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- The California Postsec&ndary"Educatwn Commz.ss:.on
 was created by the I.eg:.slat:ure and the Goverrdor

ot

-in, 19;74 as the 'successor to the California Cdordi- '_

nating Council for :Higher Educatlon in order to -

. coordinate . and plan fof educat1on in Cal:,fm;m.a,

beyond high school. As ‘a ' state agency, ' the

Commission is. respons:.ble for “assuring that’ the
Staé”e s’ resources for postsecon;dax;y educat::,on are

utilized effectn.vely and eff:.c::ently, for prbmot-‘ :

ing diversity, ;.nnovat:.on, and respons:.veness to.,

the needs of students and society; and .for advis~

ing the Leg:.slat:ure and the Governor on stathlde
educatlonal pol:.cy and fund:.ng S

The Coum:.ss:.on cons:.sts of 15 members.v ane
represent the general publicy with three each
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, . the
Senate Rules Committee, and. the Governor. The
other six represent the major educatlonal s?stems
‘ of the State. :

"»The Commission holds regular publlc meet:mgs
throughout the year at which it takes ac¢tion om

staff studies and adopts: vpos:.t:.ons on legislative

proposals affecting: postsecondary educat:.on.

"~ Further mformat:.on about the Comm:.ss:.on, its .

meetings, its staff, and, its othexr" publa.catwns‘
may be obtained’ from the Commission offiges at.
1020 Twelfth. -, Street, Sacramento; Cal:,forn:.a
© 95814; telep,hong (916) 445-7933. - b o
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'SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

~ . . ’ - v .
S~ ! : -
" ¢

The 24 recommendatlons in this report concern legislative p011C1es,

v = Community Collegée special classes, and activities of Galifordia's three , oL
o ) ' segment.s of public higher educatlon, as follows: , I _ : N
’ . N . & . . » ~ ) . T - . 4
_ LEGI'SLATIVE POLIQIES REGARDING PROGRAM OPERATION L e
\ ) k. - . . . St » : ; ‘.%1
. The Leg;slature should adopt the f0119W1ng policies regardlng the opera- 'ﬁ,*}
tion of State-funded ‘programs for students with disabilities: . }
Y (
< : . .> . students with d1sab111t1es who sat1sfy the’ d1sab111ty

_ definitions set forth in Appendix C shall be eligible for ‘

y services regard]ess of the duration of their disability, but v . S

such students may be counted for funding purposes only if they  * -+ o

have received services on three or more separate days (Recommen~ . o
dation 1, page 14) ) Y oo

\ . \

State funding for spec1a]1zed tutering and assessment for
students with learning disabjlities should be maintained %t o
" : present levels through June 30, 1984, or until the results of b
Y the current study by the Chance]]or of the Community Colleges.- /- - -
are available-and all three segments, in cooperatien with the- .
~ Commissidn, have agreed on equivalent definitions and *general
| _ principles regarding verification and assessment of learning -
' disabilities. The Community Colleges and State University - -
.should also discuss the training and qualifications.of program )

. staff working with students with learning disabilities, but ithe-
. , availability of funds shall not depend on agreement on th1s
subject (Recommendat1on 2, page 16). . . .

-~

. the purposes of programs for students with dﬂsab111t1es Tt VR
are:. (1) to provide serviges necessary to permit students with
o y: disabilities to participate in the educational programs operated
by the institutions they attend, and (2) to increase,the repre-
\\\V“gentat1on of these students. Pr1or1ty for State funding shall :
e given to the first of these objectives, and funding shall be ~ N
made augjlable for outreach, additional spec1a11zed programs, .
ot . and compensatory services when this initial objective has been
' ' achieved at-all institutions: (Recommendation 3, page 23).

In the event that any segment receives State fund1ng pursuant
to Recommendations 8 and S below to provide outreach, disabil-
‘ ity related counseling, specialized tutoring, Qr\ %f—campus




‘afﬁd ﬂhrough
-but serv1ces

transportat1on, such funding ‘sh
programs serving students with
should be delivered by qualifi
ing similar services to all st
(Recommendation 4 page 24)

Ry

\ )' ) v the Department of Transportat1nn work1 g with a11 three : {" }X{
] ' -segments and the Commissij < [shal1T. deve]o" by January , - -
- 1984, a plan for ensuring that ali public-tfansit agencjes: in L Y

: the atate are capable of rov{dyngioff—camp transportat1on to B

. - students with disabilities hmn heir Jur1sd1ct1on by July 1,

' ‘ 1986.. This plan should ing 'H‘prov1s1on “requ1r1ng local.
transit operators to work with ‘programs’ serv1ng students with*
disabilities to implément the tgansfer of-§ervices at the Tlocal
level, and the Department of: [ ahsportatlo ‘should, by April 1,
1986, report to the Leg1s1athréq0n its readiness to 1mp1ement

- ' S the p]an statewide by July 1;. 6¢ Prog ams serwing students =~ .
“&th~{gsghq11t1es shall not -

eive Stdte fund§ to provide
of f~campus 'transportation a; July 71,1986, except in those
areas where no public trans

ency exjsts or where the pldn
, déveloped pursuant to th1s( omméndatlon has not been adequate]y
. o ‘ implemented (Recommendatior

vatoethe Comm1ss1on for i . -’%Nf

. » ' Each segment, should develo 1biy
rogram evaluation standards -

its review by January -1 ﬁﬁQB
which it will use in condu tﬁn ]*at1ons of its programs for
students with disabilities: ‘Commission with the advice of ,
the Statewide Adv1sory Comm1ttee~descr1bed in Recommendation, =~ = - v
- 13.3 shall review and" comme t on these standards by April 1, : )
" 1984, At a minimum, the:pr OQrgm evaluation process shall
include periodic.-site vist: or-pfogramfaud1ts by each system-
.. . wide administration -and ass ssment of student satisfaction.
C oy -*ResuTts of .program évalua 1on§ should .be included” by each
segment in their b1enn1ahﬂreparb~to the Commission, and the
Commission shall reV]ew aﬁd ‘epmment on, these reports-to the
respective segments. The Commi§s1on shall, by January 1, 1987,
prepare a report which 1nc1udes,a comprehens1ve review of these
° programs based on-the b1enn1asﬁreports called for by the 11979
" Task, Force Report, -information from the “Statewide Advisory.
- Committee, and program eva]uat10n5°conducted by the segments in’
» accord w1th standards, descr1bed in“this recommendat1on and
Recommendat1on 13 (RecomMeQdat1on 14 page 32) .

¥

‘ A : i
\?? The Educat1on Code should be‘: ended to indicate that the BT :
Community Colleges gnd the St University may elect to provide
direct support ‘services- (prInt}pa11y reader and interpreter .
: © services) through aQLJnerendent contractor system (Recommenda-~
, tion 16, page 34).

;
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LEGISLATIVE PRINCIPI—.E_:S REGARDING PROGRAM FUNDING

- ‘Stch a system should permit students to seTect hire, and Tire

“%hose who provide services to them and make the student respons1f»
ble for determining "how, when, -and where to work with the

"~ service.provider. Students would be allotted a fixed number of e
dollars or hours of service which could be exceededﬂon]y with " "
specra1 approval (Recommendat1on 1601,,page 34). e VRS

In the event that a segment chooses not to use the 1ndependent

contractor system, it must provide such services in accord with
the guidelines of the 1979 task Force report and the requ1rements
of SB 1053 (Recommendat1on 16.2, page 34) , . N

4

Programs for students with d1sab111t1es shou]d prov1de the , ST
services Tisted in Appendix A and any other services WQICh may - S Te
be developed in accord with the recommendatjons of this report. = R
The Legislature should direct the Department of Rehabilitation o
to providg all other support services which 'may be necessary to,
assist its clients who may be students in public_postsecondary - . A
-education. The Legislature shHould further direct the Department L
., o work with the three ‘segments and the Commission’to develop a oo
/system for coordinating services and resolving problems which .
may 3drise -so that students receive all:necessary services. .
Such procedures should be in place oy July 1, 1983 (Recommenda-- - - B
‘tion 17, page 35) e o S o
A ’

The Community Colleges should continue to offer special.classes 'ig L
“to students with disabilities, and the excess cost of providing

these classes -should continue to be funded by the State, but

the Board of Governors should review Section 56002 of Title 5 '
of the California Administrative Code and current efforts to

monitor compliance with this section to ensure that special’

classes are offered only in -those s1tuat1ons in Which they

constitute the most 1ntegrated setting possible or the clear
preference of students. That is, the decision about whether a

student takes a regular or special class should be based solely
_on)educat1ona1 need and student cho1ce (Recommendat1on 19, page
4] ' ‘

. ¢
. * 3
N . A . . . » ¥ Ce

. » . .
» . . . ]

. In order to fund programs for students with dlSabllltles approprlately, .

the Legislature should ] "

dfund the actual additional cost of‘prov1d1ng{necessary ‘
support services to students with disabilities 1n public postsec- N
ondary education (Recommendat1on 6, page 27). :

In determ1n1ng the a]]ocat1on of State funds for this purpose,
the process described in Recommendations 7 through 12 be]ow o
should be ut111zed (Recommendat1on 6.1, page 27) e o S

- . R

. o | - ’ ‘ —ix- 10 | P . : -n " . ‘ | ’
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Institutions should continué to utilize all other available P S

* resources to support programs. for ‘students with disabilities ' o
" (Recommendatjon 6.2, page 27). = - oo o

. g T L . -

N . SO
P L e . . ‘ . A S
) . .

... jbage funding of programs for students with disabilities Lo
‘fn public® postsecondary education on projections of costs ’ EEEN
. submitted by each segment during the State budget procgss, o ‘
ekcept that costs. for providing special ‘classes inJCommunity ¢
Colleges. shall be “funded in .accordance with Recommendations —-%
18-22 below.  Initial cost.projections shall be developed in- .-
accordance with Recommendation 12 below. and projections for
subsequent-fears=should actount for anticipated changes due to
inf]atﬂbn, workload, and alterations in the; program structure.
P%bjections of workload intrease should be based on actual
increases experienced by the segment in prior years. Requests . e
for increased support based on these projections: shall be 7/ '
handled through the regu™r State budget proces$. The level: of -
funding may vary between segments Wecause of differences in the -
actual cost of adequately providing the same services in ‘the .-
three segmerits (Recommendatiop 7,.page 27). . R '

£ : .

L

~ ,
. - ~Ta
.- A . - 4 %

v . . . «

.

Each segment shall submit to the’Department of Finance a budget
request indicating State funds required to provide services .to ‘- .
students with disabilities.. Those services listed in Appendix . * -
~ A shall be available at each-college or campus and shall be

funded by the State. -It is expressly recognized that services

in addition- to those,Jisted in Appendix A are nst necessarily

of lesser priority. Once a service has “been approved, for State ,
funding it shall become a permanent part of the range of 'serVices ' :
to be provided by that segment, and the costs of providing such oo
services. shall be projected, reported, and funded as described . ' o
in Recopmendation 11 below (Recommendation 8, page 28). ’

v Y,

~Support services funded by»the State shall be consistent with Co

the fol]jowing: . : ' IR ‘ '

a. The serfice is conséstent'ﬁity the stéted,purpases of o { .
programs for éiudents_witﬁscﬁsabi1ities as set forth in .

\ Recommendation 3. -. -+ - | L , e

1,b; The service does not duplicate serwices which are otherwise -~
' avafjlable to all students. o T R

Y. ¢. The need for the service is directly re1éﬁed to verifiable _ -
y disabilities of, the students to bq;served. s T -

3

d. The need-forcxhg service is directly related to,the‘pgrsonfs S e

participation in the educational process.. .

. . N

~X=
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: e.'.Serv1ces should haye as the1r goals ma1nstream1ng, c[ndepen-'
e ‘dence, and/or max1mum 1ntegrat1en of - students W1th

sabil-
_1t1es , . F

{ c (8

; f."Serv1ces shou1d~be prov1ded in the most Jntegrated settang.

possible consistegt with. State and federal law, ‘State . g -

policy and funding equ1rements and segmentaT m1ss10ns :
policies (Recommendat1on 9 page 28). v e

R give’each segment the d1$cret1onary author1ty o estab11sh
a Special Contingency Fund frgm the funds allocated’ in accord
with Recommendation 11 below. The SRec1a1 Contingency Fund

g, e

shall be used for: (a) providing services, to students who

require. serv1ces which are extraord1nar11y costly, -and, (b)
prov1d1ng inservite -training <to regu]ar campus facuTQy and..
staff to improve their awarengss of the needs of students W1th
d1sab111t1es (Recommendat1qn 10, . pp. 28-29) -

. fud programs based on budget,requests that add together
the total. cost for interpreters, readers, nbtétakers, special

- equipment, mobility assistance, other suppori services, adminis- . -.

tratiom, and -the Spécial Cont1ngency Jund, 1if.any. In each
“category, the total cCost shall be determined by multiplying the
\\ number of students to. be served by the estimated cost per

student of providing the service or services. The est1matedv.e

cost per student may be derived by the use of any formula,
‘method, or process which the segment may. select, so long as the
method accurate]y reflects the true cost of adequate]y prOV1d1ng
these serv1ces (Recommendat1on 11., page 29)..

3

Notw1thstand1ng the above buﬁget prOJect1on sy§tem the alloca-

tion to the segment shall, be considered to be d.lump’'Sum and.
may be allocated to campuses or colleges by any reasonable and

equitable method deve1oped by the segments, provided, however,-
that all services listed in Appendix A must be av§11ab1e on
each campus and the use of these funds is expressly réstricted
to the provision of support services for: students w1th d1sab11-
at1es (Recommendat1on 11.1, page 29) .t

- As’ used above adm1n1strat1on"’means the cost of ensur1ng
comp11ance w1th .these policies and guidelines ‘in programs

- supported by* funds prov1ded under this policy. Costs of admin-
istratton which.are incurred at the " campus or collegé level: and
at the systemwjde level should be combined and reported under
administration. Administration-may include costs for program
'development, accountab1}1ty, and evaluation as. well as the .
costs assoc1ated with the operation of advisory committees
descr1bed in:- Recemmendations 13.1 and 13.2 (Recommendat1on
11 2, page 29). : L

Byvhovember 1 of each. year, each segment w111 veporv to- the :

e v
i

Department of Finance on forms to be developed jointly by the .

Comm1ss1on, the segments, ‘and the Department- regarding tHe™

i . -
~xi- : ' -,

Y e -
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actual cost of program operation during the -previous fiscal

‘year. These reports shall inciude the numbers of students

served and the-costs of serving such students. for each of the
categories listed above. The report shall also. include.ra
breakdown of expé&hditures from the Special Contingency Fund.
The report shall include information on the numbeys of students
served in’eagh of the disability categories specified in Appen-
~ dix €, and for the Community Co]{egés;'the,ﬁeve1ppmenta11y

disabled should be separately reported.(Recommendation 11.3,

page 29). A s o

Except as spétifica]]y superséded hereih;,the guide]ine$‘§et '
forth in the attached 1979 Task Force.Report remain effective
(Recommendation 11.4, page 29). ' e

*

.. .‘require that the initial average cost rates described in
~ Recommendation 7 be established through the following process -
(Recommendation 12, page 29). ' " o '

The Commission, with the advice of the Statewide Advisory -
Committee described in Recommendation 13 below, shall, by
“October 1, 1983, review standards for reasonable levels of
State support .for the provision.of services to students with.
disabilities and the administration of those services as devel-
- oped by the=three segments. Proposed .funding levels shall be
reviewed by the Joint Legislative Budget - Committee ‘and the
Department of Finance through -the” regular State budget process
and shall serve as the basis .of budgeting for, the 1984-85
fiscal year (Recommendation 12.1, pp. 29-30). ‘ B
) —~ . . 4\ ! .
‘Estimates of the ‘average cost for providing a given service or
services shall be based .on the reasonably expected cost of
_ providing a unit of “service to'a particular student and shall

.

take into account the frequency with which students are Tikely
_to use the service (Recommendation 122, page 30). o T e
N . . ¥ )
Average cost rates may take ifto account differences between\
- the .segments and may deviate from historical cost figures.
. However, any deviations from such figures shall be”based on
. gpecifiic justifications. In-no event. may aggregate per capita
cosgsﬁXQQany segment_exXceed ‘those for*the University of ‘Califor-
nia (Respmmendation 12.3, page 30). =~ - = :
Modifications in these initial averdge cost rates shall be .made
in accopd with Recommendation 7 above (Recommendation 12.4, .
page 30). -~ . SN Lo

..transfer to the Department of Develgpmental Services . -
funds  riow -allocated to Community Colleges for programs serving .
adult&\with developmental- disabilities -in the State hospitals .-
and in.adi)t development centers:  The Department of Developmen- -
‘tal Services should use these fundsexclusively to purchase on
.




a fee for service.basis the best available educational services

o . - for adults with developmenta® disabilities in the State hospitals

- ‘ -~ and adult deve]opment centers. Sdch services may be purchased -

1 L . fram Community Colleges, -atult.education programs operated by

L. U the Department * of Education, or cher appropr1ate agenc1es ~ 2
(Recommendation 24, page 46). .

o . 8 _
Y L IEPR . , )
COMMUNITY COLLEGE SPECIAL CLASSES' - ,
-« 4 . . - ' . "5‘

| ) *  The Board of Governors should: - - o f\
k v ﬁ, - . . . review existing regulat1ons related ,to specidl classes . , ;
i | " for students with ‘disabilitiés, consider the. development of - . .
I

guidelines .more c]ear?y ‘defining the purposes for which.a

special class may be offered, and explore, methods of better L
coordinating programs offered by Community Colleges with services ’ S
for persons with disabilities prov1ded by other agencies (Recom- :
mendation 18, page 39). : o

’r‘”ﬁ—) . ‘ . . . . .
| . . . develop procedures specifically designed to ensure cdmp]1-
. ance with the requirements of Section 56004 of Title 5 of the
" California Administrative Code that students make a voluntary
and informed dBcision before enrollipg in a special class.
_ These procedures should include having the student’ sign a form *
Y stating that the alterhatives to a special class placement have '
; .~ been described to them and that they have been offered the
w0l oa : opportunity to” enroll 1in regular classes with appropr1ate
S - support serv1ces (Recommendat1on 20, PP- 41- 42)

. . require that spec1a1 classes that are offered for cred1t .

shall meet the same requirements for grading, course content, .4
and course appreval as do other credit courses. In addition, -
special classes-with curriculum substantially simiTar to that
of an existing regular class shall not be offered ‘for credit
unless the institution can make available appropriate support
services. to allow any student with a d1sab1]1ty to enroll in

- . any regu]ar class offered for credit. Special classes offered /]

) -/ for credit shall be funded using the direct excess cost mechanism
with modificatiens for the control of 1nd1rect rate charges
(Recommendation 21, page 42). . T

o

. require that non-credit special classes be offered subJect
to the 1imitations of Rektommendation 20 above, and that such
courses shall be éligiblie for excess cost funding on]y after
approval by the Chance]]o in accord: w1th the fo]]ow1ng

a. Priority shall be given to thosg courses which promote
1ndependence and/or ma1nstream1ng _ o




-

‘b;f{iFunding shall be made available only in cases whére'provid- o
. » _ ing instruction in a régular class with support services.
© is.not feasib¥e or would not .meet the needs of the students, —

v c. Funding made available shall not, when combined with
revenue from ADA, exceed the true cost of offering the
course (Recommendation 22,/page 42). A ' ¥

-

S : . . . adopt a definition of "developmental disabilities" and =~ .
S - should make modificatiens in Sections 56020, 56022, and 56024, '
“ﬁ T of Title 5 of the California Administrative Code to make the
) . disability definitions in these sections consistent with those
- in Appendix C and the agreements described in Recommendation 2.' -
Programs for s§?dents with disabilities in the Community Colleges
~should- provideNservices: only to those students ‘satisfying these
definitions and who are capable of meeting the requirements of
Section 66201 of the Education Code. Special"cTasses for

) . students with developmgntal disabilities .should be offered in ' | ::
R accord with Recommendgfions 18-22 above except as provided in ' -
‘ ' Recommendaﬁ%%n'24.be10w*FRec9mmendation 23, page 43). '
“ ' ' a,{i,&&»r . g . |
SEGMENTAL AND COMMISSION AGTIVITIES - Ll ,

L - | S
Programs for students with disabilities shall include advispry
committees as follows: - - N

¢ L By “-.b“? iy

The Board of Regents of the University of California, the Board

of Trustees of the California State Unfversity, and the Board

of Governors of the California Community Colleges should require
“that each campus establish an advisory committee on services to
students with disabilities that shall meet regularly to review

the operation of .these programs. This. committee should be

advisory to the chief administrative officer of the campus. Y/
The committee should have substantial representation of students,
faculty, and staff who are representat?ve of as wide 'a variety’

of disabilities as possible and may also include representatives \
| of appropriate gommunity or State.agencies, consumer groups, ,

e

i and any other appropriate organizations or individuals. Func- o
| tions of the committee should include assisting in the evalua-
' .tion of cyrrent. campus policies and procedures relating to

. .students with disabilities; déveloping plans for programs and%\

5 ./ services for thes¢ students; and setting priorities, developing .
/- timelines, and assisting in the estimation of costs associated R
. with support services, ~ S o ‘
1

j The Board of Regents of the [University of,California, the Board

i of Trustees of the California State University, and the Board v
BT / of Governors of .the Califonnia Community Colleges should each .~
- T establish a systemwide advispry committee.on services to students
with disabilities that shgll meet .regularly to review the

«
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operat1on of these programs. These committees should be. adv1Ser
v - to and recognized by the chief adminigtrative officer of each
N segment. These- committees should have substantial represehﬁg-

tion- of students, faculty, am staff* who are representative \of
) ' as wide a- var1ety of - d1sab1]1t1es as possible and may al
include representatives of. appropriate community_ of State
agencies, consumer -groups, and any other appropriate prganiza-
~tions or individuals. Functions of the committees should
include ass1st1ng in the implementation and evaluation of
programs for services to students with:disabilities; developing
) proposals as necessary for the revision of systemw1de po11c1es
. © - for these students; and advising the sys{emwide administration
on their needs and concerns (Recommendation 13 and 13.1-13.2,
page’'31). ) 3

a
-

In deve10p1ng average cost rates pursuant to Recummbndat1on 12,
cost increases whith may be attributable to the' transfer of
serwices from the\Department of Rehab111tat1on shall be 1nc1uded
"(Recommendation 15, page 33).

