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The California PostsecOndarrEducation Commission.

was created by the Legislature and the Goverhor
in.474 as the Successor to the California COOrdi-
mating Council for Higher Education ih ordek to
cbordinate and plan fat,education ih Califoknia
beyond high sc1o4. Ai ia'state agency, the

COMMisSiOn is responsible for asduring that the

Staiefs" resources for postsecondary education 'ate
utilized effectively and efficientlYi for 'prOmot-

ing diversity, innovation, .And respontiveness to,

the needs of students and society; ant.for advis-
ing the LegiSlature and the Governor on st4teWide

educational policy and funding.

The Comaission consists of 15 members. Nine

represent the general publici with thkee each
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, the
Senate Rules Committee, and the GoVernor. The

other six represent the major educational systems

of the State.
-

The Commission holds ,regular pUblic meetings
A 'throughout the year at which it takes aCtidn on

staff studies and adoptsziositions on legislative

proposals affecting postsecondary edutation.

Further information abOut the Commission, its

meetings, its staff, and its other-publications'

may be obtained froni the Commission offitces at

1020 Twelfth, ,Street, Saccamentoi. California

95814; telephohe (910'445-.7933.
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'SUMMARY OF ,R5COMMENDATIONS

- r

The 24 recommendations in this report concern legislative policies,
Community College special classes; and activities of qalifordia'S three

segments of public higher education, as follows:

411

LEGISLATIVE POI#IES REGARDING PROGRAM OPERATION

L ,

The Legslature should adopt the follgwing policies regarding.the opera-d
tion of State-funded programs for students with disabilities:

. . .' . students with disabilities-who satisfy the'disability
definitions set forth in Appendix C shall be eligible for
services regardles; of the duration of their disability, but \
such students may be counted for funding purposes only if they

,

, have received services on three or more separate days (Recommen-
dation 1, page 14). )

,

,

State funding for specialized tutoring and assessment -for
students with learning disabjlities Should be maintained Ikt
present levels through June 30, 1984, or until the results of

,

se

the current study by 'the Chancellor of the Community Co leges. ((

are available-and all three segments, in cooperation w h t*
Commissietn, have agreed on equivalent definitions and ener41,

principles regarding verification and assessment of learning
disabilities. The Communiq Colleges and State University -
'should also discas the training and qualifications of program
staff'worlOng with students with learning digabilities, but the
availability of funds shal) not depend on agreement on this,
subject (Recommendation 2, page 16). . .

. . . the purposes of prograMs for students with,disabilities
are; (1) to provide serviaes necessary to permit student§ with
disabilities td participate in the educational programs operated
by the institutions they attend, and (2) to increageAhe repre-

., sentation of these students. Priority for State funding shall
given to the first of these objectives, and funding shall be

made avjlable for outreach, additional specialized programs,
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 funding pursuant.
to Recommendations 8 and 9 below to provide outreach, disabil-
ity related counseling, specialized tutoring, by. oTf-campus

.- n ,n+nnnLni
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I . ) .

transportation, such ,funding she j1 be coordi aftd 'through
programs serving studentt with 1sabil1ties, but services
should be del ivered by qual ified 'staff through programs 'provid-
ing similar zervices to all stUderits?, where su ti" programs exist
(Recommendation 4, page 24). l',. '

1

.

4J
. . the Department of Transportatirm, wor,k1 g with all three

segments and the Commiss develop., b January 1,
1984, a pl an for, ensuri n ! that.a11public.tansi.t agencres n

the State are capable of k,rovt,d14n0 off-campUis transportation to
students with disabilities ith0,. their jUriisdiztion by July 1,
1986. This plan should ,e; ,provisiorilsequiring local
transit operators to work with :pi-ograms' serving students with
disabilities to implement the trfansfer oflervicgs at the local
level, and the Department of3rep,sportati ishould, by April 1,
1986, report to the LegislatiirOott its readiness to implement
he plan ,statewide by July 1 j.i19$6. PrOg7tams serVing students

isWilities shall noti-re-Oive Stt. e fundt t.)) Provide
.off-ca pus 'transportation ager,-Oul.y 1; 1986, except in those
areas where no public tranS, t 'abesicy exjsts or where the OM
developed pursuant to thisl pmmleridation hes not been adequately
implemented (Recommendation S page 24)1-1

4.:
Each segment should devel op.VantlsgbiTiit ..to -the Coinmi ssi on for
its review 6y January 1, Oi.984,s, Ri,;oeam eval uati on standards
Which it will us& in conduhttng,eVal ations of its programs for
students with disabilities: The',Comaision with the advice of
the Statewide Advi sorj7 Committee_ described in Recommendations7
13.3 shall review and comthent on ,these standards by April 1,
'1984. kt a minimum, the-.PrOgy§14..eva1uation process shall
incLude periodic site visits/ or fogram-aucfits by each system-
wide administration -and a'Oessmerit of student satisfaction.
Results of ,program evaluatfonshould be included by each
sebment in their biennialfrei5Att; to the Commission, and the
Commission shall review aiid Opmment on, these reports:to the
respective Segments. The ComMqsion shall, by January 1, 1987,
prepare report which includes, a comprehensive review of these
programs based on-the bienniaV:'reports called for by the 1979
Task z, Force Report, 'information from the --Stat\eWide Advisory
Committee, and program evalUati:ons 'conducted by the segments in
accord with standard's, described in -this -recommendation and
Recommendation 13 (Recomniendation 14, page 32).

