists of items parents and educators were most or least satisfied with:


Before going to Special Education for this service, what quality of service did you expect?


Looking back how did the service you got from Special Education compare to what you expected?


How satisfied were you with the overall quality of service delivery?


� The 2010 CSS included options to indicate questions five to 13 were ‘not applicable’, while this option was omitted in the 2011 CSS. This forces respondents to answer questions even when they have no opinion or consider the question irrelevant. As a result, the proportion of respondents indicating a neutral answer (‘3’ on a five point scale) increases considerably, affecting the overall distribution. This issue is particularly pronounced with the CSS as the 2010 CSS indicated that some questions were deemed ‘not applicable’ by more than 25% of respondents.


� Due to inconsistency with the way educators responded to the ethnicity question, analysis of ethnicity data based on educators’ responses is not included in this report.


� Special Education Business Plan 2011-12 (Ministry of Education, 2011, forthcoming)


� Ministry of Education, unpublished b


� Note that not including a ‘not applicable’ option is likely to result in an increase in respondents indicating ‘3’, in proportion to the number of respondents who would have indicated ‘not applicable’. However, this is likely to reduce the relative proportion of positive responses in the CSS compared with the Kiwis Count data, indicating that relative satisfaction with SE services may be slightly higher than indicated above.
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