- F ’
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In respopée, this report is degigned to'pfdvide:

, ' PREFACE
S

PUR@OSE.AND SCOPE

. - ) - )
In Item-6420:00L:001, subitem 2, of Supplemental Language to the 1982-83
‘Budget Act, the Legislature directed:

"

¢ L
* .

The CPEC -shall conduct a study of educational programs and

supportive services offered to students with disabilities in [

the three public segments and to clients in state hospitals.

The commission shall consult with the State Department of -
Edycation, the Chancellor's Office of the California Community

Cblleges, the University of California, the California State
University, the Department of F1nance the Department of Develop-

mental Services, the Legislative Analyst s office and other
affecte® and interested parties. The agencies and parties

specified shall provide whatever information is needed by CPEC .
to satisfy the requirements of this section. Such study shall = T
include special classes offered both on-+and off-campus and the

current methods ,of funding both, services and special classes

for students with disabilities in the three, segments.. Such

study will be based, to the“extent: possible, on-existing ‘data . . " -
on courses, services and funding for- students with disabilities, " '
and shall .make recommendatiohs on programmat1c and funding

changes. The study shall be completed by 2/15/83 ’ :

1. an overview of the development and current status of programs serVLng
students with dlsab111t1es in Ca11fo*n1a public postsecendary eduta-

tion; . : » ‘

2. ~a comprehensive d1scuss1on of major quest1ons of ‘State p011cy related

to these programs; and . . :

3. recommendations for future policy. o . ) ' . e

[

The scope of the report is limited to services to students with disabili-
ties who participate in State-supported educational programs. It deals ‘
with programs at all three public segments, but in Part Three it gives .
special attention to programs at the California Community Colleges because v
of the unique nature of ‘their funding, program des1gn, and varlbty of '
students. - Lo

pN
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~ August 1982. The segmental
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STUDY METHODOLOGY . 'm://

—

‘ ' . : ~ _
Several studies over the past five ygars have collected and analyzed &
great. deal of information about the operation and funding of programs for
*students with disabilities in California public higher education, includ-

ing clients in State hospitals. Thus, this report focuses on a discussion

of the issues‘rather than on' statistical displays, and it relies largely
:on existing data rather than being based on the collection of new data.
The Supplemental Language which requesgzd this report specifically directed
the Commission to use available information wherever possible. Accordingly,
the ‘'staff of the Commission developed an issue-oriented outline and a set
of narrowly focused data-collection requirements for the study. A work
group composed of project staff and representatives from the three segments
discussed the outline and data-collection requirements/ at a meeting in
representatives to this group were: ‘
. Cad : .

-t SR R .
*A. T. Brugger, Special Assistant for Student Affairs Services, ..
' University of California: ) - _ z&

Dénﬁld Duren, Assistant Dean of Student Affairs, The Calif@rnia
State University :

Ronald Dyste, Administrator fdf Specgally Funded Programs,
Califordia Community Colleges . o

Robert F. Howard, Specialist/Specially Funded/Programs, California
Community Colleges : : : :

&

Philip Joﬁnston, Aséociate Dean of Student Affairs, The California

State University .

* o

Rosalie Passovoy, Program Analyst/Student Affairs, Universityhof
California : - ' : : . cLT

" Jesse D. Shaw, Aséociate Difector of Budget Analysis and Planning,
University of California ’ »

Based on the recommendations of this group, Commission staff develaped a,

revised outline and forms. for collecting need d?information. Each'Ségment.
also supplied the staff with narrative evaludtions of their programs, as
called for in the guidelines develgped in' 1979 by the Statewide Task

Force on Services to Students with Disabiliti S. :

0

During September and October; project staff mpt with interested individuals,
consumer’ groups, and agencies to gather information and discuss the
issues to be addressed by the report. In December, a draft of the report
was presented to the project work group and distributed for vwrittén

- comment to other interested parties. Based on their responses, ‘the

report was revised and adopted by the Commission in March 1983. The
study methodology was designed to produce |widespread discussion of all
major issues confronting programs  serving students with disabilitigs

. ' | —xviii-p gl
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in the hope of achieving consensus among all 1nterested part1es on poss1b1e

solutlons. C o . . : L .
e X s S o A BRI . oW
- RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER STUDIES . ' . -

K . . 'v. . [ X .
. . . .
S , . . ® -

Because this report is intended to be a comprehensive rev1ew “of 1ssues
confronting programs for students with di'sabilitiqs, it touches on a
o . number of topics which. are themselves the subject ofymore narrowly focused
studies, including those being conducted by the Departmegit of Finance and’ = .
the Chancellor's Office of the California Community Colleges on programs
. for students with learning d1sab111t1es as well a$ another study by the -
Chancellor's Office on efforts to develop comprehensive -evaluation and
compliance systems that will includé student demographic data, special
‘class attendance data, evaluation of these data, data on services received,
fiscal audits, and comparative analyses of student educational outcomes.
The Commission's own recently ° completed study .of remedial educatlon,
“ Promiges to Keep, also overlaps with this report because of the difficulty
of sd%aratlng remedial programs from those serving students with learning .
disabilities. In these several areas of overlap, this report presents
currept dnformgtion about the other ‘studies that are still underway, but
it does not make definitive recommendations on all topics addressed by

th {
, | em, . ‘

- ';ij“]EIUVIEVV(DF THE REPORT
/- C - ' y - . .
e Part One' displays avajlable 1nfdrmatlon about the growth and current
T }é%atus’of programs for students with d1sab111t1e§ in California public.

'* ' postsecondary’ educatlon, inquding numbers “of students served, services
prov1ded, and ‘the costs .of dlivering those.services. Part Two discusses .
.several issues which relate tgvall three segments and offer 17 recommenda- .
e itions regardlng future State policy affecting all three. . Part Three

: foéuseswnn ‘those issues involving only the Community Colleges and contains

. . seven recommendations that) address these issues. Part Four concludes.
Y .with a brief description of~the expected .impact.of the maJor recommenda‘

tions of the report.

e SR L
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- . GROWTH AND CURRENT STATUS QF PROGRAMS. SERVING S
' : " "STUDENTS WITH DISABHLITIES .

i

/

DEVELOPMENT -OF THE PROGRAMS
‘n

Programs for studen with disabilities in California's pub11c institutions
of higher educatlomﬁdeveloped t different times aud in response to
somewhat different néeds in each of the three segments. An understandlng
of these hlstorlcal*@lfferences is an important- prerequisite to the.
development of recomme?datrous regardlng their fyture operatlon

.In the California Commbnlty Colleges, programs for students with disabili-
ties evolved from speczml education in the public schools. Indeed, until - |
the mid-1970s, school apd Community College programs shared the same -

- authorizimg statutes and) funding systems, although the Community Colleges
also derived some early%fundlng from the Vocatlonal Education Act of
1968. Because of compulsory attendance laws, speC1al education in the .

I public schools has as a pxlmary focus the dellvery of education to even
the most hard-to-serve populatlons Given this origin and the expansive . .
missfon of the Community Colleges, it is not’sutpr1s1ng that their programs -
for $tudents with d1sabllltles provide a broad range of services=to a
' diverse group of students ang stress outreach to persons with: disabilities
- who have traditionally been oﬁtside the realm of postsecondary education |

By contrast, programs .at the ' niversity of Callfornla and The Callfornla
State Un1vers1ty have, been developed largely for and by thase students
e who 'have mandged to é%ter college despite their disabilities and fhe lack
e of any formal accommodations to their needs.  The first program in the
. University began at UCLA in 1944. By the early 3970s, Berkeley, Davis,
and Riverside-had also organized programs as had many of the campuses of
the State Un1vers1ty .These programs were created with existing institu-
tional resources or grant funds at the urging of students and received no
recognition or spec1al funding from the State. They were therefore
small, limited in scope, and des1gned to prov1de support to students L

, enrolled in regular classes . L S RS
- . | N T
Although programs at the Communlty Colleges received funds frem the State % f .-

for special edhcation, much of their early development went unnoticed at ]

the State level until the mid-1970s, when a number of factors combined to
bring the programs for students with: disabilities in all three-segments
to the attention of the Legislature. Fuudlng for the Community Colleges,
which was based on special education: 1n the schools, simultaneously
became inadequate to support -the increasing numbers of students and too
complex and cumbersome to administer. ths led to the passage of AB:77
(c.275 Stats. 1976) which established a: new funding formula for the
Community College programs.’ In l%*&5%$3 nal pressure for program
1 gxpansion led the ‘State University 4 funds for a pllot project.
from the Legislature, and the success of TJEs project resulted in the
_incjusion of approximately $500,000 in the M#/6-77 budget for support of

(N . . -1-
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State University pfograms, Also in 1976, the Legislature passed,A§sembly'
Concurrent Resolution (ACR) 201, calling on all three segments of public

"postsecondary education to develop plans for overcoming the underrepresen- °

tation of students wifh disabilities, and modeling this request after ACR 151
of 1974, which had called on them to develop plaps for overcoming the
underrepresentation of low-income, ethnic minority, and women students.

ACR 201 stated the Legislature's intent to fund programs designed to
overcome underrepresentation. So far, however, the Legislature has not
provided funds specifically designated to implement ACR 201, although AB
77 does funagsimilar services at the Community Colleges. ACR 201 also
asked the Commission to work with the segménts to integrate their planning, ,
and this effort resulted in the development of the State Plaanor Increasing
the Representation of Students with Disabilities Public Postsecondary
Education, which was transmitted to the Legislature in June 1978. One of
the recommendati¥ns of this plan was that programs for students with
disabilities be established gt each college or university campus. ‘

In May 1977, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
issued regulations implementing Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 (29 USC 794) which prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability
by any agency, including educatiopal institutions,® that receives federal
funds. While neither "the State nor the federal government has allocated
funds for compliance with Section 504, these regulations provided additional
impetus for educational ipstitutions and students to seek increased State
support for programs serving students with disabilities. Meanwhile; the

.passage of Proposition -in 1978 drastically changed the system of
financing Community CeTleges. Along with increased numbers of students

with disabilities #nd declining revenue it helped undermine the stability

that AB 77 was' designed to bring to programs for students with disabilities.
In-light of thes¢ circumstances, the Legislature responded to requests
for increased support from the segments and students with disabilities by
including funds fin the 1979f8ﬁ’§§§get Act to support programs for students
with disabilities in all three segments. These funds were not made
available as a/direct response to ACR 201 or Section 504. Rather, they
were made available at the University and State University so that quali-
fied students/with disabilities could attend any institution of their
choice and redeive necessary support services. The Legislature stated in
AB 77 that funding of programs in Community Colleges should not limit the
choice of a7:institution by any student. However, sinpe'State—fuﬁded
programé were only available in the Community Colleges, students with
disabilities were effectively l}imited to those institutions. ~ The 1979-80
Budget Act jalso included Supplemental Language establishing a special
Statewide Task Force on Services to Students with Disabilities, chaired
by the Commission,which was charged with the responsibility for developing
uniform guidelines for the allocation of these funds. This task force
submitted its report to the Legislature in August 1979. It contaided a

list of "core services" which were to be provided with State funding on

each campus (column 1 of Tahle 1) as wekl as general guidelines’ for the
opération, funding, and evaluation of the programs. Column 2 of Table 1
lists those services provided by the Community Colleges pursuant to AB
77. . i ) . . . . - )
77.
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TABLE 1 Comparison of 14
' Services

Core Service v

' w
. Interpreter Services
. ' Reader Services
Notetaker Services

v Mobility Assistance
& . -

Registration Assistance

Priority Enrollment

- Special Parking

acvilitation of Access
"to All Programs

Access to Special Adaptive
Equlpment

-

. ° Referral to Appropriate On-
' or Off-Campus Resources

Arrangements for Specialized
Educational Materia&f

Establishment and Maintenance

of a List of Available

Rgaders, Interpreters, Note-

takers, Mobility Assistants,
X and Attendants

Supplemental Orientation as
Determined by Individua] Needs

3

&

.

Test-Taking Arrangements

- | + .

Chancellor s Offlce, Ca11forn1a Communlty Colleges, 1980, p 50.

29

Source:

Core and Commuhitg College

, Peer Counseling

Y

.Community College Service

~

Interpreters for the Deaf L
Reader Services S o \,
Notetaker Services

Mobility Assistance ‘
Wheelchair Loaners” ‘ .
Wheelchair Repair Services

. ) . . T
Registration Assistance

‘Academic AdV1s1ng i
Registration Ass1st§hce : ’ S

Spec1a1 Parking o "

“Resource Center for Disabled Students

Vocational Counseling

Personal Counseling -

Academic Advising N
Registration Assistance ’

Mobility Assistance

TTY/MCM Devices

Print Enlargers L S
Adaptive Equipment . Lo .
Resource Center for Dlihbled Students

Vocatgpral Counseling
Personal Counseling

- Job PIacement

Recruitmeut/Outreach

Resource Center for Disabled Students
Diagnostic Learning Assessment
Braille Transcription

" Tutorial Assistance

Resource Center for Disabled Stude%;s»au
Personal Counseling
Off-Campus TransportZtion Services

s n . G
- . v

Resource Center for Disabled Students
Vocational Counseling '
Personal Counseling

.Academic Advising
. Peer Counseling

Diagnostic Learning Agsessment
Vocational Capability Assessment
Tutorial’ Assistance ‘ o

Resource Center for Disabled Studénts _
Academic Advising .
Tutorial Assistance ;




These guidelines were 1ntended to define the use of State funds and to - P
.- ensure that students would recelve necessary services regardless of which . ‘
nstitution they chose to enter or what subject' they chose to study. In ‘.
ral the programs' have succeeded in providing vital serviees to an .
1ncreasrn° number of students. with di'sabilities, but ensuring equity .
_ under the constraint of llmrt@d resourges has proven difficult. Moreovej@ L.
o ’ the Task Force report guidelines were writteén at a time when the Universit
' ‘and Siiggzyniverslty had limited, experlence with their programs, and some ..
of the_miore general guidelines: are subJect to conflicting interpretation.
~ Most.: 1mportant the differences in mission, philosophy, historical develop-
ment, and funding among programs in the three .segments have caused prob- _
7 lems. Rz partlcular, subsequent experience has shown that discrepancies l - “
exist between the programmatic and funding guidelines in the 1979 Task
Force report and those contained in the regulations implementing AB 77 in .
the Communlty Colleges. In addition, the propriety of some Community
College programs for students' with disabilities has come under question T
during the reexamination of- ‘the ‘role of the Commﬁnlty Colleges in the
: - light of increased. State funding. To compllcate matters further, in July (
' 198, the DeﬁQri?ent of Rebabilitation discontinuéd the proévision of - °
readers, interpreters, and certaln other auxiliary aid services to its
clients who are students ih publlc postsecondary education, causing the P
_ Legislature to pass SB 1053 in September which required. the educational ;
< . institutibns to provide these services and which reaffirmed “the State's
’ : .commitment to fund programs to prov1de all necessary services to students

./A\\\|%7 with disabilities. _ _ . '

S -t These several problems, combined with the State's fiscal stringencies = ° .
‘since 1979, have limited the resources available to fund fully the commit~- '
_ments of AB 77, ACR 201, SB 1053, and the Statewide Task Force. In

, addition, the Leglslature has asked’for a series of reports on issues .

related to programs for studentg with disabilities. in an attempt to '

resolve these problems. The first was prepared by the Chancellor™of the

Community Colleges in response to Supplemental: Language in the 1980-81

Budget Act and wag transmjtted- ‘to the Legislature in February 1981. Both

that report and the Commission's comments on it contalned recommendatlons

regarding funding and operating,of the programs, “but in the 1981-82

Budget Act the Legislature ‘asked the Department of Finance and the Depart-*

ment of.Developmental Services to study the issues::further. Both depart- .

ments submitted reports. to the Legislature in Spring 1982, but again

consensus was not achieved on the recommendations 'of these reports,-‘nd

fifrther studies were requested. . The Chancellor of the Community Colleges
wds asked to“study a number of specific issues related to programs in the

Communlty Colleges, while the Commission was askeéd t¢ prepare this report °

and make- recommendatlons about operatlon and fundlngfof these programs as-

-

a whole. - : : ‘ e . ‘ .
. S : . “;" o :

. STUDENTS CURRENTLY SERVED . . R . e

-8 .. ’ ’ . . B . A

grams currently serve a w1de varrety of stﬁdents with d1sab;11t1es Lo
9 For funding and reporting purposes, stpdents are classified as those with B
physwﬁ:l communication, and learnlng dlsabllltles. At the University

R
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. and State Un1vers1ty, the vast maJorlty of students with d1sab111t1es are

. physically disabled. By contrast, nearly one-third~of those served by

the Community Colleges have either learning or developmental disabilities.

. Table 2 displays the dist; 1but10n of students by spec1f1c type of disabil-

. .ity within:these thrée tategories’ for all: three segmenﬁs for the 1979~ 80

: ’ acad;hlc year, while Table 3.provides the same 1nformat10n for 1981- 82
N v . » - \ ot
Tables 4, 5, and 6 compare the number of students served in 1979-80 and
1981-82 by the University, State University, and Commnﬁlty Colleges,

S respectively. They demonstrate that overall growth ‘has been most rapid
at the Community 'Colleges, substantial at tie University, and IEastarapld
at the State University. In general, the distribution of students served
by disability type has rémained fairly constant over the two-year period,

»except that the number “of studenfs with developmental disabilities at the
Community °Colleges has detreased by approx1mate1y 11 percent while. the
number with 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es at the State University has increased’
by 152 percent ‘ s ' .
Table 7 shows the numbers of - students with dlsabmlltles'served by these
programs as a percentage of the total student énrollment of each 'segment
for 1979-80 and 1981-82. In 1981-82, 4.06 percent of the students enrolled-
at the Community Colleges were d1sab1ed3 while the figure was 1.33 percent.
and .90 percent for the State University and the Un1vers1ty, respectively.
These percentages had increased somewhat since 1979- -80, but they‘st111
fall far short of the percentage of person§ w1th dlsab111t1es in the-
adult populatlon which has been estimated to be approx1mately 19 perceat
by the Department of Rehabilitation. Of course,- the adult population is, °
not an ent1re1y valid comparison base for the University and State Un1ver-
sity because tfe Master Plan restricts them to more limited ellgiblllty
pools, but no informatjon exists that would permit a completely accurate
estimate of how much further these segments have ‘to go in increasing the
representation of students. with dlsab111t1es :

3

EXPENDITURES AND SERVICES .PROVIDED

-

. In 1979-80, the three s}?tems spent a. combined total of $22,734,728 to

" serve 39,970 students with disabilities, for an,average cost per student..
of $569. However, this total figure masks considerable divergence among
the segments in their costs of serving these students. Table 8 shows
that the University's average cost was $931, while that at the State

- University was $509, and that at the Community Colleges was $565. Taken
together, Tables 3 and 9 show that for 1981-82, the segmental figures
were §1,023, £972,% and §621, respectively. These cost differences are
discussed in detail in Part Two, but in general they result from differ=- -
ences in the types of students served and the services offered.