The Education Code should be emended to indicate that the
, .rn

Community Colleges ond the State University may elect to provide
direct sUpport serVices (prinelpally reader and interpreter
services) through an- Andependent contractor system (Recommenda-
tion 16, page.34). ---- 'I , 1 ,

.

...s0r!..50020.l

7



.5.1cli a system should permit students to select, hire, and fire
'those who proVide sei-vices to them and make the student responsi-
ble for determining -how, when, and whete 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
spectal approval (Recommendation 16,1page 34).

In'the event'that a segment chooses,not to use the independent
contractor system, it must provide sUch services in accord with
the guidelines of the 1979 Task Force report and the requirements
of SB 1063 (Recommendation 16.2, page 34).

fl

Programs. for studerits with -disaOlities should Provide the
services listed in Appendix A and any other services wOch Tnay
be developed in accord With the recommendations of this report.
The Legislature should direct the Department of Rehabilitation
to providkall other support services which may be necessary to,,
assist its clients who may be students in public_postsecondary
education. The Legislature Would further direct the Department
.to work with the three-segments And the Commissionto develop a
;system for coordinating services ind resolving problems which
may lrise .so that students receive all necessary services.
Such procedures should be in place biy July 1, 1983 (Recommenda--
'tion 17, page 35):

The Community Colleges should continue to offer sPecial clAsses
°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 56602 of Title 5
of the California Administrative Code and current efforts, to
monitor compliance with this sectig to ensure that special'
clasSes are offered only in those situations in C.vhich they
constitute the most ntegrated Setting possible or the clear
preference of students. That is, the decision about whether a
student takes a regular or special class should he based solely
on educational need and student chOice,(Recommendation 19, page
41).

II

LEGISLATIVE PRINCIPLES REGARDING PROGRAM rUNDING

In order to fund programs 'for students with disabilities appropriately,
the Legislature should: %A. -

. . . jund the actual additional cost of providingenecessary
support services to students with disabilities in publjc postsec-
ondary education (Recommendation 6, page 27).

Indetermining the allocation of State funds for this purpose,
the process described in Recommendations 7 through 12 belov4
should be utilized (Recommendation 6.1, page 27).



Nc-
Institut-inns should continue to utilize' all other available'

Tesources to support programs for students with disabilities

(Recommendatton 6.2, page 27).

,1
A40, funding of programs for stuFlents with disabilities

in public_ postsecondary education op projections of costs

submitted by each' segment during the State budget procps,
ekcept that costsforproviding special classes in,Community

Colleges shall be'funded in accordance with Recommendations

18-22 below. Initial cost.projections shall pe developed in-.

accordance wl,th 'Recommendation 12 below, and projections for
subsequent4earr-should acCount for anticipated changes due to
iliflatiebn, workload, and alteratidns in the?program structure.
ftjections of workload inb'ease should be based on actual

° increases experienced py. the sedment in prior years. Requests

for increased support bated on these projections shall be /
handled throudh the regOWT State budget procest. The level of

funding may vary betWeen segments *cause of differences in the

actual cost of adequately providind the same services in'the 7

three segments (Recommendation 7, page 2?). _

.

Each segment shall submit to the'Department oT Finanee a budget

request indicating State funds required to provide services to

students with disabilities. Those services listed in Appendix

A shall be available at eactWdollege or cathpus and shall be

funded eiy the State. It is expressly recognized that services
in additi6n-to those441isted in Appendix A. are not necessarily

of lesseripriority. Once a service has'been approved for State ,

fundihg it shall become a permanent part of the range o'f'serOices .

to be provi'ded by that segment, and the costs of providing sUch

services shall be projected, reported, and funded as desdribed

in Recopendation 11 below (Recommendation 8, page 28).

,

.$

-1Support services funaed by the State shall be consistent with,

the following: .

a. The serleide is consiA stent With the stated_ purposes of

programs for Audents wittPdigabilities as set forth in

Recommendation 3. -

The sem:ride does got duplicate servicesyhich are ptherwise

auqable to all students.

c. Thd-need for the service is diTectlY related to verifiable

disabilities of,the students to be served.

The need foi%ttv service is directly'related to the person's

participation in the educational process.

-X-.
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.

e. -Services shoUld have.a.sjtheir goal's mainstr, eamingipdepen-
'dence; and/ormaximum integration of-students with .disabil-

.

ities.

f. Services shpuld, be provjded in .the most integrated setting
possible consisteqt with State and federal law, Stale/
policy and fundingleequirements, and segmental missions
policies (Recommendation 9, page 28). -I

. , . give'each segment the didcretionary authority to 'establish
a Special Contingency Fund frpm the funds allocated in Accord
with Racommendation 11 belpw.r. The Spetial Contingency Fund
sEall be used for: (a) providing services, to students who
require,services which are atraordinarily costly; 'and, (b)
providing inservite training 4to regular campus ficulty and..
stiff tp improve their aware ss of'the needs of stUdents with
disabilikies (Recommendation 1 ,.pp. 28-29).