~\' L N . ’ ! v. : -

*For 1981-82, the Statss Un1vers1ty reported an ad itional $771, 919 in~

. revenue from federal grants and other sources which increased the cost
per student substantially over that for 1979- 80 when expendltures from
these funds were not reported o




ABLE 2 Number of Disabled Students Served by Callfornla | ‘*k
pPublic.Colleges and Unlversztles, bg Dlsablllty
Group, 1979~ 80 :

.

s UnrverSItY_of CalIfo 1a state  ° California - - ‘ VA
. California ni rs*nty Community CoHeges Total | ( e
Numper barcent umoer Percent - Numper.. rercent Numper =~ Peident N

’ . ' C - . "“ﬂﬁa‘ ‘ .

IéAI‘DISAnIIITY

siop Impaired - 104 10.6% 354 .- . 9.6% 2,181 . 5.5% 2,639
bility lmpaired L 564~ 57.4 2,212 , 59.9 -9,616 24.45 12,392
Other Impairments 225 22.9 762 - 20.6 9,611 24.4 . 10,598
sdbnocal v 83 * 50.9 3,328 90.1 21,408 %3 25,629

MMUNICA”ION DJSABILITY : ‘ Lo :
Speech Impaired . 7 0.7 31 6.8 - 1,146 2.9 1,184
earing Impair=d 41 . 4,2 170 4.6 2,538 6.5 2,749,
ther Impairments ) 8 . ,0.8 13 0.6 196 -~ 0.5 ° 215
Subtotal * 56 5 .21 5.8 3,878 g9 LIE
*.,II.ARNIIG nIsABILI*Y T T a3 o 3 £9 2.6 7,271 18.5 7,393
Q§VELuPﬂ£N"AL DISABILITY , 0 .0 . 07 0.0  _6.819 17.3. 6,819
o~ v\ ¢

BE&HER DISABILITIES . 0 0.0 * 62 1.7 . 0 0.0 62

| TOTAL AL GROURS .+ ' 982 1000 3,693 ° 1000 - 39'376 160.0 44,051 ’quub

’ . -., .

‘ ¢

Q_Nohe: umber indicates headcount. Percent indicates pertent of segment's statewx?g total
Systemwide administration of the three segoents. o s ,“

j
&' .+ Bource:
oo o : | | : : . o

’ R S

TABLE 3 Number of Disabled Students Served by Callfornla

. Py . - Public Colleges and Unlversztzes, by Dzsablllty o
: ' Group, 1981~ 62 . D) ’
’ : ! ' University of California State California T
Disapility Group California University * Community Colleges Total )
X e . " Number Percent  Number Percent  Number Percent Number Percent
. PHYSICAL DISABILITY - T ) ' '
DA ° Vision Impaired . 119 9.56% “351 8.25% 2,913 5.71% 3,861 5.97%
-+ % ¥ HMobility Impaired 865 69.48 2577 - s3.50 16,506 , 32.35 19,428 14,52
RN ~ Other Impairments 172 13.82 917 ,21.55 10,124 19.84 11,189 19.88
. Subﬁotal R 1,156 92.82 3,545 "83.80 29,543 57.90. 33,978 . 60.37

{ . '
TCATION DISABILITY -

co .
‘sApeec] lmpaired & « -0.48 881 2.07 1,860 3.64 1,953 3.47
Hearing Iwpairved * 45 3.61 371 8.72 3,595 7.05 3,766 6.69
. Other Impairments -1 0.08 Kot et - ~- 1 .0002
* Syptotal 52 %.17 459 10.79 5,455 1069 5,720 10.1602
Anﬁ'nc DISABILITY ’ 37 2.97 224 5.26 9,942 19.48 10,195 18.12
‘ ornn’ DISABILITIES - -- 28 7 .66 - e 28 05
nzv7 OPMENTAL DISABILITY 0 0.00 - - . 6,086 -11.93 ' 6,086 10.81 B ‘;’
ALL GROUPS 1,245.  100.00 4,256 ,ioo.oo 51,026  '100.00 56,277 *. 100.00\ﬁ b
, ‘ ) R A )
This includes 231 deaf students served by the special fede}ally funded Center on Deafness at No thridge. .

Dashes indicate data are not available.

p o
rce: Systemwide administration of the three segments.

_6_ . '.n G, n

25




O

ERIC

*

"

@
) - ’ - .
. -, B .. .. - 7 5
e TN
TABLE 4 D;sabled Students Sefyed bﬁ ‘the Unl_versz ty of T,
Calzfornza, 1979 80 and 1981 82 .. - . ,' A
' . ) ,,. - ‘~ - . - - ¢ ) ¢ ‘e
- ' - «'1979-80 . "\ 1981282 Percent.of
Disabdlity Group Number Percent | - Number Percent’ " Increase ': . s
. § . m——— . 31——— T—— o m——— ' —— : L
PHYSICAL DISABILITY- , . . T S - o . A
Vision Impaired - T104 4 - 10.6% 119°.+ C9.56% UL LAB2% o W
Mobiliey Impaired 564 57.4 © 865 - o 88.48 53.37 PO
_ Other Impairménts 225 K * 22.9 v, 172 3.82 ° ¢ «23.56
COMMUNICATION DISABILITY @ A L ST T
Speech Impaired 7 : 0.7 Y ) 0.48 \, -14.29%
Hearing Impaired . 41 4.2 45 to3.61 876 '
Other Impairments ‘ 8 ,-0.8¢ ;08 -87.50% :
¥ - . : . e -
LEARNING DISABILITY 33 R 37, & 2,97 w7 12,12 ,
DEVELOPMENTAL: DISABILITY 0 © 0.0 0 0.00 0.0 - ’
TOTAL ALL GROUPS 982 + | 100.0 1,245 100.60, 26.78
x . ¢ 5 ‘ v .
*The populanon in this category is small, s0 percentage changes should be viewed with caution. S i :
Sodrce: Systemwide Adm:.nlst.tat:.on Umversi;y of ;.ahfornn T .- i R 32;} o -e-éf'ff;:
- o 5%,‘;@'&
- . % "'"tvﬁ
¥ ‘ 3 £ P .
. ' 8 .
. o Y
TABLE 5 Dlsabled Students Served by The Calzf@rnla e e
L State University, 1979-80 and 1981-82 T
) . ~ E - [ ‘ -
- , . ) . - ' ’
\ . 1979-80 1981-82 ] Percent of
Disability Group Number Percent “‘Number - Percent. =, _lncrease B
v . . o / . “» ’ ‘ - BN
PHYSICAL DISABILITY ‘ . ' . : ' o oS
Vision Impaired . 354 9.6% 351 - 8.25% - .85% « e
Mobility Impaired ) 2,212 59.9 S 2,277 53.50 2.94 .
Other Impairmeunts 762 20.6 917 21.55 20.34 a
Subtotal 3,328 90.1 3,545 83.30
. -~ ’ . ' b
COMMUNTCATION DISABILITY . ) ) A
Speech Impaired N . 31 0.8 . '88l . 2.07 183.87
Hearing Impaired i 170 ° 4.6 - o 371 ‘o 8.72 118.24 e
Other Impairments 0.4 el ' i &= e
Subtotal. 21 - 5.8, 459 - 10.79 o {; .
LEARNING DISABILITY . 89 2.4 224 5.26 ° 1 151.69 :
OTHER DISABILITIES T 62 1.7 8 .66 - 55.86 .
| DEVELOPHENTAL DISABILITY ° - 0 0.0 - . -t T
TOTAL ALL GROUPS 3,693 100.0 4,256 100.00 7.712 o
1. This includes 231 deaf students “served by the special federally funded Cente2 on/Deéfnes; at Norﬁhtid‘ge,.
Note: Dashes ind:.cate data are not available. ': : o ' A
Source/ Chancellor s Office, The California State University.
(\ - : e —_— r.
sf ’ ‘

v
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B TA%LE 6, Disabled Students Served by the Cald B
' I : Communzty Colleges, 1979-80 and 19-

P . . - .

- i .o ' ' |
: asm’"”“ - 1979-80 “ 1981 82 . percent of .
Disab Grﬁ - Numper o Parcent erc_em: \ Inc"éase )

Agme

. PEYSICAL DISABILITY

“Vision Impaired 2,181 . 5.5% 2,913 5.70% 4933.561';-
" Mobility Impaired 9,616 26,4 16,506 - 32.30 7165
‘Other Igpairments 9,611 . 2# . 10,124 - 19.80 5.34
COMMUNICATION DISABILITY : ) S
> Speech Impaired 1,146 : 2.9 s 1,860 3.60 62.30 -,
Hearing fmpaired’ 2,538 - 6.5 3,:95 7.03 - W5
Other Impairments e e 194 ° % 0S5 - -
* LEARNING DISABILITY 7,210 18:5 9,942 °  14.40 .36.73 .
 DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY 1 6,819 17.3 6,086 11.90 - -10.75
TOT@L.ALi GROUPS < . 39,376 100.0 51,026 100.00 - 29.59
Note: Dashes md:.ca:e data not available. s ~ v
Source: Chancellor' s Offz.ce alifornia Co-umty Colleges "
K TABLE 8 Estimated Number of Students Served, Expendltures, :
o and Average Costs of Supportive Servzces to .
Disabled Students, 1979-80 1 .'
o » ,'.T, . University of Caﬁf%'ﬁa ‘California State University
- o : Number _ Amount  Average umber -~ Amount - Average
o Area’of Service. Served Spent Cobt Served Spent . Cost
’ - - ’ )
- Q) Readers 64§ 14,017 § 233 237§ 3,98 § 232
. Interpreters 16 48,472 3,030 " 59 83,920 - 1,422
. Special Adaptivez I ) . :
- Equipment 428 126 ,._6814 - 296 961 411,661 428
# Transportation 348 - 40,238 145 240 58,687 245
. . Other qezvices .. 982 §y$;354,7ao 361 3,693 608,575 165
. Ty . . .
Serv1ce : -~ ' e
Speci§i¥hlassee 0 0 0 0 0 0
o s Administration .o v’ - - - -
. o ' and Staff 982 329,598 . 335 > 3,693 661,712 179
TOTAL 982  $914,689 § 93 3653 31,879,823 §7509 .
, - h A - _
Note' - See the, Febru-ry 1981. report to the Leg:lslatute by the Chnncellor of the Comunity -
Colleges ‘for ilporl:ant qual:lficnl::lons Data are not strictly comparable.
4 B
‘ ¢ r - Sourcet qyatm&de adm:lnisr.nb:lon of che three segments. N e
\ L . Y .. o . ) B ) . . ) . o
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TABLE 7 Enrollment of Students with Dlsab111t1es
as a Percentage of Total Enrollment,  °
.1979 -80 and 1981~-82 :

. University of  California State " california ,
Year and Pergent Change Catifornia University Community Colleges Total
_ 1979-80 , . o : .

‘ _Total Enrollment . 131,856 306,801 1,100,220 1,538,877
Students with Disabilities 982 © 3,693 39,376 44,051
Percent of Total c ‘ 0.74 1.20 : 3.59 2.86

. 1981-82 . : : o ' T .

# . Total Enrollment 138,726 319,566 © - 1,257,160 1,715,452
Students with Disabxlitiea 1,245 4,256 = 51,026 56,249
Percent of Total : 0.90 1.33 4.06 - : 3.28
PERCENT OF CHANGE : . . . .

, - Total Enrollment : - 5.21 : 4.16 . - 14.26 : 11.47
Students with Disabilitles 26.78 ] 15.25 . 29.59 " 27.69
Loy o o : ty . -
Sourece: Syslte-yi_c‘e administration of the thrﬁe: segments. s
- :
» -
T o California Community Colleges . ' . _Total _ ', :
o Number Fmount Average Nuwber . Amount " Average
Served Spent Cost Served - Spent. Cost
1,687 § 594,227 $352 1,988 § 664,112 $334
¢, ‘ : A
- 1,462 1,272,205 870 1,537 1,404,597 914 - . .
- 12,520 835,508 61 13,909 1,373,853 99 -,
2kt ¢ 540,389 224 3,000 639,314 213 -
20,711 40,843,889 528 25,386 11,807,264 4es s
22,436 .3,561,139 159 22,436 3,561,139 159
39,376 2,293,159 64 - 44,051 3,284,469 75 A ' . %
.4 25,205 §19,960,516  $565 - 39,970  §22,734,728 §569 '
o _, .
\

o




revenue) for specialized nstruction for the disabled during 1981-82,
while State General Funds at the University and State Unlver51ty were
used exclusivély for support servicas.

. REVENUES / SR 1

{

I
_ Table 10 shows that for| 1981-82 all thrée segments derived substantial
- revenue for programs erv;ng students with disabilities from sources
other than State General Funds allocated specifically for these programs.
The University relied on stident registration fees for $144,268, while
the State University and the Community Colleges did not have such funds -
~ available. Additional 'revenue for the State University comes largely
" from fedéral® funds and includes a major grant supporting the National |
Center on Deafness at' the §brthr1dge campus. The Community Colleges
generated $8,368,492" in ADA’ revenue from special closed classes with
modified currlculum for students with disabilities, while the University
and the State University do-not operate such classes and thus derive no
revenue from this source. , : . -

) ]

TABLE 9 Expenditures, 1981-82

University of ‘ 'Caﬁ',fornia State . California .
™~ California - University Community Colleges . Total =
+ Amount TS, Amount - ' Amount - Amount -
Area of Service Spe Percent - Soent - Percent Spent ~ Percent Spant Percent
" Readers $ 75{;’3  5.92% § _676,707 . 18.89% § 3,843,300 12.1% § 4,570,380 _ 12.87%.
’ 7 Idrerpreters . 57,368 451 Y 557,065 .15.55 5,643,380 17.8 b} 5,917,813  16.67,
Special Adaptive . » 12 . ' ’ : 2
Equipment 109,317 8.63 345,111 9.637'“ 1,367,956 4.3 1,552,884 4.37
' .Qn-Campus S ‘ _
Transportation 174,401 13.70 77,817 2.18' 939,393 o 3.0 1,113,794 3.16
N Other Services 457,748  35.95 1,013,877  28.30 4,538,282 . 6.3 .4,996,030  14.07
T " Specialized . ' ~ co T 7 /é” .
“Instrucrion 671 -~ 0.05 ©e= == 13,571,320 42,3 13,572,0007 38.2¢
Administration R X : T
and Staff .ﬁgg 397,769 31.24 91-,595h 25.45 1,820,000 5.7 3,771,239 . 10.62
~ TOTAL $1,273,147 100.00% ° $3, 582 272‘] 100.60% 531,723,640 100.0% 535,49411&0 ) 100.00%"

1. Adaptive™Equipment esxpenditures for the Caliiornia State UniVersit? were limited due to 1981-82 $taté
Budget expenditure restriction between February and June, 1982. .

Zz/afiis includes grants of $270,000 from the Xerox Corﬁoration.‘

Source: Systemwide administration of the three segments.




«1. This uat oi'$720.685 includes $2,400 used Yo meet budgetary sav"gs target. -

) ~ X - . v . Y
TABLE 10 Revenues, 1981-82 A et
University of California State "California
- California University Community Colleges Total
Spurce . __Amount Percent ~~ Amouht ~ Percent - Amount , Percent Amount Perceqt
State Categorical 1 | . . " :
Funds - $ 720,685 56.42%  $3,062,697 746.02% 518,395,692 _ 58.0% $22,179,074 61.5%
Federal Qrants 198,730 15.61 771.,9192 18.66 . 350,000 1,0 < 548,730 1.5
VEA Funding - 0 0.00 - - 2,335,436 7.4 12,335,036 6.5
) . o S i
Apportionment . : ol & )
Revenue . i) 0.00 -- -- 8,368,492 26 8,368,492 23.2

.‘/
/

Stgdegt Fees 144,268 11.33 - == | J{ »:: 144,268 0.4
Institutiopal o S '

Funds _ 211,866  16.64 o= - - 2,274,022 - 2,485,886 - 7.9 N
Other oo 0.00 303,000 - 7.32 I 0 0.0
TOTAL $1,273,147 - 100.00%  $4,137,616 - 100.00%  $3{;723,640 ' 100.0% 536,055;183 100.0%

?

Total does not include this amount.

|
ﬁ

[

This figure represents an estimate by the Chancellor's Office of the amount of federal funds spent
to provide core services and includes programs for the learning disabled, services for the deaf )
at Northridge, trio grant programs at Sacramento and San Diego, and a FIPSE-funded project at Chico.

Source: Syétemwide’adninisttation of the three segments.




The Temporarily Disabled | . | .- : &

| ™o -
ISSUES APFECTING ALL THREE SEGM

*
]

WHO SHOULD BE SERVED?

‘. : P i — '

As noted in Part One, *programs for students with disabilities currently
serve students in three broad categories: those with phys;cal,,communi~
cation, and learning disabilities. (Appendix C defines these categories.) -
Physical disabilities include those resultingfrom viswal, mobility,
orthopedic, and-other functional impairments, hile communication' disa-
bilities include speech, hearing, and other zelated impairments.. - In’
addition to these three categories of studentg, the Community Colleges
also serve persons with developmental disabilities including those with

mental retardation. / .

[ . .

Clearly a fundamental questjon,aé'aqy programs of services for-students
with disabilities is who should be served by the program. AB 77 and the
1979 Statewide Task Force would both restrict eligibility for services to
students with physical, communication, or learning disabilities severe
enough to impede their access to education.: The' Task Force indicated
that the determination of whether a person is'a student and, therefore,
eligible to participate in the program is to bg made according to defini-
tions established by the institution which the person attends. But
despite the apparent soundness of these def'nitfgﬁé, two specific issues -
remain in the area of eligibility for service| ' - / '

-

‘Neither AB 77 nor the Taék Force report ddresses the question-éf h6w ,:

long a person must have a disability injorder to qualify to receive
services. Although the absolute numbers of students involved. is probably
small, the status of the temporarily disabled is important because of the
possiblity that the funding mechanigm could be distorted. If funding is -
based on the average cost per student, each-additional student produces a
fixed increase in the level of funding, ;egardless of the costs involved
in serving that student. A student with/a temporary disability of short
duration is 1likely to require services - for only a limited time and,
therefore, costs relatively little to sérve. A large number of temporar-
ily disabled students could artificiaJly inflate funding levels, and .
verifying a disability after the fact could prove impossible because of
its transitory nature. If the headcgunt “is taken as of a particular’
census date, however, many temporarily disabled students may not be '

counted and funding may be inadequate o meet actual need.

o Ty . L w

Compounding these difficulties is theé fact tﬂﬁt.?his problem has not been
handled uniformly, so it canpot even be assumed that all programs are
affected equally by any inaccuracy in the funding mechanism. Basing
funding on the average cost per jgfudent for a particular service would
3 . . . .




by a student with a temporary d1sab111_y would be affected but neverthe-
less, some inaccuracy would st111 exist.

] . £

.. RECOMMENDATION 1. Thé Legislatiire should clarify State policy
- to indicate that students with disabilities who satisfy the Y
d1sab111ty definitions set forth in Appendix C shall be eligibie
for services regardless of: the duration of their disability,
but such students may: be - counted tor . fund’hg purposes only 1f
. they have received services on three or more separate days

- .

. . This recommendation’ makes clear that students with temporary disabilities

are always entitled to services, but it would restrict their inclusion-in *
the headcount for .funding purposes to situations where’ they have received
services on several occasion$ over a period of time.  This will tend to
reduce distortions of funding which would result from students, making .
minimal use of available services. Moreover, this recommendation would
have -the additional benefit of eliminating from the headcount even these oo
students with a permanent d1sab111ty who receive only very limited ser= Lo

vices. _ o ; ; , s . /.X-

N \

Students with Learning Disabilities :

*, .In recent years, the conviction has. grown among “educators that some o

- "Student$ .who have difficulty learning suffer from some sort of phy51cal_ Yy

or neurological ysfunctlon that impairs their ability to learn: An B
example - would be dyslexic students who have trouble reading because
letters appear to be reversed ‘Presumably, students with a "learning .
disability" cannot be cured or assisted by ord1nary remedial technlques ] ‘
and would, like other students with disabilities, need specialized support
services in order to compensate for their disabilitﬁes, VWhile this
notion may be conceptually sound, its practical application has been
plagued with problems. -

§ The primary problem is that the actual physiological dysfunctlons under~ /.
lying learning d1sab111t1es have;not yet been identified. Thus, defini- [
"tions of "learning dlsabllltY" have tended to be speculative and impre- | -
cise. The most po?ular approach has been tb define learning disability ‘
by saying what it 4s not, so that persons with learning disabilities are-
 those who show marked discrepancies between potential and achievement
which cannot be attributed to some other cause. Indeed, the Statewide
. Task Force defined learning disability as "speC1f1c 1earning disabilities-
- are disorders in which the individual's ability to. process language,
read, spell, and/or calculate is significantly below expectancy as mea-"
sured by an appropriate professional or agency despite. conventlonal
¢ instruction, adequate 1nte111gen¢e, and soc1ocultura1 opportunity, . . . ' o
(1979, p. 4). S s RO

11

"While this type of d f1n1t10n may be conceptually useful, it merely .-

tinguishing persons whHose learning problems are or may be physlologlcally

caused from those whose _problems -stem flom some other unknown cause.

L N EAL A i SRR /et L ot o L

assumes the existence/of phVS1olog1ca1 causes and 1is 1ucapab1e of dis-- - -
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Moreover, there ﬁay well be students &ith:VBry.réal learning disébili;iES'
who have also been affected by educational or environmeptal factors, . and = .
who would be excluded by a strict application of -the definition.

'A secondary problem is the lack of standardized assessment’ methods.
Being unable to identify specific physiological dysfunctions, practi- o~
tioners have resorted.to measuring students' performance on various
psychometric and achievement tests. However,- there is currently no set
battery of tests nor any criteria for what/test results will suffice to
place a given student in the learning disabled category. 3 '

The inadequacy of these definitions has resulted in wide disparities in
the estimates of the learning disabled population. Some argue that
learning disabilities do not exist or are -extremely rare, while others
‘estimate that large numbers’ may be classified as learning disabled (Hobps,
1975, pp~ 79-82). .This would be no more than a mildly interesting academic"
argument except that the availability of specialized assistance and
increased funding may depend’ on the determination of whether or, nmot there
exists a disability underlying a student's learning problem.

+

This definitional confusion also poses several significant problems for
programs designed to serve the learning disabled. First, since medical-
verification is difficult or impossible, these programs, have often been .
forced to develop their own identification and assessment standards and
administer tests to students. Secord, natural pressures exist for faculty °
and students to include students with learning problems in the learning
disability program so- that they can receive the specialized assistance
which may not be available elsewhere on campus. And finally, these a
factors have resulted in rapidly increasing numbers of students and
escalating costs at a time when State funding has been capped.

These problems also raise'a number of significant policy issues. Ideally,

a clear demarcation should exist between programs for the learning disabled 7
‘and remedial programs for other students. However, after studying programs
for students with, learning problems, the Department of Finance concluded
that in some cases students who were considered learning disabled at -one
‘campus would be placed in a regular remedial program at another campus.

The Department's study was informal and does not indicate how prevalent
these problems are, but it does suggest that there may be overlap and

lack of clear delineation between these programs, During the Commission's
study of remedial education in postsecondary education, Commission staff e
found during site visits that at some campuses the learning disability :
program was simply the lowest level of the remedial program- into which
students were placed who did not respond well to ordinary remedial tech-
niques. Again, this is an even greater concern if, as is now the case,

the level of State support is differept for the two types of programs.. .

ment: Problems with medical verification $f learning disability have led

to the development of a new type of dducdtional professional knéwn as a

"learning disability specialist." However, no uniform course of study:. o
and no certification process for such specialists yet exists, although == ..~ *
the State University does offer g master's degree program for training B

Another problem concerns the question ojgzhb should perform the assess- -
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1eérning disabilities specialists. If, as‘an»alternative to requiring
medical verification of a learning disability, the State permits these
specialists to perform the identification and assessment.function, then

ensuring their competency becomes even more vital.

Thus, while there is no question that students with "learning disabilities"
should receive necessary support services, problems do exist about how
such students are to be  identified, who should identify them, and how
programs ‘for these students should be differentiated from those for other
students with learning problems who are not disabled. s

The Chancellox of the Community Colleges is currently conducting a study
vhich is designed to resolve many of these problems. The study is being
conducted in cooperation with the California Association of Postsecondary
Educators of the Disabled and also involves a number of nationally recog-
nized experts on learning disabilities who have been retaimed as consul-
tants. The study team has operationally accepted a functional definition
similar to that in the 1979 Task Force Report and has primarily concentrated
on developing a battery of tests which will consistently distinguish
‘those who meet the definition from those who do not. .  Although this
approach will not address the underlying causation of "Jearning disability,"
it will provide a certain rough uniformity. and delineation of function
between remedial programs and programs for students with disabilities.
By contrast, a group of researchers at CSU, Long Beach are working on

, identifying the physiological disfunctions which result in "learning

" ‘disability" and report that they have isolated and often corrected speci-

fic visual q;gauditory problems in a-large percentage of cases. -

Those who study and work with students with "learning disabilities! may
-eventually reconcile these different techniques and develop a consistent
method of identifying and assisting students with such problems. Meanwhile,
the State should strive to settle on an operational approach which ensures
that necessary services are available through some rational and consistent
delivery system. ‘ S

The 'Chancellor of the Community Colleges hés‘limited.fhrther gréwth.in
learning disability programs until the study is completed, and the recom-
mendation below would continue this policy at the Community Colleges and

' extend it to the University and State University until intersegmental
agreement is reached.on.identification and assessment standards. e

»

RECOMMENDATION 2. State funding for specialized tutoripg and .
assessment for students with learning disabilities should. be
maintained at present levels through June 30, 1984, or until
the results of the curreqt study by the Chancellor of -the
Community Colleges are available and all .t,hr'eer*Segm'entsi in
cooperation with the Commission, have agy d on equivalent
definitions and general principles regard_ﬁg» verification and
assessment of learning disabilities. The Community Colleges
and - State University should also discuss the. training and
qualifications of program statt werking with students with
Jearning disabilities, but the availability of funds shall not
depend on agreement on this subject. -

Eﬁ— ‘34 J




WHAT SERVICES SHOULD BE PROVIDED?
| o 2%
. The AB 77 Model
As d1scussed earlier, Community College programs for students with d1sa-
) bilities were originally funded through statutes designed for spe01a1
' education in the public schools, In general, these statutes prov1ded a

district with a fixed amount per unit'of ADA to provide services to
students with a part1cu1ar type .of d1sab111ty

As time went on, programs were expanded to serve new groups_of students
and amendments were added to the funding statutes which authorized support
* at a specified rate for this new group. Eventually, separate programs
with. separate funding developed for each disability group. Not only was
this system difficult to administer, it was inequitable and .encouraged
program managers to seek out and-serve certain groups and underserve
other groups, depending on the incentives for funding.
AB 77 was desigged to simplify the funding system and eliminate its
inequities. It created a special categorical fund from which Communlty
Colleges may. provide services for students with disabilities. The size
of this fund is determined by multiplying a dollar figure of $12.19 per
un1t of ADA by the total number of units of ADA reported by the Chancel-
lor for the Community Colleges as a whole. The size of the fund bears no
telatlonshlp to the number of students with disabilities served or the

' ) . costs of serving those students, except that it may not exceed $785 for
i each student with a disability and “three t1mes that amount for each
| severely disabled student. o -

) /’ ] i ' V . .
| Except “in’ the most general terms, AB 77 did not define what type of
services may be provided with these fuhds. Its underlying rationale was
R -that Communlty College districts should not bear the burden of providing
sometimes costly accommodations for students with disabilities from their
regular budget. Thus, if districts incur costs for serV1ng these students
which exceed revenue from ADA and income from other sources, then the
State would cover. the difference .from the AB 77 fund. This feature is
? referred to as '"direct excess cost" funding. Using this system, the
- Community Colleges have developed a broad array of services for students
with disabilities. Indeed, during 1980-81, they offered over 30 such
servicés (listed in column 2 of Table 1) according to the Chdncellox's
1981 report to the Legislature discussed in Part One-of this report,

-

AB 77's funding system might be adequate if the amount of money available

undér the statute exceeds .actual need. However, vhen overall ADA growth

is slow or when, as in recent years, the Legislature imposes an arbitraxy -

cap on funding level's, problems develop. Despite the capped allocation,

the number of students served has continued to climb=-from approx1mate1y

o 39,000 in 1979-80 to 51,000 in 1981-82. With no limitation on the types™~

2 , of services to.be prov1ded or the number of students to be served, the
inevitable result is that services must be denied or there will be a
gradual deterloratlon of the quality of services.

+
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Jf)  Since 1979, the Board of Governors has not used’the funding approach
- described in AB 77 to determine the allocation of State funds to the Com-
‘munity Colleges. Instqugygt has developed budget augmentation requests
adjusted for workload changes and inflation. The Legislature has consid-
ered these on a case-by-case basis and made funds available to the Commi-
nity Colleges by budget appropriations in lieu of the amounts which would
have been generated under AB 77. - : ' : -

The 1979 Task Force Model | : ' N |

The 1979-80 Budget Act contained funding for programs_for students with -
disabilities based on a formula providing $465 for each student to be:
served. This amount was a rough estimate of the per capita. Cost of
serving students with disabilities in the Community Collegés in 1978-79.
In hearings before the Subcommittee on Education of . the Assembly Ways and .

'Means Committee, the three segments, the, Commission, and the Department

of Finance agreed to use this per capita formula on a temporary basis,
with the understanding that the State would provide sufficient funds to

: ensure that every student would receive necessary services ‘and that a =~

s permanent mechanism would be developed which more accurately reflected -

' the actual cost of operating the programs. - & : A
Because -of this limited funding, the Statewide Task Force; which was™
established by Supplemental Language in the 1979-80 Budget Act, developed
the list of "core services" reproduced in Table 1 above, recommended that
campuses be allowed to use other resources to supplement these minimal ..
services, and left open the possibility t State funding for additional
services might become available.  In additfion, it réiterated the State's
commitment to cover the actual cost of pyowiding necessary services, and
called for the development of a long-term funding mechanism based on

'%%g experience gained from operation of the programs during 1979-80h '

- |

The basic difference between the Task Force approach and ‘that established
by AB 77 involves the way in which State obligations are defined and
. limited. The Task Force recommended that the State fully fund a defined
«set of services which should be available everywhere, while AB 77 provides
~a fixed amownt of State support to offset the "excess costs™ resulting
., from providing whatever services a particular college or district might
” choose to offer. The Task Force model affirms the value ofMequity in the
provision of essential services to studemys with similar disabilities :
regardless of the institution.they attend, while AB 77 stressed flexibility .
to meet needs that may vary between institutions and disability groups. -
These approaches could be compatible if State funding were available in =
sufficient quantity to support a base level of service as well as the. .
opportunity for local adaptation. Because this has not been the case, "
controversy has arisen over the appropriate use of the limited funds . .
which are available. Some Community. College programs operating undér the

- 4
p -

y

‘ ;»'.' :

"excess cost” model of AB 77 have expanded tp provide 2 broad range of .,

services, while others have had difficulty in ‘providing even the -core.
services described in the Task Force Report. By contrast to the extensive

programs at.some Comminity Colleges, the University's and State University's ffv3

' programs have been restricted to the core services and have been forced. ©
to rely on student fees and other revenues because the State has mnever -
fully funded the prdgrams. L : ' :
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* The Task Force gu1de11nes are based on the phllosophy that whenever

possible, students with dlsab111t1e§?should be served by: programs serving

"all students and that the function of the special prograp for, students

with disabilities should be to coordinate these resources, ensure that

. they are accessible to the disabled, and supplement them with necessary
. services which are not otherwise available. As a result,ofithls phlloso-

phy, a number of services generally available to all students, such as
outreach, transportatlon, counseling, tutoring, and careen’plannlng and,
placement, are not specifically listed as core serV1¢dk’iﬁ ‘the Task Force/
report. However, pract1ca1 problems often arise in mak;ng ‘these generic
services, which serve all students, acceSS1bLeato students with disabili-

" ties, and on many campuses, separate transportation, tutorxng, ‘and outreach

services  have become part ‘of the program for these students. These.
services are funded by AB 77 in the Community Colleges amd’ 1n some instances
by other sources at the University and State Un1vers1ty ~“Fhe Task Force
report contains language . permlttlng the programs to prov1de services
necessary to facilitate access, but it is unclear whether thls justifies
duplicative services 1ﬁ(access cannot eaS11y be ensured @n .any other N
fashion.

. . ~"\.*
» Lot

Another difference  between AB 77 and the model descrlbed ‘in the Task
Force report is that AB 77 funds may be used to offset the excess cost of
specialized 1nstructlon, wvhile the Task Force gu1de11nes,refer only to °
support services. Although the 1978 State Plan_ recognized that some
students may want or need special lasses, the funds made -available in
1979 and the scope of the Task Force Report guidelines were limited to
support -services. This has not proven to be a serious problem for the
University ‘and State University where such classes’ are ‘rare, but 4t has
been a,maJor issue for the Community Colleges, and w1114be explored
further i Part Three. AR it
The 1981 Commission Model R

‘,i"-' -,.‘-";; . .
The Statewide Task Force asked the segments to submit to thé'Department
of Finance by February 1980 information about the number. .of: ‘students with
disabilities served by their programs and the.actual- cost™of serving
these students. These data demonstrated that enrollments’had exceeded -
expectations at’ the State University and the Community Colle es and that
costs had exceeded expectations at the University. Latein t e'year the
budget for the State University was augmented, but those of: the Community
Colleges “and University were not. Moreover, since no long term funding
mechanism for ' programs serving students-with disabilities® had been devel-
oped by Spring 1980, the Legislature did not appropriate; any addltlonal '
funds for them beyond modest cost-of-living . adJustmentsu. Instead '
directed” the Chancellor of the Community Colleges to . study - a number of
issues related to the fUndlng and operation of the programs -including .
those which were discussed in the prev1ous\§;;tlon 1nvolV1ng‘the types of -
services to be provided., The Chancellor's report of February 1981 stopped.

short of making recommendatlons voncerning a long-térm fundlng model but - D

]

it analyzed many significant issues and it provided a bas1s for further
discussion between the segments.and the Commission. In Aprml 1981,

- degmental and’ Commission staffs reached tentative agreement in pr1nc1p1e
- on several of these 1ssues, and the Comm1ss1on staff presented a fundlng

_ . o _;. "
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model based on these discussions to the %i§ca1,committees of the Legisla~

ture in May. . : .

This model was a compromise between the opem-ended AB 77 system and the
more restrictive approach spelled out in the 1979 Task Force report. It
defined more clearly the core services to be provided at each campus and
proposed a procedure by which each segment could develop a list of addi-

tional services. required by its students and seek increased State support
to provide these services. Under this model, funding was based on an
average cost per student for praviding a particular service, multiplied

by the estimated number of students who would use -that service. Certain

expensive services such as readers, ‘interpreters, and provision of adaptive -

equipment were- handled separately, while other less costly services were

grouped togethér. The model also separated funding for'support’servicesf,"

from that for specialized instruction at the Community Colleges but left - -
open the question of how instruction would'actually be funded. . -
Because this model Was.devélopgd-under the pressures 6£ the budget pfoc;
ess, it did not address many details involved in-implementing the new
funding mechanism. At the strong urging of the Department of Finance, 4

the Legislature deferred action on the long-term- funding mechanism and ‘:

asked the Departmenﬁpi?ﬁﬁvelop recommendations on the subject.

T ! : /

The Department of Finance Repoft :

During the summer of 1981, staff of the DepprtmenF,of Finance visited a
number of programs serving students with disabilitjes in all three seg-
ments and asked the segments to provide information on the numbers of
students served and the costs of providing the services. In additiony
after further work ‘with the segments, Commission staff submitted to the
Department a refined versiqn of the funding model (California Postsecondary
Education Commission, 1981) which had been presented to the Legislature
in the spring. - ' o ‘
+ . . ,a .

The resu}tfgg\;EBETE, which the Department submitted to the Legislature
early in 1982, did not propose a long-term funding-mechanism as such, but
it did make several specific recommgndations»whigh would have substantially
affected programs serving students with disabilities. Its recommendations
retained much of the structure of the 1979 Task Force report, but some

_services, such as outreach and transportation, were: expressly excluded,

-

while counseling and tutoring were permitted under limited circumstances.

It recommended continuation of the per-capita funding system but . would

have-established different funding levels at each segment. It argued
that student registration fees should not be used to support programs for
students with disabilities at the University, and_ it recommended an .

o

augmentation of $156,000 in State funds to offset this proﬁpsed'change.i

It also recommended that special classes at Community Colleges not receive’ '

additional funding beyond the regular ADA generated by the class. EL}mif
nating funding for transportation and special classes would have resulted
in a reduction of $6.25 million in.the budget for programs serving students

.. _Yith disabilities in the Community Colleges.

»
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Department of Finance did not complete the report in time for its

recommendations to be reflected in the Governor's 1982-83 Budget, and so

the
tant

should be prov1ded and. how they should be ﬁunded

Program Purpose

Unde

Legislature did not take action'on them. As a result, several impor-
~questions remaln\unresolved regard1ng the type of serV1ces which-

o

’ v 2 . - LI

r1y1ng questions about the type of services to be offered 1s the

issue of the purpose of programs ‘for students with disabilities. In

gene
ob11

may be defined. ' o
1.

ral, there are three successively more expansive ways in which the
gat10ns of the educat10nz§ institution to, persons w1th d1sab111t1es
. - - . K
The 1nst1tut10n must refrain from d1scr1m1nat10n based solely on the
bas1s of d1sab111ty

The imstitution must ensure that programs and act1V1t1es wh1ch are
offered to all students are also accessible to and usable by other-
wise qualified persons with disabilities. This can be accompllshed

by .modifying faeilities, providing auxiliry’ a1ds, or maklng minor ,v

non-substantive mod1f1cat10ns in the programsvthemselves

. 'The 1nst1tut10n must, in addition to 1 and 2 ahove; take steps to

. eliminate. the\underrepresentatlon of students- with ‘disabilities by

Take

tour

conducting special outreach, developing new programs desigﬁgd to meet

the needs and interests of these students, and providing specialized '

agsistance to such students to compensate for emotiomal .or educat10nal
deficits resulting from their d1sabg11ty

R together, the regulatlons adopted by HEW and ‘the U.S. ‘Supheme“
t's decision in Southeastern Community College vs. Davis.have inter-

preted Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 1n‘a_’ann_r equlvalent
to the second of these three levels of obllgathn

However, while the ob11gat10ns of the institution under federal law are’

fair
subj
pare’
ties.
Plan.

ly clear, the State has not been as clear as to its %ollcy on’ this

éct. In ACR 201, the Legisalture asked each of the segments‘to pre-

plans to e11m1nate the’underrepresentatlon of students<w1th disabili~
These plans were developed and'consolldated in the’ 1978 State
Given the authority and funding of AB 77, the Board of Governors

of the - ‘Community .Colleges adopted program regulations which implement

Qsthes
»th1r

But,
allo

stil
base

o
%

e plans and define for Community Colleges goals c0rrespond1ng to-the
d of these three approaches. B
by 1979, the State s fiscal s1tuat10n had- wo;Eened and the fundlng
cated to\the Un1vers1ty and State University' that year was 'subject to

_the Task Force guidelines which more closely resemble the narrower approach
of the second paragraph. The intent of the Leg1s1ature has been further
‘obscurred because, although AB 77 and its associated regulations are

1 technica¥ly in ef ect, budget allocations. since 1979 have been
d on-.budget augment ion requests as described earlier. Thus, all

Athree segments stand r ady to proceed with plans to operate broadly

» .