. . 'fed programs based on.budget.frequests that add'together
the total cost for interpreters, readers, nOtitakers, special
equipment, mobility assistance, other support, services, adMinis-.
trationr, and -the Spicial Contingency Fund, if any. In each
'category, the total cost shall be determined by mbltiplying the
number of students to be served by the estimated cost ,per
student of providing the-seryice or services. The estimated
cost per student may be deriVed by the ust of any formtila,
?method, or process which the tegment may. Select, so Icing as the
method accurately reflects the true cost of adequately providing
these services (Recommendation 11-, Page,29)..,

-

. . .

hotwitbstanding the above butget projection syltem, the allbca-
tion to the segment shall, be considered to be 4.1ump'Sum and,
may be allocated to campuSes or colleges by any reasonable and
equitable method developed by the segments, provided, however,-
:that aJ1 services listed in Appendix A must be avgilable on
eacH campus and the use of these funds is expressly restricted
to the prbvision of support services for students with disabil-
Ales (Recommendation 11.1, page 29).

,

As used above, "administratimeans the cost of ensuring
compliance With °these policies and guidelines in programs
supported by.funds provided wider this policy. Costt of admin-
istration whiCh,are'incurred at the-Campus or collegg level and
at the systemwjde level should be combined and reported under
adminjstration. Administration.may include costs for program
development, accountability, and evaluation as. will as the
costs associated with the operation of advisory committees
described in Recommendations 13.1 and 13.2 (Recommendation
11.2, page 29).

;

ByThovember 1 of each.year, eaCh'sepant will report.l.tb-the.
Department of-Finance bn forms to beAeVel'oped jointly by the .

Commission, the segments, and the Zepartment-regarding th

-xi- or-'



.

actual cost of program operation during the -preVious fiscal

'year. These reports Shall include' the numbers of students

served and the-costs of serving such studenti. for each of the

categorieS listed above. The report shall also, include 'a ,

breakdown of expAditures, from the Special Contingency.Fund.

The report shall include infoymation on the numbers of students

served in eagb IL-f the disability categories specified in Appen-

dix C, and for the Community Colleges; the develppmentally

disabled should be separately repOrted (Recoimendatton 11.3,

page'29).

Except as specifically superseded herein, the guidelines, set

forth in the attached 1979 Task Force.Report remain effective

(Recommendation.11.4, page 29)'.

. . require that the initial eterage cost rates described in

Recommendation 7 be established through the following proces
(RecOmmendatiO 12, page 29).

The Commissioh, with the advice of the Statewide Advisory
CoMmittee described in Recommendation 13 below, s4all, by

October 1, 1983, review standards for reasonable levels ,of

State support for the provisionof services to students with

disabilities and the administration of those services as devel-

oped by the-I-three segments. Proposed funding levelt shall be

'reviewed by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and the
Department of Finance throughtbe7regular State budget process
and shall serve as the basis .of budgeting for. the 1984-85 4

fiscal year (Recommendation 12:1, pp. 29-30).

Estimates ot the average cosf 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 likely

to use the service (Redommeridatton 12.V, page 30).
. ,

Average cost rates may take irito accoant differences between\

the .segments and may deviate from historical cost 'figures.

However: any deviations -from such fiores shall' bebased on ,

wed ic justifications. Jri no event,may aggregate per capita

costs nlany segment eiceed those for/the University of Califor-

nia ( mmendation 12.3, page 30).Re

Modifications in these initial average cost rates shall be made

in accord with Recommendation 7 above (Recommendation 12.4,

page 30).

..trahsfer to the Department Ofjlevelopmental ServiceS_

funds-how'allocatedto Community C011eges--for.programs'serVing:
adults with deVelopmental..disabilitieS in the State-bospitals

and fnatht3t development CenterS:' The Department'of Developmen-

tal Services shbuld USe:thase funds-exclusively to purchase on



a fee for service.basis the best available eaucational services

for adults with developmehtat disabilities in the State hospitals

and adult development.centers. Siith services may be purchased-
from Communti Cbileges, aault.eapcation programs operated .by
the. Department of Educationr, or ether appropriate agencies
(Recommendation 24, pgge 46).

'4
COMMUNITY COLLEGE SPECIAL CLASSES°

The Board of Governors

. , . review existing regulations related,to special classes
fOr students with disabilities, consider the development of
guidelines .more clearly defi-ning the purposes for, which a
special class may be offered, and explore methods f better
coordinating programs offered by Community Colleges with services
for persons with disabilities provided by other agencies (Recom-
mendation 18, page 39).

. . . develop procedures specificilly designed to ensure cOmpli-
ance with the requirements of Section 56004 of Title 5 of the
California Administrative Code that students make a voluntary
and informed Acision before enrolling in a special class.