‘earlier, that the Community Colleges serve a.much larger number of students
with learning disabilities, but serving more of these students merely -

ﬁhrequires'only that an institutiorf
‘changes in its progrghs that would be necessary to accommodate the inherent .
Iimitations imposed by disability.: Such a policy would not require the -, °
institution to offer services or programs designed to compensate for.the . .-

A

& T

. LN
. . . o o ~ .
defined programs, bit-only the Community Colleges have been given authority

to use State funds to implement these plans and even in that.segment .
.funding- practices have not followed the statutory provisions .in recent

‘years. In his February 1981 report to the Legislature, the Chancellor of

the Community Colleges argued that the use of special’ classes -and the
broader range of services offered by the Community-Colleges are justified
because (a) Community College programs serve a wider variety of students;
(b) their students tend to be more severely disabled;” and (c) these

. students often have more serious educational deficits than do those.at .

the University and State University. .= . : —

3 -

N . — : : P
As the first_of ‘these arguments suggests, it is. reasonable to“expeci@

Cad

Community Colleges to offer different types of serfices if they serve .
different types of students. This is most clearly illustrated in the

‘case of ?pecial classes and sérvices provided by CommunityvC611eges to

students with developmental disabilities who are not served by programs
at the Universjty and State University. - It is also true, as mentiomed

The second and “third arguments of the Chancellor explain why Community

Colleges offer special classes and a broader range of services than other
segments to students with physical, communication, or 1earning,di$abilir* -
ties who are served by all three segments. However, neither the severity
of students' disabilitiessor .their educational deficits can-adequately
justify existing Community College programs. Both able-bodied and disabled

justifies dg}iviii??f more services and not necessarily different ones., : -

" students may have educational deficits, so the fact that a student.has

such a deficit does not, by itself, justify specialized services, although _ -
it would justify the’student's inwolvement in the college's regular .
remedial program. Similarly, many students with .disabilities at the
University and State University may be. just as severely disabled as those -’
at the Commupity ‘Colleges, so the severity of disability is not what
results in the need for additional services. ’ E :

~

The real problem faced by the Community Colleges is that without the
natural screening mechanism of academic admission requireménts that exist

at the other two segments, the -Community Colleges find themselves- serving _.-
many students with disabilities who are less independent, Hbve fewer °
coping skills, and because of past discrimination and segregation may” ’

have been poorly educated orf socialized. Alﬁhoughfthese conditions are -

often associated with disability, ,they are not inherent %o being disabled, -

~since many persons with disabilities cdgf and do avoid or overcome them.

policy similar to that described/in the second numbered paragraph above.

fer services &nd maké non-substantive

personal,lSociaﬁ,_or eéducational limitations that are coften,” but’\n®t. .
necessarily, associated with disability. This approach assumes at.
other agencies or the individual student will deal with overcoming“these
secondary effects of disability. By contrast, an institution which
operates under a policy like the third above would take responsibility

A}
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. - for assistlng the student to cope with the full spectrum of functlonala " P

‘ 11m1tati6ns which- are associated with a dlS@bllltY‘."ﬂ ) X : -

ﬁ. 0bv1ous1y, State Pollcy on th1s issue should be equltable and unlform
>before ratlonal dec1s1qns can be made -about what services should be s
gvallable at State. expense to students w1th drﬁabllltles. ‘ : o

<

RECOMMENDATION. 3 The. Legislature 'shou]d"c1ar1'fy State policy
to indicate that ‘the.purposes. of programs for students‘with
: ~ disabilities are: _(_1 to provide services necessary to permit ‘:' A
ot - ‘students with disabilities to participate in the educational :
- .. -programs operated by the- institutions they attend and (2) to.
increase. the representatwn of these students. Prwmty for

o . . . B . . e .
» . . ) o L o

o

e - State funding shall be given to to the first of these objectives, i
. and~funding shall be made available for outreach, additional , . ‘.. .

specialized progvams, and cpmpensatory services when this
1n1t1a1 obJectwe has been ach1eved at all 1nst1tut1ons. ‘

Integratlon of Services S f ST e T
Another policy problem is the 1ntegratlon of serv1ces Both'AB 77 and
the 1979 Task Force report stress the need to integrate servites: for _
students with disabilities to the greatest degree possible. Ideally;~.

each office on campus vhich provides a service to students would be “n

able of making its services accessible to students with- disabilities. .

e primary function of the program for students with disabilitie should

be to coordinate and facilitate such services -and to..provide services’

which are not otherwise available. Thi% would give students with d1sab111-

—~ties the greatest freedom to pursue any educatlonal program, take advan—

tage of all services offered to students, and be treated as: much as

pos51b1e like other students‘_ . . x . T

a

-

In practice, however, this ideal 1eve1 of 1ntegratmon is often d1ff1cu1t
if not impossible to achieve. Sometimes plysical barriers- make it. impos- .
sible for students with d1sab111t1es to be served by the same_ office

- which serves other 'students. In’ other cases, attitudinal or adm1n1stra-
tive barriers remaiti. Finally, when funding is restricted, no program is

- likely to be anxious to take on the responsibility for. serV1ngaadd1tlonala
students, espec1a11y if  serving those students W111 be d1ff1cu1t or
costly

o

Faced W1th these obstacles, programs for students with d1sah111t1es on
some campuses have themselves taken on the responsibility for providing
counseling, tutoring, ardd other services which may be available elsewhere

on campus. This ensures that students with d1sab111t1es receive necessary
services, but as is often the case with mény categorical programs, it may -
reinforce the tendency of_¢ other programs to avoid their responsibility
for prov1d1ng services which are accessible to the disabled. If the
State prov;des funds to serve these students through a separate program .

. fpr students with disabilities, services will naturally be offered through

~ this program rather than depleting the limited resources of other programs.
Thus the short-term solution of separate services is antithetical to
ach1ev1ng the 1ong-term goal of integrated serV1ces. Yet it is surely

o o . o
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inappropriate to ask étudents;witﬁ disabilities to wait to receive néeded
services until some time in the future when the barriers to completely

integrated service delivery can be overcome.

N s . : . ) ) N . ' 4’%
Thére is no easy way out of this dilemma. No simple rule can be dev1éedq

for determining when the obstacles to"integration are so numerous add
formidable that it is necessary to resort to provision of separate ser-
vices. There are also some instances in which students prefer separate

services and find them beneficial. At the best, State policy can attefipt -

to encourage eventual integration while ensuring that necessary services
are available at all times. Recommendation 4 below attempts to furthér

this objective by requiring that if the State funds counseling, tutoriﬁg," R

outreach, or* off-campus transportatior, these ‘services Will be deliveréd

through programs serving all students where such pregrgms exist. It also -
‘requires that such services be coordinated by the program for students-

with disabilities and that services be provided by qualified staff, wit
institutions having the’ option of retraining staff currently wotrking ih
. the regular campus programs, hiring new staff trained to work with students

with disabilities, or moving existing staff from the program for students =

[4

with disabilities. .

- RECOMMENDATION 4, - In the event that any segment receives State -

- funding pursuant to Recommendations 8 and 9 below to provide

\ Gutreach, disability related counseling, specialized tutoring,

‘or off-campus transportation, such funding shall be coordinated
through programs serving students with disabilities, but services
should be delivered by qualified staff through programs providing .
similar services -to all students, where such programs_exist. ”f\&\;:

RECOMMENDATION 5. The Legislature should direéct the Department
of - Transportation, working with ail three segments and the
Commission, to develop, by January 1, 1984,"a plan for ensuring
that a]l public transit agencies in the State are capable of
roviding of f-campus transportation;&@'students'wfth.d?sabi]iETés;.
within their jurisdiction by July I, 1986. .This plan should.
~include provisions requiring Jocal fransit .operators to work
with programs serving students with disabilities to implement
the transfer of services at the local level, angd the Department
of Transportation should, by April 1, 1986, report to the
Legislature on its.readiness to implement the plan statewide by
.July T,-1886. Programs serving students with disabiiities
'shall not receive State funds to provide off-campus transporta-
tion after July 1, 1986, except in those areas where no public-

- transit agency exists or where the plan developed pursuant to

this'recommendation has not been adequate]?‘?mplemented.n

o
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HOW SHOK D THESE SERVI?ES BE FUNDED?

Present Fundihg Mechanisms -

_As discussed parlier, AB 77 provides a funding system for the Community
fgplleges which reimburses districts for the costs of serving students

ith disabilities to the extent that those costs exceed revenue from ADA.
§£e total amount available is determined by a formula based on the aggre-
gate ADA for the Community Colleges as a whole. In recent years, this
entire mechafism has been replaced by a series of annual "1n lieu" appro-~ -
priations.™ /J “

In contrast, the University and State University programs are funded at a
fixed per-caplta rate which is multiplied by the number of students with
disabilities rece1V1ng services. This formula has the virtue of being

somewhat more responsive to increased need,'but the per-capita rate was

developed based on scanty information and bears 11tt1e relatlon to the

true costs of prOV1d1ng the services. -

The model which Commission staff submitted tq the Department ‘of Finarce

in September 1981, which was based on tentative agreement reached with -
representatives of the three segments, provides a sound foundation for a
long-term funding mechanism. Under this model, funding would be based on

an average cost per student for each service, at least for those services*

which are particularly expensive to provide. Certain services listed in

Appendix A would be available at every institution of public postsecondary
.education. Each segment would also have the opportunity to develop a -

list including additional services for which State funding could be

requested. This appréach offers greater flexibility than does the 1979 -
Task Force Report, and it accomplishes the goal of ensuring that basic
services are available throughout the State in a way which AB 77 does

not. This system is also more sensitive to changés in student demand, at

least for the high-cost services where such changes are most 11ke1y to

cause disruption in a flat-rate system.

One problem with this model is that 1t does not adequately address the

issues discussed in the previous section regarding which services should

be provided. The 1981 model does suggest funding certain services and
permitting each segment to request funding for additiomal SerV1ces

While this is necessary to give flexibility, it merely defers decisions = ™
regarding the State's willingness and ability to fund certain services
about. which questlons have already been raised. Those services which are
currently at issue are counseling, tutoring, outreach, and transportation.

_.As indicate ear11er,“whether such services should be provided depends

upon the deffined- ‘purpose of the program and the degree to which integration

of services is desirable and feasihle. Recommendation 3 attempts to =~ - *
define State policy on' these issues, and any funding mechanism must be

designed to support these policies.
' ¢ .

' Future Funding Prin’cipleé

.The other 'issue which the 1981 ' model d1d not address was the proper . .
fundlng level. Since 1979, the SFate has been commltted to fully fundlng _—

B 2 ‘.“_ ) C "25' l_' w
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the provision of necessary services to students with disabilities. The

. a}location for 1979-80 was based on the temporary $465-per-student formu-'

la, with the understanding that a long-term funding mechanism would soon
be developed. All subsequent efforts'to accomplish this have been ham-
pered by the fact that this per-capita formula provided insufficient
funding -and distorted reporting of the true cost of operating these

programs. L ' R

~The 1979 allocations to the segments‘were largely arbitrary and did notdf‘,

bear any real relation to the cost of adequately providing fiecessary
services. Thus when the segments reported the costs for providing services
during 1979-80, the figures.bore no real relationship to need since they

were really only reflections of the amounts received. Since that time, -

budgets have simply been adjusted for cost-of-living increases.; with,the
exception of a small augmentation .for the transfer of services from the
Department of Rehabilitation in 1981. Thus all costs reported since 1979
are affected by the arbitrary nature of the initial allocations.

It is true that each of the segments has supplemented State -funding with
other resources, but the presence of these' additional funds does not
avoid the difficulties in determining accurate costs, except perhaps at
the University. The University supplemented the State funds with federal
grants, Regents' funds, and student registration fee funds. The other
resources available to the State University are not as substantial as
those at the University given the relative size of the program budgets, !
and at the Community Collegest much of the additional funding.comes from
revenue from ADA in special classes and does not apply to the provision
of support services. : . ‘ o

Another problem involved in determining appropriate funding levels is
that the costs of providing support services vary among the segments. for
a number of reasons: : ' e .

e First, salaries and other operating expenses may be different for the
University than for the State University and the Community Colleges.

s Second, costs per student would be expected to.be higher at the Univer-
sity than at the State University and the Community Colleges because .
the University serves a comparatively small number of students with
disabilities, and economies of scale are not as feasible, '

e Third, 'the types of students served and the .services offered are

_considerably different, at least when the University and State Univer-
sity are compared to the Community Colleges. While costs for provid-
ing .the same services to the same student population may be roughly
comparable, present data-collection techniques do not pe it a detailed
breakdown of costs for the Community Colleges. I? ' o

e [Fourth and finaily, the students at the University and the State
University usually attend full time and receive individual services, -
while those at the Community Colleges.average approximately half time -
and may receive services in a group setting, and, therefore, presumably
cost somewhat less to serve per individual. . B

-
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. Despite these dlffefences, the Unlver31ty s cogt per student data probably.

at least provide an upper Alimit on what programs at the State Un1vers1ty _

and Community Colleges mlght reasonably be expected to cost. -

Becauie the long-term fundlng mechanism recommended in 1981 is based on
the concept of an average cost per student for certain types of services,

if this model is adopted, some method must be devised to develop estimates

of the average cost of providing given services that overcomes the inherent
inadequacies ayd/historical inequities of the cost information currently
available. Oge method-might be to fund programs at an art1f1c1ally high-
level and ali&w them to operate for 'a specified period of time in order

to establish/true costs without the constraint of limited funding. Apart .
éal arguments against allocating larger than necessary amounts

from the fis;
to a part;cular program; the. difficulty with this method is that costs
will naturally tend ‘to rise to the level of available funding. A second
approach would be to have a group of knowledgeable practitioners develop
reasonable cost rates based on their experience. Such estimates might be
high, but they could be balanced agalnst h1stor1cal cost flgures to
compensate for ggmgitendency ’ .

the model developed in 1981, are recommended as the basis of a long-term

Acco fhgly, tﬂé;%?lloW1ng principles, which represent a reflnement of
funding mechanism for programs serving students W1th d1sab111t1es

oy

RECOMMENDATION 6. The Legislature shou]d fund’ the actual addl-'
tional cost of prov1d1ng necessary support services Lo students"
with disabilities in pub11c postsecondary educat1on

6.1 In determining the a]]ocatlon of State funds for this.
purpose, the process described in Recommendat1ons 7 through 12
below should be ut111zed '

6.2 Inst1tut1ons should continue to utilize all other ava' :
able resources to support programs for students with disabili-
© ties. .

N

RECOMMENDATION 7. The Leglslature should base fUn¢4ﬁ; of
programs for students with disabilities 1n public postsecondary
education on projections of costs submitted by each segment.
dur1ng the State budget process, except that. costs for prov1d~ ,
1ng special classes in Community Colleges sha]]fbe funded in
accordance Wwith Recommendations I8-22 below. initial cost
projections- shall be deveToped in accordance with Recommenda-'.
tion 12 below and [ prOJect1ons For subseguent years should
account for anticipated changes due to inflation, workioad, and

’ alterat1ons in the program structure. Projections of. work1oad
increase should be based on actual -increasés exper1encéﬂ’§x the
segment in prior years. Requests for -increased support based ,
on these projections shall be handled through the regular State
budget process. The Tevel of funding may vary between segments
because of differences in the actual cost of adeguate]y‘prov1d1ng o
-the same serv1ces in the three segments. -

@
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RECOMMENDATION 8. Each segment submit to the Department of
Finance a budget reguest Indicating otate funds required to -
provide services to students with disabilities. Those services
Tisted in Appendix A shall be available at each college or
campus and shall be funded by the State. It is expressly
vecognized that services in addition to those Tisted 1n Appendix
‘A are not necessarily of lesser priority. Once a service has
been approved for state funding, it shall become a permanent
part of the range of services to be provided b that segment,
and the/costs of providing such services shall ‘be projected, -
Feported, and funded as described 1n Recommendation 11 below.

Loy

RECOMMENDATION 9. Supportlsebvices funded kathé‘State shall ’
be consistent with the following: - e .

a. The service is consistent with the stated purposes. of pro-
~ grams for students with disabilities as set forth-in Recom: .
ﬂmenqation 3. ‘ R

b. The service does not gup1i¢ate serv?ces_whﬁéh.are otherwise
available to all students. : W

- c. The need for the service is directly related to verifiable
., disabilities of the students to be served.

" d. The need for the service ig‘directly related to the person's
participation in the educational process. '

e. Services should have as their goals mainstreaming, inde-
pendence, and/or maximum integration of students with
disabilities. o

f.. Services should be provided in the most intggg%ted setting
~possible consistent with State and federal law, State
policy and funding requirements, and §ggmenta1Jmissions and
policies. . . A

RECOMMENDATION 10. .The Legislature should give each segment
the discretionary authority to establish a Special Contingenc
Fund from the funds allocated in accord with Recommendation 11
below. The’special Contingency Fund shall be used for: (a)
providing services to students who require services which are
extraordinarily costiy; and (b) providing inservice training to.
regular campus faculty and staff to improve their awareness of
the needs of students with disabilities. -

+

RECOMMENDATION 11. The Legislature should fund programs based
on budget reguests that 'add together the total cost for inter-
preters, readers, notetakers, special equipment, mobility
~assistance, other support services, administration, and the
~ Special Contingency Fund, if any. 1ln edch category,: the total

"
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| cost shall be determ1ned EX mu1t1p1y1ng the number of students

to be served | by the est1matq* cost per student of providing the
serV1¢““or services. 1The estimated cost per student may be
-«derived Qx the use of any formula, method,. or process which “the

segment may select, so long as the method accurate]y reflects v

the true cost of adequately prov1d1ng these serv1ces (Append1x

B conta1ns the budget proJect1on format.)

11,1 Notw1thstand1ng the above budget pro;ect]on system, the

allocation to the segment shall be considered to be a Tump sum .
and may be allocated to campuses or colleges by any reasonable

and equitable method deve]oped by .the segments, prov1ded
 however, "that all services listed in Appendix A must be avail- -

able ¢n each campus and the use of these funds is expressly re-

d1sab111t1es
11.2 As used above, "administration" means the cost of en-
suring compliance with these policies’ and guidelines in programs

‘supported by funds provided under this policy. Costs of admin-

-

‘stricted to the prov1s1on of support serv1ces for students with™

istration which are incurred at the campus or college level and

at the systemw1de level- should be combined and reported under
administration. Administration may include costs for -program.
development, accountability, and evaluation as weéll as the

costs associated with the operation of advisory committees

described in Recommendations 13. 1 and 13.2. Nomr .

11.3 By November 1 of each year, each- segment will report to
the Department of Finance on forms to be developed jointly by’

. the Commission, the segments, and the Department regard1ng the

actua] cost of program operatjon during the previous f#scal
year. These reports shall 1nc1ude the numbers of students
served and the costs of serving such students for each of the
categories listed above. The report shall also include a
breakdown of expenditures from the Spec1a1 Contingency Fund.
The report shall include information on the numbers of students
served in each of the disability categories specified in Appendix
C, and for the Community Colleges, the deve]opmenta11y disabled
shou]d be separate]y reported. A :

@

11.4 Except as specifically superseded here1n, the guidelines

- Set forth in the attached 1979 Task Force report rema1n effective.

]

Ed

RECOMMENDATION 12, 1 e Legislature shou]d requ1re that the

initial average co rates described in Recommendat1on 7 be
estab11shed through the fo]1OW1ng process

12.1 The Comm1ss1on w1th the adv1ce of the StateW1de Adv1sory
Committee described 1n Recommendation. 13 below, .shall by October
1, 1983, review standards for reasonable levels of State support
for the provision of services to students with disabilities and
the administration of those services as deva]oped by the three
segments Proposed fund1ng 1evels shall - be rev1ewed by the'
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. Joint Legislative Budget Committee and the Department of Finance
through the regular State budget process and shall serve as the

by b

basis of budgeting for the 1984-85 fiscal year. o - ' >

12.2 Estimates of the average cost for providing a given v
service or services shall be based on the reasonably expected = . . )
cost of providing a unit of service to a particular student and . . =
‘shall take into account the frequency with which students are - '

: €

1ikely to use the service.

12.3 Average cost rates may take into "account differences. L
between the ségments and may deviate from -historical cost:
figures. However, any deviations from such “figures shall be'

based on specific justifications. In no event may aggregate

per capit# costs in any segment: exceed those for the Univepsity =

of California. - S U [fs .
12.4 Modifications in these initial -average cost rates shall
be made in accord with Recommenddtion 7 above. . . ‘ .

HOW SHOULD PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS . . .,, S
‘WITH DISABILITIES BE EVALUATED?_ ST P C T
Although programé-for students with disabilities.havé'been the subjéﬁt of * f1; ‘

numerous studies, little attention has been devoted to their systematic

‘evaluation. This fact is dueolargely to their lack of clarity of purpose.
‘ » S A o

If they are designed to overcome underrspresentation and promote.the. =~ °

recruitment and retention of 'sStudents with disabilities, .then sgheir - T

performance should be measured in terms of their ability to influence '

positively the representation of such students in the student  body and

their impact on the academic performance of these students. However, if

their primary objective is merely to ensure accessibility, criteria for _~ -

appropriate evaluation are less obvious. Student performance informdtion

might be :considered irrelevant because the programs could fulfill their

goal of ensuring accessibility despite students' poéssible failure or =~

withdrawal for unrelated reasons. Likewise, monitoring changes in enroll- .

ment is a’poor basis for evaluation because increases, or lack thereof, -

in the enrollment of students with disabilities is irrelevant if increasing

" enrollments is not a purpose of the program. - . '

. The most obviously appropriate measure would be student satisfaction, and

it was for this reason that the 1979 Statewide Task Force recommended the

establishment of advisory committees including.student répresentatives

who could presumably make known serious inadequacies- in the programs.