These procedures shoulO 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 (Recommendation 20, pp. 41-42).

. . . 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 regular class shall not be offeredvfor credit
unless the institution can make available appropriate support
services to allow any student with a disability to e6roll 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 21, page 42).

.°. . require that non-credit special classes be offered subject
to the limitations of R ommendation 20 above, and that such
courses shall be eligib for excess cost funding only after
approval by the Chancello in accord-with the following:

a. Priority shall be given to thosl courses which promote
independence and/or mainstreaminv.
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b.

:

Funding shall be made available only in cases where provid-
ing instruction in a regular class with suppOrt services

is not feasibA 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 dffering the

course (Recommendation 22, page 42).

. adopt a definition- of "gevelopmental disabilities" and
should make modifications in Act4,ons 56020, 56022, and 56024,
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 descrtbed in Recommendation Z.'
Programs for qudents with disabilities in the-Community Colleges
should provide\services'only to those students satisfying these
definitions and who are capable of meeting the requirements of
Section 66201 of the Education Code. Special classes for
students with developmiTEiTFilbilifies should be-offered in
accord with'Redommenations 18-22 above except as provided in
Recommendaitbn 24 beloWTRecommendation 23, page 43).

SEGMENTAL AND COMMISSION ACTIVITIES -

Programs for students with disabilities shall include advisyry
committees as follows:

.

The Board of Regents of the University bfCalifornia, 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 *ration of these programs. This, committee should be
advisory to the chief administrative officer of the campus.
The committee should have substantial representation ofstudents,
faculty, and staff who are representattve of as wide a variety,
of disabilities as possible and may.also include representatives
of appropriate qommunity or State-agencies, consumer groups,
and any other apbropriate organizations or individuals. Func-

tions of the committee should include assisting in the evalua-
.tion of cyrrent, campus policies and procedures relating to ,
.students with disabilities; developing plans for programs andl

-/ services for thes(students; and setting priorities, developing
timelines, and assisting in thezestimation,of costS associated
with support services4

The Board of Regents of the University of7California, the Board
of Trustees of the Califor la State University, and the Board
of Governors of the Califo nia Community Colleges should each
establish a syStemwidesadvis ry committee,on services to students
with disabilities that sh 11 meet .regularly to review the

lk
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operation of these programs. These committees shOld be.advigory
to and recognized by the chief administrative officer of each
segment. ThesecommilIees should have substantial represe ta-
tion of students, faculty, anti staff'who are representative f.

as wide a-variety of disabilities as possible and may als
include representatives of. appropriate community. ot State
agencies, consumer lroups, ind any other appropriate prganiza-

y
tions or individuals. Functions of the committees should
include assisting in the' implementation and evaluation of
programs for services to students withdisabilities; developing
proposals as neceSsary for the revisioh of systemwide policies
%for these students; and advising the systemwide administration
on their needs and concerns (Recommendation 1? and 13.1-13.2,
page'31).

(

p.

In developing average.cost rates pursuant to RecloWendation 12,
cost increases whith, may be attributable to the transfer of
servkices from theDepartment of Rehabilitation shall be included
(Recobmendation 15, page 33).'

o
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PREFACE

PUB\POSE AND SCOPE

In Item6420-00k001, subitem 2, of Supplemental Language to ine 1982-83
Budget Act, the Legislature directed:

The CPEC 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
Education, the Chancellor's Office of the California Community
CO leges*, thellopiversity of California, the California State
University, the Department of Finance, the'Department of Develop-
mental Services, the Legislativd'Analyst's office and other
affected and interested parties. The agencies and parties
specifiedishall provide whatever information is needed by CPEC
to satisfy the reqtarements of this section. Such study shall
include special cliSses offered both oniand off-campus and' the
current methods ,of funding both;seivices and special classes
for students With disabilities in thethree,segments.. Such.
study Vill be based, to the'extent40s41)1e;Ou existingldata.
on courses, services and funding for4Uidints with-disahilities
and shall ,make recommendatiohs on k6irammati.c and funding
changes. The study shall be completed by 2/15/83.

In responge, this report is dekigned to provide:

1. an overview of the development and current status of programs serving
students with disabilities in California public postsecondary eduCa-
tion;

2. a comprehensive discussion of major questions of State policy related
to these programs; and

3. recommendations for future policy.

The scope of the report is limited to services to students with disabili-
ties who participate in State-supported educational programi. It deals
wi0 programs at all three public segments, but in Part Three it gives
special attention to programs at the California Community Colleges because

4 of the unique nature of their funding, prdgram design, and varity of
students.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

Sevetal studies over the past five years have, collected and ansfYzed

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 ot a discussion

of the issuevrather than on'itatistical displays, 'and it relies largely

on existing data, rather than being baped on the collettipn of.new data.

The Supplemental Language which requeseed this report specifically directed

the Commission to use available.information wherever postible. Accordingly,

the-staff of the Commission developed an issueoriented outline and a set

of narrowly focused data-collection requirements for t e study. A work

group composed of project staff and representatives from he three segments

discussed the outline and data-collection requirementsat a meeting in

August 1982. The segmental representatives to thiS grout were:
'd

A. T. Brugger, Special Assistant for Student Affa rs Services,

University of California,

Danild Duren, Assistant Dean of Student Affairs The Calif4rnia

State University

Ronald Dyste, Administrator for Specially Fund
Califordia Community Colleges

Rdbert F..Howard, Specialist/Specially Funded
ComMunity,Colleges

Philip Johnston, Associate Dean of Student
State University

Rosalie PassoVoy, Brogram Analyst/Student
California

.910.

d Programs;

Programs, California

fairs The California

ffairs, UniversityW

Jesse p. Shaw, Associate Director of Budg Analysis and Planning,

University of California

Based on the recommendations of this group, C mission staff developed a.

revised outline and forms for collecting need d,information. Each'segment

also supplied the Staff with narrative evalua'ions of their piograms, as

called fOr in the guidelines develjwed in' 979 by the Statewide Task
'Force on.Setvices to Students with Disabiliti s.

During September and October; project S'taff m t with interested individuals,

consumer groups, and agenciet to gather i formation and discuss the

issues.to be addressed by the report. In D cember, a draft of the report

was ptesented to the project work groupF nd distributed for writteU

comment to other interested parties. Based on their, responses, q.he

report was revised and adopted by the Co ission in March 1983. The

study 'methodology was designed to produce' widespread discussion Of-all

major issues confronting vrograms,servin students with disabilities

a
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in the hope of achieving consensus among all interested parties on possible
solutions. .

- RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER STUDIES

0

Because this yeport is intended to be a comprehensive review. of issues
confronting programs for students with dfsabilitieis, it touches on s.
number of topics which.are themselvetthe subject ofimore narrowly focused
studies., including those being conducted by the Departmqftt of Finance and'
the Chancelloe's Office of the California Communiq.Colleges on programs
for students with 'learning disabilities as well aS another study by.the.
Chancellor's Office on efforts to deVelop comprehensive -evaluation and
compliance systems that will include student demographic data, special
'class attendance datd, 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 education,
Promiies to Keep-, also overlaps with this report because of the difficulty
of st6arating remedial programs from those serving students. with learning
disabilities. In these several areas of overlap, this report presents
curre, 4nfomstion about the other studies that are still underWay, but
it does not make definitive recommendations on all topics addressed by

4
them.

j..CLVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

/
P rt.One displays avaiflable information about the growth and current
tatueof Programs for studentli with disabili-tiet. in California public.

li
postsecbndary'education, in uding numbers-of students nerved, services
provided, and 'the'costs nf d ivering thote.services. Part two discusses
.several issueg whiCh relate td1.,all three segments and offer 17 recommends-.
:tic= regarding future State policy affecting all three. .Part Three
foAusegY%n.those issues involving only the Community Colleges and contains
seven recommendations that) address these issues: Part Four cioncludes,
;with a brief description of,the expected.impact of the major recommends.'
tions of the report.

4
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ONE

Q.ROWTH AND CURRENT ,STATUS OF PROGRAMS,SERVING
STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

DEVELOPMENT-OF THE PROGRAMS

Programs for student's with disabilities in California's public institutions
of higher educatio0eveloped it different 'times and in response to,
somewhat different nOeds in each of the three segments. An understanding
of these historical \Oifferences is an important prerequisite to the
development of recommejd.ati,ons regarding their fture operation.

In the California ComMunity Colleges, programt for stUdents with disabili-V
ties evolved from special education in the public schools. Indeed, pntil
the mid-1970s, school AO Community College programs shared the same,
authorizing statutes ankfunding systems, altioughjhe Community Colleges
alto derived some earlyVunding from the Vocational Education Act.of
1968. Because of compulSory attendance laWs, ,special education.in the .

public schools has as a iiiimary focus the.delivery of education to eveh
the dost hard-to-serve popglations. GiVen this origin-and the expansive

I

miss

li
on of the Community C41eges, it it not4sutprising that their programs,

for tudents..with disabilities provide a broad range of servicesto a.
diverse grouf.of students ant tttess outreachto.persontwith.disabilities
who have traditionally been (*side the realm of postsecondary education. i

l,
.

.

By contrast, programsat the lIniversity nf California and The California7
State Uni4ersity havexbeen developed largely for ant by those students
who have' manated"to enter college despite their disabilities and the lack
of any formal accommodations to-4heir needs. The first program in :the
UniVersity began'at UCLA in 1944. By the early19.70t, Berkeley, Davis,
and Riverside-had also organized programs as had Zany of-the caMpuses of
the State University. These programp were created with existing institu-
tional resources pr grant funds at the urging of students and received no
recognition or special:funding froM the State. They were therefore
small, limited in scope, and designed to provide support to students
enrolled in regular classes.