But even where such advisory committees do exist, they oftef*do not meet . A

regularly or do not have effective student répresenégtion. Surveys of .

students are helpful, but their results are often imprecise and easily

biased.. . R N

v . . :
- . .
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o : At the request of the Leglslature ‘the Chancellor of the Conununlty Col-
q' foo- leges is currently studying methods of evaluating the programs for: students
- with disabilities. His study is focusing on the evaluation of classes
" - ¢ . providitig specialized instruction for these students in the Community -
' Colleges, but his report may include some recommendat:,ons applidable to
‘evaluating all serv1ces in all three segments. ' ; S

IR '\ Although the results of the Chancellor's study are. st,:ll pendl , it is
- . possible to make the following two recommendations.’ Comm1ss19n staff _
"will also take steps to establish a Statewide Adv:,sory Committee on "~ -
Services to Students with Disabilities to .assist staff in a variety of
. areas 1nc1ud1ng the review of program evaluations conducted by tl;le segments.

(,

RECOMME ATION'iB Programs for students W1th d1sab11ft1es“
shall inklude adv1sofy committees as fo]]ows ‘

13.1 The Board of éegents of ‘the University | of Ca11forn1a the
Board of Trustees of the California State Un1vers1ty, and the
U Board of Governors of the California Communjity Co}leges should
’requ1re that each campus establish. an advisory comm1ttee on
services to students with disabilities thdt shall meet regu-
larly to teview the operationof these programs. This committee
. should be adv1sory to the chief administrative officer of the
- campus. ‘The committee should have substantial representat1on
of students, faculty, and staff who are representat1ve of as
_ , wide a varjety of disabilities as poss1b1e and may also include
‘ ' ’ “representat1ves of appropriate community or State agenC1es,‘
consumer groups, and any. other appropriate organ1zat1ons or
individuals. Functions of the committee should include assisting
in the evaluation of current campus palicies and -procedures S
. relating to students with disabilities; developing plans. for I
programs and services for these students and sett1ng priorities, :

developing timelines, and ass1st1ng in the estimation of costs : .

associated with support services. !
3.2 The Board of Regents of the University of Ca11forn1a, the -
Board of Trustees of the Ca¥1forn1a State University, and the -

.. Board of Governors of the California, Coﬁm:n1ty Co]]eges should
each establish a systemW1deiadv1soryfdb ittee op services to
students with disabilities that shall meet regu]a%]y to review"

. the operation of these programs. These comm1ttees should be
advisory tg and recognized by the chief administrative,officer’
of each segment. These conmmittees should have substant1a1
representation of students, faculty, and staff who are represen~
tative of as wide a var1ety of disabilities as ﬂoss1b1e d may
also include representatiyes of appropriate commun1ty or-State

. agencies, consumer groups, and any other appropr1ate organizations . - - :
or individuals. Functions of the committees ;should includé - . %
assisting in the "implementation and evaluation of programs for

- services to students with disabilities; developing proposals as -~ = <
necessary for-the revision “of systemw1de p011c1es for these ' L

» students; and advising the systemw1de adm1n1strat1on on the1r .
s needs and concerns L / : : .
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RECOMMENDATION 14. Each egment shou]d deve]op and submit to’

the Commission for its review by January 1, 1984, program
&valuation standards which it will use.in c0nduct1ng~eva uations ~ *
of its programs for students with disabilities. 1he Commission '
with .the advice of the Statew1de Advisory Committee described

in Recommendation. 1 13.3 shall review and comment on these stand-

‘ards by April 1, 1984. At a minimum, the program evaluation = A

process shall {nclude periodic sjte visits or program audits by .
each systemwide administration and assessment of student satis- R
faction. Results of program evaluations should be included by
each segment in their biennial report to.the Commission, and
the Commissjon shall review and comment on these reports’ to the

. respective segments.  The Lommission shall, by dJanuary 1, 1987,

" prepare a report which includes a comprehensive review of these =~
programs based on the biennial- ‘réports called for by the 1979 -
‘Task Force report, informatioh Trom the statewide Adv1sony v
Committee, and program evaluations conducted by the.segments in

" accordance with stamdards descr1bed 1n th1s recommendat1on and
‘Recommendation 13..

WHAT HAS BEEN THE EFFECT OF THE TRANSFER OF SERV"ICES '

FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATION?

As mentlgned above, until reig?tly, the Department of Rehabmlltatlon i ; ;

provided several important support servites, including readers, interpre=
ters, and note-takers, to its clients who were students in public post-

secondary education. In_1979, however, based on its interpretation of . “ f.
- Section 504 of the Rehabllltatlon Act of 1973 and other provisions of o

federal and State law, the Department took the position that postsec~
ondary educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns should bear this responsibility.

Since 1976, the Community Colleges have provided these sérvices to thelr ,
students who were not clients of the Department through funding under AB
77. ‘The 1979 . Statewide Task Force recognized that these services should
be available at all institutions, and recommended -"that programs for
students ‘with disabilities' should bg funded to provide such services in
the event that they were discontinued by the Department. In order to
give the educational’ sector time to prepare for the transfer of responsi~
bility for these services, the Department agreed to. continue providing
them for its clients ‘through the academic year 1980-8l. « However, on July
1, 1981, thevDepar;ment teased prov1d1n§/ﬁhese services, and the passage
of SB 1053 two months later formally accompllshed thelr transfer to
postsecondary education. : : :

Many groups, particularly organlzatlons represent:.ng the blmd have

expressed serious reservations about the ability of programs for students ‘ ) .

with disabilities to provide services as effectlvely as did the Department
of Rehabilitation. In response to these concerns) - SB 1053 cortained

language requiring each of the three segments to develop regulatlons by - “

January 1982 to ensure that the quality of their services is equivalent'

to, that previously provided by the Department.’ However, lack of suff1c1ent . R



s funding has made the’ 1nst1tutlons reluctant to adopt rules commlttlng
- themselves to a particular qual1ty or quantity of services, and thus
these regulations have not yet been adopted, though the Un1verSLty main-
tains that its guidelines developed pursuant to the 1979 Task Force
report satisfy the requ1rements of SB 1053. S ‘
: §
. The lack of these regulatlons means th { no speC1£1q standards are avail- .
able to measure performance nor is there®a formal process by which students
can resolve problems except for the regular campus appeals progcess. -Thus
little hard evidence exists on which to judge the effects of the transfer
Nonetheless, it was clear to the ‘Department of Finance durlng its study
that the programs have received inadequate funding from the . State. to
provide for these additjonal services. Many campuses have'found it
necessary to restrict the hours-.that readers -oi 1nterpreters are avallable ,
or to rely heavily on volunteers. This problem rémains most acute at the
Community Colleges, but programs at the Un1ver51ty might well have exper-
ienced similar difficulties if other resources had not been available,

~ and some programs at State University campuses experlenced severe difficul- -
t1es in 1981 until these campuses ga1ned experience in dellverlng these

-~

j
- , Est1mat1ng the amount needed to offer these additional services adequately

is very difficult. One problem is that campuses have tended to sacrifice
the quallty of services in order to stretch limited dollars to: serve all
students.™ Therefore, their costs are art1f1c1ally low - compared to- what
they would be if the services were provided ,in strict accord with SB -
1053. Another problem is that clients of the’Department of Rehabilitation
who were students prior to July 1981 offen received. seyvices from both
the Department and campus programs. Thus, they already appeared in the
segmental headcount, but they now need the additional services. from the
segments that previously were provided by the Department. This makes
segmental costs of serving them even higher, but the present per-caplta
funding mechanism is incapable of accounting for substantial increases in
the costs of serving .existing- students. It is likely that.clients of the -
: ”-,Department will be particularly costly to serve because-they tend to tq& 7

s~ ) more severely disabled, and yet the Department of Rehabilitatien, whi

’ presumably has experience in this area, has been unable to provide accurate

information about the qumbers of 1ts clients in publlc postsecondary
& education or the costs of serving them :

o . . -‘.‘

-RECOMMENDATION 15.  1In deve]opmg averag_ costﬁ‘ates pursua[%_
to Recommendation 12 cost inereases which may be attributab
_ to the transfer of servu‘:es from the Depar‘tment of Rehabﬂ1ta-
tion shall be mc]uded
Y

i
¢ -4

e
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-

Other problems have arisen because some.- campuses are- uncertaln abo t the’

. v - implications of providing-services to students with dlsabllltaes \q the

- same fashion previously used by the Department of Rehabilitation. UnMer

, : the Department, students were given the right to select, hire, add fire .
L . those persons who provided reader, interpreter, :or other services to-

R them. The student and the service (provider determined when, wheré, and
under what condltlons the, proV1der would work and completed a form wh1ch;hgv”

éSé-i o ; RN S , . -
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.they Submitted to the Department to verify the number of ‘hours worked.

~ The Department then paid the service provider as an independent contractor. . °
Most studénts deem this system essential because it gives them the flexi-
bility to study in the most efficient way and to work with providers who.
‘are selected to their specifications. But such a system does nof 'm h
well with traditional personnel practices.of educational- institutfions.
Moreover, many Community College administrators fear liability proRlems
if they permit employees to work off' campus without ‘the supervision™f
district, personnel. Although the University, with more flexible hiring -

"« procedures, has apparently had little difficulty in this regard, problems - -
have occurred in the Community Colleges and the State University. o .

-
"1
-

4

RECOMMENDATION 16.,  The Education Code should be-amended to -
indicate that the Community Colleges and theg State University -
may elect to’ provide direct’ support services (principall

reader and 1nterpreter services) thrOughlgg”Tnde’endent,coqtrac~ A

; tor system. L . L . v yoo
16.1 Such a system should permit étudéhts-to»select;'hffe;’and -~ V:,'»"f 

fire those™who provide services to them and make the student
responsible for determinihg how,.when, and where to work with -
the service provider.. Students would be allotted a fixed . - = .
number of dollars or hours of service which could be exceeded =
only with‘spgciafqapproval. . - - R

. ) , _ - - Q
16.2 In-the event that.a segment chooses not to use the inde-
pendent contractor system, it must’ provide such services in
accord with the guidelines of the 1979 Task Force report and -
the requirements of SB 1053. ‘ —_— R ‘

o

The Commission will work with all three segments to ensure.the greatest
possible degree of uniformity in the delivery of services consistent with
this recommendation and SB 1053. Finally, the lack of any formal process-
for resolving problems with-the delivery of these services has ‘hampered
efforts to improve the quality of the services and to accurately assess
the COStSVinVOIVﬁg!ﬁ An informal process has been devised whereby program
staff and rehabilitation coumselors attempt’ to resolve problems at the -
local level. If they are unsuccessful, then representatives of systemwide
inistration and the Department's central office staff attempt to reach
a¥reement with the assistance of Commission staff if necessary. The
Dgbartment has #lso agreed to provide services in the event that lack of
unds or other insurmountable probleps made it impossible for the educa-

tional institution to assist a particular student. ’

These informal arrangements have not been entirely satisfactory, however.

Y Many students, counselors, and program-level staff have been unaware of *
‘them or have found thed#i confusing and ineffectual. As a result, only a. .
limited number of‘apgizgs have reached the systemwide level, and in only -
one case has Commission staff become involved. Theoretically, these
results might indicate that.the programs are performing satisfactorily,
but feedback from consimer. groups indicates that problems continue to be .
widespread, particularly in the Community Colleges. This suggests that
the monitoring process itself is inadequate. . - e

A ° ’ » o P ' 02 ) : .
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" RECOMMENDATION 17. Programs for students with' disabilities . =~ .
should provide the suppov-t services listed in Appendix A-and " ~ .' -

* any.other services which may be. developed 1n accord with'The - ° .
recommendations of this report.” The _eg1s]ature shbuld direct . '
the Department of Rehabilitation to provide .all other support -~
services which m_ax ‘be fecessary to assist its clients who may

- be students in public {)ostsecondagy education. The _g1s]atur-e

" should further direct the Departmént to work with the three .
segments and the Commission to develop a system for coordinating
services and resolving prob"lems which may arise so that students ¥,
receive all necessary serv1ces‘ Such procedures shou]d be 1n '
p]ace_xJ:ﬂ)H }983. . ; o

-

&
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- with -these broad functions, the@eommunlty Colleges operate ‘on the open L

. - THREE ‘_ R

: . l ) . \ ) AT S . ; |
.. ISSUES 'RELATED TO THE COMMUNITY COLLEGES™ TR
| THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS WITH L e

DISABILITIES IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGES b o o

Almost from the1r :ane’ptlon, e Communlty Colleges assumed the respdnsr,‘, e
“bility for prov1d1,pg vocationpl and technical educatlon, awardn.ng the

associate degree, ‘offerlng the first two years of undergraduate edueatn.on“ L
to students who then ttansfer to gbtain a bachelor § degree at a four-year - - ..
1nst1tut10n, ‘and pr‘ov1d1ng community’ serv1ce activities. Commensurate .‘,‘_'f»f.",‘

admission system under which any “adult who can benefit from instrv ct10n e
is adm1SS1ble W1th0ut regard to prev1ous academ:.c atta1nment. : T
G1ven their efforts to serve the entire communlty, it is mot- surprlsurg i e
that theé Community’ :Colleges have created programs’ which offer a wide " TR
range of services extending to even the most severely , d1sabled coAs
discussed ear11er, a number of .services are proV1ded beyond those avallable_ ’
at the University.or the State University, and, as Table 3. clearly shows;
the students/diz‘.ffer from those served by the other segments. The learn- S
ing disabled comprise approximately 20 percent of the’ students with = .
disabilities servedibi Community - College programs, and these programs -

also serve large numb of studentsz with deve“lop,mental d1sab111t1es. R

In 1981 -82, Jqst over 4 percent of all Communlty College students Were
served by programs for- students with disabilities. While this may not-
- Seem a h1gh percentage, ‘it is.impressive when compared with the’ performance
of many other institutions in ass1m11at1ng persons with- dlsabllltles,
, ”espec!%lly in light of the fact that many of these students are. severely
- .disabled and often have not received appropriate educatlon or tra1n1ng

before entering a Communlty College program _ . : o

. : : : . P

Thus the Communlty Colleges have been 1nstrumental in expandlng educatlonal
opportunities for persons with disabjlitiés in California.  This is an O
accomplishment which the Commission believes must be protected even if -
fiscal conditions worsen. The best ’ way to do so is to improve the-effi~-
ciency, effectiveness, and equlty of these programs and to better ‘coordi-
nate Community College programs with those services provided by other:
- agencies. The remainder: of this report contains elght recommendations
designed to achieve these rmprovements in effectlveness, coordlnatlon,
and equity to ensure that changes'do not result in any dimunition of
services, loss of -opportunities for advancement currently available ‘to
persons with d1sab111t1es, or exclusion of these persons from approprlate-:. ,
programs. There is no question that Community Collegee will continue t9 ;,,
play a_major part in the delivery of serviceés to persons with'disabilities.:  *
The .question is rather how they can be most‘kffectlve 1n,prov1d1ng serv1ces




. 'SP?ZIAL CLASSF-S"FOR.STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

.

The role of the Community Colleges, together with ACR 201+ can be interpreted ~— i
to make these institutions responsible for seeking out and .serving all o
persons with disabilities. Such a charge would require not only more . . -,
extensive support services but also the modification of programs and
_ curricula in order to meet the needs of these stydents. As discussed
.. earlier in the section on program purpose, the Community Colleges have in
“. 7 fact adopted this practice.and offer a wide range of "special classes”
for students with disabilities.

) ° At the extreme of this range Qf special classes some Community Colleges
a _ offer instruction in basic living skills and a few have programs for

“  adults with developmental disabilities in State hospitals. The use of
; these special classes has assisted the Community Colleges-in implementing °
4 ACR 201 and : expanding opportunities for persons with -disabilities. ‘
. : However, in recent years a number of questions have arisen about these
_”*agk“‘ﬁ““*“**c135340fferings~in;SQmeﬁdistric£s+;41hree_of these issues are discussed .

' in the following pages and several general recommendations are offered '

for their resolution. Resolving these issues should 'make programs for
ents with disabilities more effective and ensure that setvices and
nstruction better meet student negds. " .

The first issue is how far the curriculum can bemodified before it
becomes duplicative %f service$ provided by other agencies. There are.no. .
. : restrictions on what may be taught ip a special class, and. these classes '
do not always go throu h the‘regularuauf?iCulum development and approval
) process. Thus, virtudlly 'any activity»whichfcan be conducted in.a group ‘ .
setting can be considered a special class and-is eligible to receiye :
excess cost funding to supplement the revenue from ADA.
The very presence of these classes is an indication that a need exists.
However, presumably the purpose of these programs is to deliver postsec- -
_ondary education to this population, and the special class system accom=
A "plishes this primarily by expanding the definition of postsecondary
education to the point where it can encompass any service anyone needs. )
Postsecondary education is seen as the responsibility of the colleges, R
while other agencies should provide other servicés needed by persons with
disabilities. However, due to the lack of a clear definition of education,
and the pressures from other agencies with more limited resources, some
. colleges have expanded their range of activities to the point that it
e : becomes difficult to distinguish the college from other social ServiCe‘£> _
. agencies. Q§mggurse; postsecondary education as provided by a Community N
College is . a ch brgader concept than traditional collegiate education,: e
but some special classes raise questions as to what "postsecondary educa- ~  *°
tion" does mean. S - - s _—

.

Recommendation 18 below asks the Board of Governdrs to examine this issue
o and develop guidelines related to the purpeses for which special classes’
TR : - ‘can be used. ‘ . ; ' :

Q . ]
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¢
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- ‘RECOMMENDATION 18. The Board of Governors of the Community -
Colleges ,should review existing regulations related to special
Classes for students with dpsabilities, consjder the development. -
of guidelines more clearly defining the purposes for which a
special class may be efiered, and.explore methods of better
coordinating programs offered by Community Colleges with services =

" for persons with disabilities provided by other agencies.

A second related problem ‘involves the statement irf Section 66201 of the
Education Code that students must have "the capacity and motivation to
benetit from higher education." In practice, the requirement that students

be able to benefit from-instruction usually does not operate to exclude

anyone, and the Community Colleges are thus regarded as having an "open
door" admission policy. However, some students with disabilities, partic-
ularly those adults with developmental disabilities, might prove\umable
" to benefit from most regular Community College courses. (For a discus-
sion of the term "developmental disability" see the text beginning on
page “42. By the term "regular," the Commission means “all classes other
- than special classes.) -Although programs have -occasionally been estab- -

-

“"1ished to integrate adults with developmental disabilities into regular—
courses, the more common practice is to place ‘them in special classes
with modified curricula. This approach is thought to provide more appro-
priate instruction to most adults with developmental disabilities and to
allow them to benefit from instruction. o : :

If thus modifying the curriculum enables the developmentally disabled -to
benefit from instruction, then they are admissible to Community Colleges
and are entitled to receive services from programs serving students with
disabilities. But modifying curriculum to meet the particular needs of a
_ group can, as discussed above, result in the institution offering something
which is clearly a social service -rather than education. Moreover, in
,some instances, it.is not entirely clear that students actually progress
or benefit from even this form of instruction, particularly since advo-
cates of these programs argue that preventing a student from regréssing
.as quicﬁTy as would otherwise be the casé‘ci%stitutes progress. ° g

Recommendations 18-22 impose some limitafions on special classes that
will help to ensure that students in such classes have an opportunity to
profit from the instruction they receive. Certainly many students with
developmental disabilities could participate in and benefit froi courses
offered if accordance with the provisions of-Recommendations 18-22, but
others, particularly those in State hospitals and adult development
centers, may not. This problem is addressed by Recommendation 24 below.

Third and finally, while special classes .are successful at involving
students with disabilities in a Community College program, they may not
do much to truly normalize or mainstream these students. Most special
classes are closed to non-disabled students and few of those which are
open would be useful or of interest to the non-disabled. In additionm,
many Community Colleges offer special classes off campus in facilities
which serve or house the disabled, and 4&he disabled student never evVen
meets a non-disabled Community College student. Of course, some of these-"
students would never attend a Community College otherwise, and though the

»
-
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fact that they are placed'ln segregated classes may be philosophically -
troublesomé, but they are still better off than if they had received no
education at all. It is also true that special classes held on campus.
may provide some opportunity .for persons with disabilities to interact
with the nomn-dikabled outside of "the classroom even where the class
itself is segregated. One real danger is that in some. cases students
placed in segregated classes could have succeeded in regular ‘classes with
the appropriate support. ‘This potential for success in regular courses
can be increased by minor modifications in format, such as easing limits
placed on the time required to complete the course or us1ng programmed
learaing modules. , o .