Althotgh programs at the Community Colleges received funds from the State
for special edtication, Much of their e'arly development went unnoticed at
the State level until the mid-1970s, ben a number of factors combined to
bring trie programs for students with\diiabilities in all three7segments
to the attention of the legislatute. runding for the Community Colleges,
which wat based on special educationin the pchoOls, simultaneously
became inadequate to suppoAthe increating nUmbers of students and too
complex and cumbersome to administer. ;hip,led to the passage of AB 77
(c.275 Stats. 1970 which established 'a:new funding formula for the
Community College, programs,' In 19 nal pressure for program
expansion led the State University fpndt for a piiotproject,
from the Legislature, and the success of project resulted In the
inCAusion of approximately $500,000 In the 6-77 budget for support of
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IN
State University programs. Also in 1976, the Legislature passed Aesembly

Concurrent Resolution (ACR) 201, calling on all three segments of 1.iblic

'postsecondary education to develop plans for overcoming the underrepresen-

tation of students witth disabilities, ahd modeling this request after ACR 151

of 1974, which had Called on theM to develop p a s for overcoming the

underrepresehtation of low-income, ethnic minority, and women students.
,

ACR 201 stated the Legislature's intent to fund rograms designed to

overcome underrepresentation. So far, however, the Legislature has not,

provided funds specifically designated.to implement ACR 201, although AB

77 does funrsimilar services at the Community Colleges. ACR 201 also

asked the Commission to work with the segMents to integrate their planning,

and this effort reaulted in the developthent of thetate Plan for Increasing

the Representation of Students with Disabilities Public Postsecondary

Education, which was transmitted to the Legislature in June 1978. One of

the recommendatyns of this plan As that programs for students with

disabAities be established at each college or university campus.
i

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 educatival 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 educati nal institutions and students to seek infteased State

support for progra s serving students with disabilities. Meanwhile; the

.passage of Proposi ion in 1978 drastically changed the system of

.financing Communit 5øfteges. Along with_increased numbers of students

with disabilities nd declining revenue it helped undermine the stability

that AB 77 was.des gned to bring to programs for students with disabilities.

. -

In'light of thes circumstances, the Legislature responded to requests

for increased.su port from the s ments and students with disabilities by

including funds 4n the i979Budget Act to Support programs for students

with disabiliti s 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 re eive necessary support services. The.Legislature stated in

AB 77 that fu ding of.programs in Community Colleges should not limit the

choice of alt institution by any student. HoweVer, since State-funded

program's only available in the Community Colleges, students with

disabilities were effectivefy /imited to those institutions. '0, The 1979-80

Budget Act /also included Supplemental Language establishing a special

Statewide Ta'Sk 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 1919. It contailled a

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

each campus (column 1 of Table 1) as well as general guidelines'for the

liks.,

operation, funding, ahd evaluation of the programs. Column i of Iable 1

lists thaSe.services provided by the Community Colleges pursuant to AB

77.

77.



TABLE 1 Comparison of 14 Core and Communitg College
'Services

Core Service

0
Interpreter Services

Reader Services

Notetaker Services

Mobility Assistance

Registration Assistance

Priority Enrollment

ecial Parking

a ilitation of Access
to All Programs

Access to Special Adaptive
Equipment

Referral to Appropriate On-
or Off-Campus Resources

Arrangements for Specialized
Educational Materia

a

Establishment and Maintenance
of a List of-Available
Oaders, Interpreters, Note-
takers, Mobility Assistants,

\ and Attendants

Supplemental Orientation as
Determined by Individnal. Needs

A

Test-Taking Arrangements

1-

Xommunity College Service

Interpreters for the Deaf

Reader Services

Notetaker Services

Mobility Assistance
Wheelchair Loaners-
Wheelchair Repair Services

Registration Assistance

Academic Advising
Registration Adsistihce

Special Parking w
Resource Center for Disabled Students
Vocational Counseling
Personal Counseling
Academic AdVising
Registration Assistance
,Peer Counseling
Mobility Assistance

TTY/MCM Devices
Prinp Enlargers ,y

-

Adappive Equipment
-

Resource Center for Ditabled Students
Vocatignal Counseling
Personal Counseling
Job Placement
Recruitment/Outreach

Resource Center for Disabled Students
Diagnostic Learning Assessment
Braille Transcription
'Tutorial Assistance

Resource Center for Disabled
,

Tersonal Counseling
Ofi-Campus Transportition Services

Resource Center. for Disabled Students
Vocational Counseling
13ersonal Counseling
Academic Advising
Peer Counseling

. Diagnostic Learning Adsessment .

Vocational Capability Assessment
Tutorial Assistance

Resource Center for Disabled Students
Academic Advising
Tutorial Assistance

Source: Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges, 198.0, p. 50.

22:
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These guidelines were intended-to define the use of State funds.and to

ensure that students would receive necessary serviceS''regardless of wRich

institution they chqse to enter or what subject they chose to study. In

general., the programs have SuCceeded in providing vital services to an
increasng number of studentS, With disabilities, but ensuring equity

under the/constraint of limio4d resour#es has proven difficult. Moreave

the TaskForce report guidelinetwere written at a time when the Universit

'and StatUniversity had limited,experience with their progiams, and Some
of th111o1e general guidelinet_are subject ta conflicting interpretation.