How many students would be willing and able to beneflt from 1mproved
opportunities to part1c1pate in regular classes is unknown, but the
‘current situation. does not appear to promote malnstreamlng " One possible
reason -for this is that financial incentives .exist which induce districts-
to use special classes. In its 1980 request for a study of these programs .
by the Chancellor of the Community Colleges, the Legislature spec1f1cally .
asked whether financial incentives exist which induce districts to offer
classes for the developmentally disabled. In his 1981 report, the Chan-
_‘cellor concluded that. no such incentives existed because only a few
districts had chosen to offer such programs and the student instructor
ratios were comparable to those in all special classes. But th1s analysis,
which compares classes .for students with developmental disabilities to
those for students with other disabilities, does net address the question
of whether more general incentives are at work which encourage the use of
special ‘classes as opposed to placing a student in a-regular class with
- support services. . ‘ : ,
Indeed, it appears that the present fundlng mechanism may do preclsely
this because it offers the possibility of generating revenue from ADA
which can ‘be used to stretch the limited dollars ayallable in the AB 77
excess ‘cost fund. Moreover, until this year, a district was permitted to
charge any amount it W1shed as an indirect rate which was added to the
actual cost of operat1ng the class before calculating the excess cost to
be charged to the State. Since there were no- controls on the indirect -
rate, this mechanism held considerable potential for abuse. ,The Chancel-
lor is currently develop1ng regulatlons to deal with this particular
problem. . : . . -

But other, more basic reasons may account for the frequency: w1th Wthh
special classes are used. Primary among them is the fact that integrating
students with severe disabilities into regular classes is difficult,
expensive, and requires the support’ and cooperation of the regnlar faculty
who may be uncomfortable working with -these students.’ Also,§sl{r;1es for
. faculty are generally hlgher -than those for staff so6"a bullt§

exists for thos€ who deliver the services to structure them as -special
classes for which-they are the instructors. Thus, a number of factors
other than the needs o£MStudents influence ¢olleges to develop speclal
classes rather than worklng to place students in regular claSses.’ '

" Despite these- dmfflcultles, some sp&dlab classes do serVe a useful func-
tion: they provide a limited form of access to postsecond!ry educatloh
for some students with severe d1sab111t1es who would otherw1se be ent1rely :

» . ~ v
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" In addltlon, some students, partlcularly the deaf may prefer separate

L

are discussed in the follow1ng section.

. mation about the quality, scope, and effectiveness of special classes

~

excluded "While substantial modification of programs and curriculum is
not requ1red torprovide program access under federal law [Southeastern
Community College .v. Davis, 442 U.S.” 397 (1979)], the State's commitment
to extending .educational opportunities justifies such efforts. While : S
integration of students with severe disabilities into regular classes may '
be feasible as a long-term objective, it is unlikely to be accomplished -
quickly, and in the interim, special classes do prov1de 3 mechanism for
delivering education to this populataon. : :

classes and would choose them even where regular classes were made acces= ' .
sible. Of course, some subjects not of use or interest to non-disabled:
students may be 1eg1t1mate1y offered in classes for students with d1sab11—
ities, since in these cases & sort of natural separation will occur evem

if the classes are open to all studenns.. :

'RECOMMENDATION 19.- The Commun1ty Colleges shqu]d continue to
- offer special classes to students with disabilities, and the
excess cost of providing these classes should continué to be
Tunded by the State, but the Board of Governors should review
Section 56002 of of Title 5 of the California Administrative Code
and current efforts to monitor compliance with this section o
ensure that special classes are offered only Jh those situations
in which they constitute the most: 1ntegrated sett1ng possible
or the clear preference of students. 1hat is, the decision.
about whether a student takes a regular or special class shou]d
‘be based solely on educational need and student chO]ce..,

The c1rcumstances under which special classes should be offered and the
means by which they 'should be funded in order to achieve this objective

- .

HOW SHOULD SPECIAL CLASSES BE OPERATED AND FUNDED? -

At the direction of the-Legislature, the Chancellor's staff is now prepar-
ing to implement new data collection and program evaluation requirements '
for special classes. This system will provide a great deal of new infor-

which may eventually help fine tune the operation and fundlng of these :
classes. - '

N ’

Although the data from this new reportlng system will not begin to be
. available “until 1984 some general recommendations can be made at this
time: : ' ‘

~

'RECOMMENDATION 20. The ‘Board of Governors of the Community o
~ Cblleges should develop procedures specifically designed to .
ensure compliance with the requirements of Section 56004 of ‘
Title 5 of the Cahforma Adm1n1strat1ve Code that students

N - y hl-
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‘make a voluntary and informed decision before enrolling in a
special” class. lihese procedures should include having the
student sign a form stating that the alternatives to a special
class placement have been described to them and that they have
been offered the opportunity to enroll in regular classes with
appropriate support services. S . o

RECOMMENDATION 21. The Board of Governors of the Community
Colleges should require that special classes-that are offered
For credit shall meet the same requirements for grading, course
content, and course approval as do other credit courses. In

addition, special classes with curriculum substantially similar
to that of an existing—régular class shall not be offered for
credit unless the institution can make available apgrogriate‘
support services to allow any student -with a diSab111t¥ to
enroll in any regular class offered for credit. Special.classes
offered for credit shall be funded using the direct excess cost
- mechanism with modifications for the control of “indirect rate

charges. . -

RECOMMENDATION - 22.- The Board of Governors of the Community -
Colleges should reqiire that non-credit special classes be
offered subject to the limitations of Recommendation 20 above,
and that such courses shall be eligible for excess cost fundin
only giter approval by the Chancellor 1n accord with the following:

a. Priority shall be given to those courses which promote
independence and/or mainstreaming. ' ' 0

b. Funding shall be-made available onlx’ig cases where provid-
ing instruction in a regular class with support services 1S
not feasible or would not meet the needs of the students.

c. Funding made available shall not, when combined with revenue
from ADA, exceed the true cost of offering the course.

HOW SHOULD THE STATE DELIVER EDUCATIONAL SERVICES -

TO ADULTS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES?

In general, the term "developmental disability” refers to mental retarda-
tion or any other disabling condition which results from-a disruption of -
the normal developmental process. Under federal law, a developmental
disability .is a condition arising before the age of 22 which impairs
three. or more major life functions (42 USC Section 6,000, et. seq.). The’
State uses a separate definition which idedtifies persons with developmental
disabilities as those with epilepsy, cerebral palsy, autism, mental

* retardation, or any condition requiring services and treatment similar to
those applied to mental retardation (Cal. Welf. & Imst. Code Section C

4512). - o

-
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Under these deflnltlons{ there are some 230,000 adults with devélopmental
disabilities in Califiornia; many of whom 11ve with their parents, in
community facilities, or in institutional settings. Approximately 40,000

of these individuals are categorized as substantially handicapped and are
registered clients of the Regional Centers operated by the’ Department of
Developmental Services. The experience of those who serve this population
clearly demonstrates that with appropriate training and education these
individuals can often lead richer, more productive, and less dependent
lives, and can sometimes 11ve 1ndependently and secure competltlve employ~
ment.

Both State and federal laws establish the right of children with develop-
mental disabilities to a free and appropriate education. While adults
with developmental disabilities have the right to participate in postsec~-.

,ondary education (as does any adult who can satisfy the requirements of
the 1nst1tut10n), there is no corresponding mandate to provide educational
services to adults, with developmental disabilities equivalent to -those
‘they received as children. Nevertheless, their disability does not
change once they become adults and they often need continued services.

~. The State hospitals and regional centers are generally unable to provide

or purchase these services, and have turned to adult education programs
operated by the Department of. Education and the Communlty Colleges to
prov1de education for these adults.
AB 77 contains mo definition of developmental dlsablllty, but its defini- -
. tion of learning disability would include many of those covered by the
State definition. But including personsAfith developmental disabilities
in the learning disability category has caused considérable confusion,
and the Chancellor of tHe Community Colleges is now considering recommend- -
ing that the Board of Governors adopt new definitions of learning disabled
and "developmentally limited learners." Under this new definitionm,
developmentally limited learmers-would include those with mental retarda-
tion, autism, and other:similar limitations. Thus, this new definition
would clarify existing practice 'in’ the Community Colleges which regards
cerebral palsy and, epilepsy as physical or communication disabilities and
restricts developmental disability to those conditions which involve some -
impairient of intellectual function. - Although this ‘approach does not’
parallel either the State or the federal deflnltlon, it appears to be a
practical necessity for an educational institution where radically differ-
ent services may be required by students in these two populations. '

RECOMMENDATION 23. The Board of Governors of the Commun1ty
Co]]eges should adopt ¢ a definition of Tdevelopmental disabili-
ties” and should make modifications | 1n sections 56020, 56022,
and and 56024, of Title 5 of the California Administrative Code to
make the d1sab1]1ty “definitions in these -sections consistent
with those in Appendix C and the a _greements described 1n Recom-
mendation 2. Programs for students with disabilities in the
Community Co]]eggg should provide services only to those students.
satisfying these definitions and who are capable of meeting the

- requirements of Section 66201 of the Education Cod Special
classes for students with developmental disabilities™hould be
offered in accord with Recommendations 18 through 22 above
except as. prov1ded in Recommendat1on 24 below.
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. ; : Using'ihe‘Community’College.definitioh, persons with developmental dis-
' abilities would not normally be regularly admissible at the University or
State University, and thus do not appear among the types of students

segments. However, the Community Colleges report  serving some 6,000
adults with developmental disabilities during 1981-82, out of a disabled
student popunlation of approximately 51,000, In addition, there are a
large number of persons with developmental disabilities in some State -
hospitals who are served by programs at a few Community Colleges which do
not claim excess cost funding under AB 77 and, therefore, do not report o
their enrollments to the Chancellor's Office as part of the number of
students served by programs for students with disabilities. }

As indicated in Recommendation 23, it is certainly desirable and permis-
sible for Community Colleges to serve adults with developmental disabil-
ities who can benefit from instruction (as required in Section 66201 of
the, Education Code), and in a2 manner consistent with Recommendations
18-22. But, as discussed in the section regarding special classes, some
persons with developmental disabilities, particularly those in adult

reportedly served by'pf@gramé for students with disabilities in these —— — -~

development centers and State hospitals, may not be’ able to benefit from
i postsecondary education ag it is traditionally defined. The functional
levels of adults with devdlopmental disabilities in State hospitals jig
described as follows in the 1981 report to the Legislature by the Depart
* ment of Developmental Services: . ' N

40 percent have difficulty with ambulation (ranging from 16
percent who are totally unable to creep or crawl, to 15 percen
who walk un$teadily when not supported). Only 1l percent can
carry on-simple conversation and over 60 percent canmot say
. simple words. Eighty-four (84) percent require total assistanc
with grooming and 37 percent cannot eat with a utensil (pp.
- 7-8). . ' -

i

.l

Moreover, some students with developmental disabilities have remained in
. special classes at State hospitals for years without making significant
progress and are now beginning to reach the 4,000 hour limit which the
State imposed on students in these programs several years ago. VWhile
this of course is notr true of all participants, it does demonstrate that
these programs differ from most operated by the Community Colleges in
that they involve,long-term support. L s '

Another problem is that the system of providing support to the Community
Colleges on the basis of total revenues per unit of ADA is not appropriate
_ for all areas of instruction. In certain instances, the application of
the total revenues.per ADA method can cause serious distortions of public
policy. Over th#'years, the Legislature has recognized this problem, and
' has provided varying methods of support when the kind of instruction is
quite different from the norm. Some examples are: ,// -

¢ Since apprenticeship training differs from regular classroom instruc-
tion, apprenticeship reimbursements are provided at the rate of $3.25
per clock hour. . E . } T ' I i

“
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.o The Callfornxa Work-Sxte Educatlonal Tra1n1ng Act pro\udes funds to

" the Employment Development Department as block grants which are .then

neg 1ated W1th educatlonal prOV1ders, 1nc1ud1ng the Communlty Colleges. g

L ° Rather than rece1v1ng the d1str1ct s average revenues per ADA (the
statewide average for 1982-83 is sllghtly over 41,900  per ADA), non-

credit ADA is supported by the State at the flat rate of $1 lOO for

g i all districts. , S -

Thus, the State's pOllCY is that when certalnﬁklnds of 1nstruct10n vary
greatly--in terms of clientele or cost--the support method should more’
closely tailor the revenues to the costs than is the case under the .
average revenue per ADA methed. This is done so that educatlonal need, - .
rather than flscal incentives or d1scent1ves, determides de01s1ons about ‘
- programs. C “ :
¢
* The ex1st1ng ADA mechanism and the concept of a class are not well adapted
to providing the sort o ;&f&?é-term support which may'be required for some
adults with developmen abilities. "ADA rates were developed on the
Y - assumption that studen Til ' - x
for a limited number of ‘hours per -week, "would not take the same class S
indefinitely, and would only- remain in the class if they we£e\!3§;;§» o
‘substantial progress. These assumptions do not ,always hold for o
developmentally disabled. In act, it may even be difficult to determine
whether some persons with developmental disabilities are voluntarlly
enrolled in the class if they cannot communicate effectively. These
, problems are most pronounced and widespread in those programs operated in
: - .State hosp1ta1s and adult development centers.

LI

‘ Since adults Jikh developmental dlsab111t1es do require these services,

L the pract1ca1 choice is between transferrlng funding and respomsibility -
for such services to another agency or developing a new system for de-
livering these services through the Community Colleges which overcomes
the many problems, created by the present arrangement. From a policy
standpoint, it may be preferable to have Community Colleges prov1de the
services since this promotes the goals of integrating persons with devel~
opmental disabilities into programs which serve all adults., Recommenda-.
tion 24 below is consistent with this pollcy in that it would permit
Community Colleges to continue serving adults ‘with developmental disabil-
ities in adult development centers and State hospitals, but it avoids
questions about the ability of these students to benefit from instruction
and problems with the ADA fupding mechanism by transferring funding to
the Department of Developmen%il Services and permitting that agency to
purchase educational services for this population from Communlty Colleges ,
or any other appropriate agency. As a practical matter, Recommendation RN
24 does not change the degree of integration of these programs, since the’
individuals in question will continue to receive educational serV1ces,
will continue to reside and be served in the same facilities, and may-in
fact continue to be served by Community Colleges.’ The effect of the

recommendatlon 1s to make dec1s1ons about serv1ces more consumer or1ented
™




‘The ng1s]ature should transfer to the

RECOMMENDATION 24

-Degartment of Deve]opmenta] Services tunds’ now allocated t to

Community Coll eges for programs serving adults with deve]_pmen-‘
tal disabilities in the State hospitals and in adult deveTopment

centers, Ihe Department of- Developmental Services should use :
these funds exclusively to purchase on a fee for service basi1s.

- the best available educational services for adults with devel
‘opmental disabilities.in the State hospitals and adult develop=

ment centers.. SuUch services may bé purchased from Community
Colleges, adult education programs operated gx the Department
of Education, ox.other appropr1ate _genc1es.

vV




e Recommendatlon 2 proposes a proCess for resolv1ng on an 1ntersegmental

FOUR
~ -
CONCLUSION

This report has presented a review of programs for students with disabil~
ities in public postsecondary e&ucation in California, explored a number
of issues related to the funding and operation. of these programs, and
offered recommendations designed to resolve these issues. In general,
these recommendatlons would accomplrsh_several broad ObJECtIVES'

level a variety of problems related to programs for students W1th
1earn1ng disabilities. . ‘
o , s
° Recommendaf“on 3 reaffirms State pOllCY as to the purposes of the
programs and establishes a hierarchy among these purposes for the }
allocation of State funds.

-

e Recommendations 4 and‘S'further the pollcy'of integration of Servicesgf
in ways that take into account some of the practical dlfflcultles in
ach1ev1ng this objective.

® Recommendations 13 and 14 eskablish procedures for the monltorlng and
‘evaluatlon of the programs. 7

e Recommendations 18 through 23 suggest new policies and improved imple~ .b_‘;,
mentation of ex1st1ng policies regarding the fundlng and- operatlon of ’
special classes at Communlty Colleges.

e Recommendations 5, 17, and- Zﬁiprop0se procedures for coordination of °
services with the Departments of Rehabllltatlon, Transportation, and
Development Serv1tes :

° Recommendat'ons 6 through 12 suggest a new long-term fundlng system
for these prggrams that will ensure equity between the segments while -
permitting ea segment to offer additional services specifically
designed to-meet the needs of its—students. This new system will - Ty
replace funding decisions based on rough aggregate per capita formulas
with a budgeting system based on estimates of the reasonable cost of
providing a defined set of services, which is more accurate and sensi-
tive to changes in need. This approach includes an initial process ﬁ"‘
for determining reasonable cost rates and a further process for adjust-
ing them 1n subsequent years

&

The Commission believes that taken ether these recommendations will

1mprove services to’ students with abilities. They will reésult in

better coordlnatlon and fundlng of thei%?%f%érams and ‘¢learer definition .

of their purposes and obligations. In-some cases,-they call for rearrang-

ing responsibility for the delivery of services, but they will ensure

- that all persons with disabilities who are currently-served by these

programs continue to rece1ve necessary services. They include a system

i : *
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for monitoring the operation of the programs to determine the success of

. these proposed changes and the effectiveness of the programs in meeting

o , the needs of students. Finally, they will bring the State considerably
g closer to resolving mapny of ,the issues related to these programs which
have engendered coptroversy for the past few, years and detracted from the

’ yrimary objective of better serving students with disabilities. : _

1)
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APPENDIX A
SUPPORT SERVICES | o

, (1) Interpreter services which are necessary to allow a student Wlth a
disability-to complete the educational program. o
(2) Reader services which are necessary to allow a student w1th a- . R
disability to complete the educational program.: : .
” .
«(3) Notetaker services vhich are necessary to alloy a student with a
' disability to complete the educational -program, This may include
transcription of notes and other related secretarial serVices.

(4) Mobility assistance. This may 1nclude on-campus transportation,
wheelchajir repair and loan, temporary assistance with transferring
from vehicles, or other similar assistance. Mobility assistance . .
does not include permanent-attendant care or ongoing,escort service.7

(5) Registration assistance. = This 1ncludes assisting ‘a student to .5
enroll in a particular class or section which is needed, but doesf
not include giving a student with a disability absolute priority
over any particular nondisabled student.

(6) Special parking. ~ : - v L e
(7) Facilitation of access to all programs. This 1nvolves planning and
. #oordination services to assist the student with a disability in
gaining access to classes and. programs. This may include making
arrangements te move a class to an accessible facility, or consulting
with faculty members to ensure that they understand the needs of
particular students. Facilitation of access to all programs does’
not include academic advising, personal counseling, vocational
counseling, or tutoring. S - B

(8 ‘Access to special adaptive equipment including purchase'thereof.

(9) Referral to appropriate on- or off-campus resources, services, and.
“agencies. i . v . .
(10) Arrangements for spec1a11zed educational materials, including

purchase or preparation of such materials.
.

.(11)' Establishment and maintenance of a list of available readers,

1nterpreters notetakers mobility assistants, and attendants. L .
(12) Supplemental orientation as determined by 1nd1v1dual need This

Jneans orientation to the physical env1ronment of the college which -
"is din addition to that typically offered to all., students upon,k
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(13)

- (14)

’
B

v . “

Test-taking arrangements. This includes working with the faculty
to ensure that tests are given in a fair and appropriate manner,
taping or brailling tests, or arranging for administration of oral-
expminations. Test-taking arrangements do not include special
diagnostic tésting or counséling. . ' ' '

-

3

-

Verification of disabiljfy. A p:ofessionally'vérified phyﬁiCal,‘ Moo
communication, or learfiing disability means a ‘condition certified o
by a licensed physician, psychologist;»audiologist,‘speech patholo~ *
gist, rehabilitation counselor, physical therapist, corrective °:
therapist, or learning disability specialist.- Where the nature and -
extent of the disability is obvious (e.g., amputee, blind, quadri- '
plegic), the coordinator of the disabled student services program
may verify the disability. In those cases where the coordinator is
unable to verify the disability, the studernt shall either provide
the verification documentation to the coordinator,.or sign a release
guaranteeing thif the documentation, statement, or certification
shall be made available jto the college upon request to the appropri-~
ate professional or agency. Verification of a disability may
include assessfient for students with learning disabilities) and -
such assessments may be performed by qualified program staff. >

Specialized tutoring for the learning,disabled,‘includesftutoring
uniquely designed to meet the needs of students with learning

disabilities that is not otherwise.available through regular remedial
programs. - 1 ’

- : . - .