Most,important, the differenceSju mission, philasophy, historical 4evelop-

ment, and funding amongprograMsin the three*gments have causedi-protr-
,

lems. kry particular, subsequent experience hat shown that discrepancies
exist betWeen the pragrammatic and funding guidelines in the 1979 Task-

Force report and those contained in the regulations implementing AB 77 in G

the Community Colleges. In Sddition,othe propriety of some Community
College Programs for studentswith disabillties has come under question
during the reexamination of-the .role of.the CommAnity Colleges in the

light of increased.State funding. To complicate matters further, in July
1981, the Dekrzent of Rehabilitation discontinued the pri5vision of'
readers, interp ters, and'certain other auxiliary aid services to its
clients who are students in Public postsecondary educdtion, causing'the.

Legislature tip:Pass SB 1053 in geptember, which required.theeducational
institutibns- to provide these Services and' which.reaffirmed the State's

.commitment to fund programs to proYide all necessary services to students.

with disabilities;
0

,

These seyeral 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 Legislature has askeefor a series of reports on issues
related to-programs foi studen4 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 19.80-81

Budget Act and was tradsmittedlo the Legislature in February 1981. Both

that report and the Commission's comments on it cantained recommendations
regarding funding and operatingtof the programsbut in the 1981-82 :
Budget Act the Legislature'asked the Department cifFinance and the.Depart-
ment of.Developmedtal Services to study the issuesfurther. Both depart-

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

consensus was not achieved on the recommendations:Of.these reports, -and

w
lrther studies were requested-. ..The Chancellor Ofthe:Community Colleges

s.asked 1i67'study a number of specific iSsues related to programs in the
Community Colleges,..while the .Cothalission waS asked;t6"prepare this.report
and Make.recommendationt about operation_and funding.:-of.these programs aty

a whole..

STUDENTS CURRENTLY SERVED

Tb.e cograms currently serve a wide variety of stUdents, with' disabilities.

For funding and rePorting purpbses, students are classified as those with
communication, and learning disabilities. At the University

,

,



and State University, the vast majority of students with disabilities:are
pbysi.cally disabled. By contrast, nearly one-third'of those served by
the Community Colleges have either learning or-developmental disabilities.
Table 2 displays the distfibution of students by specific type ofdisabil-

;
ity ithinthese tthree C4egories'for an three segment,A for the-19'79-40
acad ic'year, while Table 3.provides the same inforMation for 1981-82.

i. .--

.

Tables 4, 5, and 6 compare the number af students served in 1979-80 and
1981-82 by the University, State University, and Community Colleges,

, respectively. They demOnstrate that overall growthlias been most rapid
at the Community.Colleges, substantial at.the University, and Teast4rapid
at the State University. In general, the distribution of students served
by.disability, type hasjimained fairly.constant over the two-year period

i,except that the number of studen4 with developmental disabilities at the
CommunitynColleges has detteased by approximately 11 percent while.the
number with learning disabilities at the State University has intreased
by 152 percent.', -

. 4
.

Table 7 shows the numbers of,students with: disabilities.served by these .

programs as a:percentage of the total'student enrollment of each,Segment
for 1979-80.and 1981-82. .In 1981-82, 4.06 percent of the students enralled
atthe Community Colleges were'disabled, while the figure was 1.33 percent.
and .90 percent for the State University and the University, respectively.
These percentages had increased soMewhat since 197980 but they, still
fall fat short of the percentage of personwith, disabilities in the-
sdult population,- ighich has been estimatetttibe74ProXimately 19 percent
by the Department of Rehabilitation.. Of coursethe adult papulation is,
not an entirely valid comparison base for the Uni'Vertity'and State.Univer-
sity because tge Master Plan reAtricts them to more limited eligibility
pools, but no information exists that wOuld permit a completely accurate
estimate Of how much further these segments have-to go in increasing the

°repredentation of students. with disabilities.'

EXPENDITURiS AND SERVICES .PROVIDED

In 1979-80, the three shtems spent a cbmbined total of $22,734,728 to
serve 39,970 rstudents with disabilities, for anoaverage 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, 4$972,* and $621, respectively. These cost differences are
discusded in detail in Part Two, but in general they result from differ-,
ences in the types of students served add the services offered.

*For 1981-82, the State University reported an additional $771,919 in
revenue from federal grants and other sources whia increased the cost
per ,student substantially over that for 1979-80 when expenditures frOm
these fuEds were not reported.
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,TABLE 2 Number of Disabled Students Served. by California
Public:Colleges and UniVersities, py Disability
Group, 1979-80

Unkversity of California State California -

45.4.1122Litouo California tUnig4i-sity COmmunity tolleges

Number Percept Numoer Percent Numper,,, Pircent umoer
Total

P $1DA1 DISABIL/TY
4Vi 0.0h, Impaired 104 ;0.6% 354 ... . ,9.6% 2,181 *. 5.A 2,639' .6 0%

':.:lobili,ty impaixed '564-* 57.4 2,212 , 54.9 -9,616 24.4 12,392 28 1

Other Impairments 225 22.9 .762 20.6 _9,611 24,4 10,598 24.1

SUbtotal 893 ' jo7-4 3,328. 90.1 21;406 5 477 1575. '58.