.
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o .~ APPENDIX B
Propbsed Budget Projection Pormgt
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(All Figures 1n ThlS Table are”Eht_itelir Hypotﬂéﬁc&l) e
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I T
Number of Students S
. ‘  Served (Unduplicated =~ - ~ Total Cost Per
Type of Disability o . Headcount) . . . Disability Group
PHYSICAL DISABILITY L
ce Vision Impaired L 350 "% 500,000
~ Mobility Impaired ,L“,(/A,QOO : . " 1,000,000

Other Impairments ‘ 1,000 ' 450,000

: . )
. .COMMUNICATION DféABILITY

v Speech Impaired | se0 . 500,000
Hearing Impaired + 120 . 500,000
Other Impairments . 530 - . 200,000 "
" LEARNING DISABILITY | 2,500 | . 750,000
DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY | 1,000 L 800,000
4 : ’ 1 ' .“ © . ' Q - ’ 2 .
& TOTAL 10,000 , - $4,700,000
, 1
* . 1. The term "other common services' means the services listed in Appendix A
that are common to all three segments, except}those listed separately on
this form. - ' S '

2. The totals in columns 3 and 7 must be identical since they both reflect
. the total cost of operating programs for students with disabilities,
even though they are derived in different ways. In column 3, costs for
administration and expenditures from the contingency fund must be distrib-
uted acrdss disability.categogies. The total in columns 3 and 7. repre-
il sents the total cost of operating the program, and revenue from other
_—_ sources must be subtracted to determine the State allocation.

a .
'S .
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] " APPENDIX C

-
_ CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES OF DISABILITIES ‘
‘. . \ . . '- ‘ []

Disabilities - For State funding purposes, the following categones and
'subcategories of disabilities shall be used: @ ) . /

(1) Physical D1sab111ty Disability attributable tp (a) vision,
(b) mobility, (c) orthopedic, or (d) other functional impairment,
to the exten& that the impairment necessitates procurement of
- supportive services or programs yo prov:.de access to the edu(:a-
tional process.

(2) Commun:n.cat:.on Disability - Disability attr:.butable to (a)
speech, or (b) hearing impairment, to the extent that the ,
.impairment necessitates procurement -of suppbrtlve serV1ces or
_-Programs to provide access to the educational process. -

L (3) Learning Disability ~ Specific learning dlsabllltles are disorders

in which the individual's ability to process language, read,

spekl, ‘and/or calculate’ is s1gn1f1cantly below expectancy as

measured by an appropriate professional or agency despite

conventional instruction, adeguate intelligence; and sociocul=

tural opportunity. Specific learning disabilities include. '

. . » ,dysle:kia, dyscalculia, dysgraphia, agnosia, and dysphasia.
. ’ "Limitations cause‘d by specific learning disabilities must
impede access'to the educational process in order to be consid-
ered a d1sab13.1ty :

-

Source: Statew:.de Task Force, 1979, pp. 3~ 4
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~of hlgher educatlon to implement the regulatlons.

-

REPORT OF THE STATEWIDE TASK FORCE oN

}SER ICES TO STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES '

-]
-

CINTRODUCTION - - K,

_In the pdst few years, both the California Legislature and the fed-

eral government have passed laws regarding the provision of post-
secondary educational services to persons with disabilities. 1In
1976, the Governor sigaed AB 77 (Lanterman, Chapter 275, Statutes of
1976) into law, which prov;ded special funding for 'services to .

' students with disabilities in the California Community Colleges. AB

77 states that, "This act is intended to .eshance opportunities within
community colleges for handicapped students, but not to limit such
students as to the type of poStsecondary 1nst1tut10n, if any, they
attend." (

Also, in 1976, the Legl§lature adopted Assembly Concnrrent Resolu—
tion 201, whzch difected the three publié segments of California
. prepare a plan that will provide
for addressing and overcoming, by 1980, the underrepresentation of
handicapped students 1n the make-up of the student bodies of in-
stitutions of public hzgher education." The Calzforn;a Postsecond=-
ary Education Commission was.to integrate the ‘plans and transmit
them to the Legislature %§? Governor with &omm#nts. The resulting °
Plan for Increaszég the Representation of
Students with Disabilities 1n Public Higher Education was adopted 5;,/

the Commission in June 1978 “and transmitted to the Governor and the

Legicslature. To date, the Legislature has not prov1ded funding

'speczfzcally to 1mplement the provisions of ACR 201

Then in hay 1977, the federal government adopted regulatlons to
implement Section 504 of the Rehabllltatlon Act of 1973 (29 U.s.cC.
794). The Act provzdes that.

. no otherwise qualified hand1capped person, shall, on -
the basis of handicap, be excluded from participation in,
be denied benefits of, or othexwise be subjected to -
discrimination under any program or activity which
receives or benefits from federal financial assistance.

While the federal 504 regulatioans are extensive and cover, among

ther qhings, a broad range of poStsecondary education services, the
federal government, to date, has not allocatedAfunds to institutions

leen both the federal regulat*ons and the pre-existing State poli-,
cies regarding services to postsecondary education students with

d;;abxlztles, in June 1979, both houses of the Legislature, with the
2y .

@
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f:?xpport; of the Departmént of F:‘mazjxce, approved tiie following as

supplemental budget language: .

. The Californmia Postsecondary Education Commission ‘shall
convene a Task Force made up of the Department of Finance,
Department of .Rehabilitation, University of California,
California State Upniversity and Colleges, and California
Community Colleges, including handicapped persons and
other interested groups, to develop and implement a common
set of policy guidelines for disabled .student educational-
service programs. Such guidelines shall be based upon (1)

. utilization of common definitions for disabilities and
reasonable levels of educatiépal service and (2) the
number of verified disabled students by campus, the types
and costs of services to be provided. oo

The Task Force shall report to the Legislative Budget
Committees and the Department of Finance: (1) by Sep-
tember 1, 1979, on the number of students to be served ia
each segment in 1979-80 at $465 per student and’' (2) by
December 1, 1979, with the final report. The Department of
Finance shall use the recommendations contained in the
final report as the basis for budgeting for disabled
students in 1980-8l. . ’ C _— .
It was decided that in order to have all the policies and services in
place for students with disabilities by Fall 1979, the Task Force
should finish its work and make its final report to the Legislature
by September 1, 1979. This is particularly important in light of the
fact that the State Departmént of Rehabilitation b}: taken the
position that such services as interpreters for deaf students and
readers for biind students must be provided by educatiomal .
institutions as of July 1, 1980, and not by the Department of
Rehabilitation. (See Appendix A for the text of the Department's
policy statement.) . .

The report which follows is the result of the work of this Task Force
-and is intended to provide a common set of policy guidelines for the
provision of services to students with disabilities in each of the
public segments of California postsécondary education.

STATEWIDE OBJECTIVE: INTEGRATION -
The Task Fofce believes that the objective of all statewide and seg-

mental planning to provide educational and supportive services to

_students with .disabilities should be to integrate or "mainstream'
the student into the general campus programs and activities as far
and as quickly as possible. The ability of the student to functiom
independently in the educational environment is the ultimate goal. -

o- (3
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DEFINITIONS

“F5% the purposes of this report, the following gefinitions are
" adopted: . ' )

Campus - Any California Community College, any campus of the Cali=-
Ffornia State University and Colleges, or any campus of the Unlversity
of Calllornxa. '

Systemwxde Administration - The Office of the Chancellor of the
California Community Colleges, the Office of the Chqncellor of the
California State University afid Colleges, and the Office of the
.President of the University of California.." ~

Staﬁent -'A person is 'a student as deflned by the public postsec-
ondary institution in which he or she is earolled.

)

Student with a Disability - For general statlstxcal purposes, cam=

puses should use the following:

. . . any person who (1) has a physxcal or mental zmpalrf
ment which substantially limits one or more major life acé-
tivities; (2) has a record of such an impairment; or (3) is
ragarded as having such an impairment (Federal Rules and.
Regulations to implement sectian 504 of the Rehabxlztatlon
Act of 1973; 42 C.F.R., 84.3, Definitions).

A quallfxed handlcapped person with respect to postsecondary
education-“services is defined in the same federal regulations as:-
. . a handicapped person who meetj?lhe academic and
‘ technlcal standards requ;slte t admission or
partxcxpatxon in 'the recxplent s educatiopal program or’
?ct1V1ty :

Disabilities - For St;te funding purpgses, the following categories -

and subcategories of disabilities shall be used: . '

(1) Physical- Disability =~ Disability attributable to (a)
vision, (b) mobility, (¢) orthopedic, or (d) other
‘functional impairment, to the extent that the meaxrment
necessitates procurement of . supportive services orf
programs to provide access to the educational process

(2) Communication Disability - Q&sablllty attrxbutable to (a)
speech, or (b) heagang impairmeat,.to the extent that the
‘impairment necessifates procurement of supportive services

¢ or programs to provide access to the educational process.
. ¢
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(3) .Leazning Disability - Spec:.f:.c learn::.ng disab:.l:.ties are
disorders in which the individual's ability to process -
language, read, spell, and/or calculate is significantly
below expectancy as measured by “an appropriate

A professional or agency despite conventional instructionm,

* adequate intelligence, and sociocultural opportunity.
Specific learning disabilities include dyslexia,
dyscalculia, dysgraphia, agnosia, . and dysphasia.

Limitations caused by specific learning disabilities must .

impede access. to the educatiogal process in order to be
considered a disability.

VERIFICATIONYSF DISABILITY . .

State fuanding of supportive services and programs for students with
disabilities shall depend upon the number of students with profes-
sionally verified disabilities’ who are emrolled in each public
segment and who request such services. A professionally verified
-physical, communication or learning disability means a condition,
- cartified by a licensed physician, psychologist, aud:.olog:.st, speech
pathologist, rehabilitation coumselor, physical - therapist,
corrective therapist, or lezrning disability specialist. Where the
nature and extent of the disability is ‘obvious (e.g., amput.ee, blind,
quadnpleg:.c), ‘the coordinator of the disabled student services
program may verify the disability. In those cases where the
coordipator is unable to verify. the disability, the studeat shall
either provide the verification documentation to the coordinator, or
sign a release guaranteeing that the documentation, statement, ‘or
. certification shall be made available to the college upon request to
the appropriate professional o%,agency.

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES-

The following services for studenta with d:.sab:.l:.ues shall be con-

sidered core services to be provided by each campus, and shall be .
funded by the State. Availability of these services to any par- -

ticular student may vary depending upon the pature of the individ=-
ual's verified disability. The use of such services by any student -
with a disability shall be entirely voluntary. Wherever feasible,

these services should be :.nf.eg:zted :.nto the regular campus studen.t
services. .




(1) Interpreter services e

(2) 'Reader serviu%
\ (3) N_otetake'r services .
- o (‘4)\ Mobility 'assistance
(S) Registration assistance - v _ .
(6) | Pyriority enro-‘l]-.ment
~(7) Special parking
(8) Faciiitation of access t“o all programs

(9) Access to special adaptive equipment
(10) Referral to appropriate on- or off-campus resources, K
services, and agencies : '

(11) Arrangements for speciali"ed educational matarials

. (12) Establ:.shment and maintenance of a list of available
readers, interpreters, notetakers, mob:.l:.ty ass:.stants,
»"\' and attendants » -

(13) Supplemental orientétion as determined by ind‘ividua»;’l.( needs

(14) Test-taking arrangements

Reader, interpreter, and notetaker services which allow students to

complete the academic programs shall be provided as core services.

0 '~ Additional services may be offered and may be funded by the State

*  based on the resources of each campus and the nature and needs of its

disabled student populat:.on. ,

Attendants, individually prescr:.bed devices, supportive services for -

personal use, or other devices or servites of a persanal nature shall
not be provideqd.

Students ‘with d:.sabé.l:.t:.es needing the assistance of supportive
services, including readers and mterpreters, shall be inyolved in_

" the selection process to determine the appropriateness of the
services and.to ensure that the level of skiils of any persomnel ~

under ‘consideration is adequate.

, .Each systemwzde administration shall ensure that’ the provision of
- services has been appropri ately ver:.f:.ed -

76
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COSTS OF ‘SUPPORTIVE SERVICES -

Since the provision of services to sjudents with disabilities has
been funded by the State primarily jd only the Califormia Community
Colleges, and since it is pnot known‘whether the costs associated with
such services ma& vary by segment, depending upon such things as the

class level of the student and the pature of the academic program in

which he or she is enrolled, data need to be collected to provide a
clearer indication of the actual costs FPor -supportive services in
each segment. :

Accordingly, each systemude adpinistration shall report by November

1, 1979 to the Department of Finance on (1) the estimated oumber of

venf;ed disabled students served (by disability category and sub-
category), (2) the estimated annual costs of the core supportive
services, and (3) the estimated ann.u(l.p costs of the basic

administrative services for ‘or these programs. These estimates shall
be revised during the budget process based upon the actual number of
verified disabled students served in each segment and upon the actual
costs incugxred during the first term of the 1979-80 acadmeic year.

Thereafter, such reports shall be part of the regular budget process.

.‘;ZIf the actual costs for providing these core services and bas:u:~

administrative services exceed the $465 per student allocated to a
partlcnlar segment in the 1979-80 Budget Act, a supplemental
appropriation shall be allocated to that segmeat’'s systemwide
administration to provide.core and basic administrative services
during the remainder of the 1979-80 fiscal year, so that no studeat
with a ‘disability will be denied appropriate services dnr:.ng that
period due to lack of funds.

After the 1979-80 budget year, refinements in the reporting process
may be made as necessary, after consultation and agreement between
the Deparment: of Fmance and the systemwide adm:.n;strat::.ons. ,
State funds for services for students w:.t.h. disabilities shall be
specifically restricted to use for that purpose. Guidelines shall be
developed by each systemwide adm.m.st:rar.lon to easure compl:.ance
w:.th this zestnctxon.

ACCDUNTABI LITY/ ADMINISTRATIDN

The Task Force be]::.eves that the followmg accountab:.l:.t:y mechan:.sms
should be instituted (if not: already present:) in’ each segment: ' '

Systemwide Coordinator - There should be oneh\pe:son or office w:th:;n -
the systemwide administration respomsible for. the systemw;de )
planning, development, and coordination of all programs and services
for students with. disabilities.

%
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‘recognized by the chief administrative

3

Campus ,Coordinator - There should be one person or office on the
campus with the responsibility for planoing, developing, -and *
coordinating all campus programs and services for students with
disabilities. The role of the Campus Coordinator's office should be
to encourage independence and self-reliance on the part of the -
student, while at .the same time helping the student evaluate his or

< her needs for support services.

Systemwide Advisory Committee - This committee should be advisory to
and recognized by the chief administrative officer of each segment.
The committee sHould have substantial representation of stggdents,
faculty, and staff who are representative of as wide a variety of
disabilities as ~possible. The committee may also include
representatives of appropriate community or State agencies, consumer
groups, and any other appropriate organizations or individuals.
Functions of the Systemwide Advisory Committee should include:
assisting in the imp#ementation and evaluation of programs for
services to students with disabilities; developing proposals as
necessary for the revision of systemwide policies for students with
Sisabilities; and advising the systemwide adm;nistrQ:ioh on the
eeds and ,concerns of students with disabilities. .

ficer of the campus. The
committee should have substantial representation of students,
faculty, and .staff who are representative of as wide a variety of
disabilities as possible. . The committee may also include
representatives of appropriate community or State agencies, consumer
groups, and any other appropriate organizations or individuals.
Functions "of - the Campus Advisory Committee should include:
assisting in the evaluation of current campus policies and
procedures relating to studeats with disabilities; developing plams
relating to programs and services for students with disabilities;
setting priorities Sdeveloping timelines, and assisting in the es-
timation of costs associated with supportive services.

Campus Advisory Committee - This commit%fe'shouldbe advisory to and

\ o S
EVALUATIONS . ’

Campus 'Evaluations - Each campus shall conduct an zonual evaluation
of its programs and services for students with disabilities which
shall include the number of students served, services provided, and

 the costs of those services. These evaluations shall be submitted to.

the systemwide administration on an annual basis.

_Systemwide' Evaluations - In addition to' the one-time, cost=-of-

services report to the Department of Finance (November 1, 1979), each
systemwide‘administration,should prepare, every other year, a

. narrative evaluation of how well their campuses are meeting the neesds




2 ' o

of students with disabilities, the problems encountered (whether
programmatic or budgetary), and the scep.. to.be taken to resolve the

problems. These segmental evaluations are to come to the Califormia_
. Postsecondary Education Commission om a biemnnial basis, with the

first such evaluation due August 1, 1980.

«

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE ' R

Each systemwide administratioa should ensure- that the grievance

procedures in operation dn each of its: campuses are sufficient to
mest the needs and concerns of students with d:.sab:.l:,t.ies.

mj/n/3-9
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OSFICT CF THE DIRLCTOR

POLICY STATEMENT - POST SECGNDARY EDUCATION - REVISED o

o

A Y
The D-ga*tﬂen* of Rehabllltatzon recogn1 &s tha; it shares respc1~
y with educational systems as a provider of needéd se*vzc*sv
to persons with disabilities. The concerns and goals of education
and those of vocational rehabilitation are c’carlv compatible and: V
every effort will be made to effectively and efficiently coovd'nate .

Lne Deparcment is committed to namnta;nlng close csordinaticn wi
ucat-onal systeas o assure ' that no eligible persen with a Jdis
ility becomes the casualty of what may appcarn:o be conflic
rgspcnsibilities.

0t f
a.-‘.
04 et
l\

In accordance with Section 504 of the Rehabilit:tion Act of 1873, -
ACR 201 of 1975 and Chapter 275, Statutes of 1976 (AB 77), Depart-
meat of thablll.atlon clients are entitled to receive su*ple"eﬁ:al

sarvices from the educational svstem on 2n equal buSiS with all
other 4di s:uféu gTugents. - "
gZxzaples cf "supplemental services" tuat are the respomsibility of : SR

:z?"jztzz;anal system are ”. , R
1. ;“.-rn‘c rer services for the deaf and roader and note
taker service for the blind *elateq to educational
programs . '

2. Cn-campus mebilic y assistance ﬂ A

3. On-camnus transport:‘ ion .

These services arc in q@d;t on to other responsibilities of the
educational systeq to accomplish comnlete program and service
accessibiligy, including redesign o: equipment, rezssignment of
. pregrams or activities to aocessible buxldlngs, an d removal of o
architectural and commun '3.-on ba*rle's. .

2
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We understand tkat the UC and CSUC systems may need timg to assume.
their responsibilizies for disabled students who are DR clieats. = :
Therefore, the Department of Rehabilitation agrees teo continue to Ces
pay for supplemental services for its clients through fiscal year -
1979-80. After June 30, 1980, UC and CSUC should assume all costs ..

. for supnlemental services.to all disabled students to parallel the o
services renaered oy the community college system. 2 o .,

Thé Department of Rehabilitatiou,will continue to provide its tradi-
tional services to disablad students who are its clieshts: .Examples
of such services are: B ' ) . - . S

-

Y

1. Medical/psychiatric evaluation of disability

A : o
. 2. Physical, psychiatric or speech therapy - ARSI
¥ s A s aeeed L e
3. Individual diagneostic testing r~ ‘ T e B
4. Vocational rehabilitation counseling « - T
’ 5. Costs of off-campus transportation .
3 v o . - "‘. :
§. Maintenance (supplemental Rehabilitation expense) : "’
~ - . l" . . ' N
7. Mgbility iastruction- . . |
+ 8. Prosthetic/orthotic maintcnance znd repair : S
§.' Reader service for the blind and interpreter{serviée . .
for the deaf other than for educational programs ~
. . . T . N @
10, Job placement services . ' : IR
1i. Payment o% college fees (rezistratinn, boqks, supplies, < e,
C et:-) : ) ) . . o
. v , . L. - . .
We strongly recommend, that each collége and university™have . S
“advisory comnittee concerning services to disablad studen¥ts. Sus<t o

an advisory committee should include a majority of disabled per
and should recommend guidelines and objectives to ensure full o
accessibility and monitor and evaluate the delivery of servicas e
to disableu students. o ' : ‘ :

D - @ PR R .
Further, we strongly recommend each educaticnal system assign a
2ull-time staff member to assist campuses in developing their
yrogﬁa=~of services to disabled stidents. ~ '
. .4.',‘-' Y . _/" ’ P — . . v‘g -
> , felee wvr{ b Rl BT : U
o + "EDWARD V. RCBERTS | - _
Direcggf . L "
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