OMMUNICATION DISABILITY
.50eech Impaired ., 7 0.7 31 0.8 1,146 2.9 1,184 2

;
-Hearing Impaired . 41 , 4.2 170 4.6 2,538 6.5 2,749 6

Other Impairments 8 _ 0.8 13 0-4 194 0.5 .: 215 0

Subtoal. , g 5.7 -,11.74 5.d 357g 9.96 4,148 9

..
.

42,ARNING-DI4ABILITy-
fl

.

3 3.a 89 Z.0 7,271 18.5 7,393. 16.p

0 0.0 0P. 0.0 6,819 17.3, 6 819 15.15%lpELOPMENTAI. DISABILITY

',.TOTAI ALL GROUPS .

0 0.0 62 1.7 0 0.0 62

"

. 982 -' 100.0 3,693 ', '100,0 39,376 140.0 44,051
.

c
,

. .

Note: umber indicates headcount. Percent indicates percent of segment's stateW1 0.total.
......o i: .1

, Bource: }rstemwide administration of the three segments.
_-

j ,

.,

.,

S.

TABLE 3 Number of Ddsabled Students Served by California
. Public Colleges and Universities, by Disability

Group, 1981-$2

Disability Group

Oniversity of California State California

California University ' CommunitY Colleges Total

Number Percent Number Percent Aumber Percent Number Percent

PHYSICAL DISABILITY -..

Vision Impaired 119 9.56% ;pi. 8.25% 2,913 5.71% 3,861 5.93%

Mobility. Impaired 865 69.48 2:277 53.50 16,506 , 32.35 19,428 34.52

Other Impairments 172 13.82 917 21.55 10,124 19.84 11 189 19.88

Subtotal , 1,156 92.82 3,545 83.80 29,543 57.90 60.37,978
,,

CO 1ATION DISABILITY
peec Impaired .6 0.48 '- 88 2.07 1,860

.

3.64 1,953 3.47
1

Hear4ig Impaired 45 3.61 371 8.72 3,595 7.05 3,766 6.69

Pthe Impairments . 1 0.08 ..Z:
-- .0002

' 68u total .52 4.17 459 10.79 5,455 .10.69 5,720 10.1602

..

LEARN NG DISABILITY 37 2.97 224 5'.26 9,942 19.48 10,195 18.12

OTHEf DISABILITIES ..... -- 28 . ''''- .66
...:..

. 28 .05

DEVE ORIENTAL DISABILITY 0.00 ...... 6,086 11.93 6,086 10.81

TOT ALL GROUPS 1,245, 400.00 :4,256 i00.00 51,026, -.100.00 56,277 ". 100.00.t

1

1. rItis includes 231 deaf students served by the special fed4a11y funded Center on Deafness at No thridge.

t.

Nq .e.: Dashes indicate data are not available.
d,

S rce: Systemwide administration of the three segments,

5,
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TABLE: 4 Disabl.ed Students Sprved bVthe UniversitV o
Cklifornia, 1979-80 and 1981-82' '..

4

°Disability Group

PHYSICAL DISABILITY-
Vision Impaired
Mobility Impaired
Othei _Impairments

-

-:1979 -80 _ . -X 1981112 :Percent%of
Number Percent, Number Percent ..... Increase

104
564
225

COMMUNICATION DISABILITY
Speech Impaired 7

Hearing IMpaired 41

.0ther Impairments 8
...

LEARNING DISABILITY 33

DEVELOPtIENTALDISABILITT .0

TOTAL ALL GROUPS 982

10.6% 119'

57:4 865

° 22.9 172

9,567, . 14.42% ,

40.48 53.37
13:81 -23.56

0.7 ! 6 0.48 lt

4,2 ,45 3.61
0.8 - 1. :08

;1.4 - 2.97

OA o . 0.00

-1 100.0 1,245 100.60,
6

,*The popUlation in this category is small, so percentage rhanges should be vieweA with cauiiOn..

Sodrce: Systemwide Administration, Univers4y of californii. q
,

. TABLE 5 Disabled Students Served by The California
State University, 1979-80 and 4981-82

0

.

-14.29*
: .9-.76

87.50*

12.12

0.0

.26.78

Ate

1979-80
981-82

) Percent of

Disability -troup Number Percent .Number l'Percent
.

/

q Increase

PHYgICAL DISABILITY
VisiOn Impaired 354 s9.6% 351 -- 8.25% - .8514'

Mobility Impaired 2,212 59.9 ''"' 2,277 53.50 2.94 ,

Other Impairments 762 20.6 917 21.55 2034.

Subtotal 3,328 90.1 3,545. 83.30

. a .

COMMUNICATION !DISABILITY -
Speech Impaired 31 0:8 *88

i
2.07 183.87

Rearing Impaired 170 4.6 -c, , 371" 8.12 118.24
4

Subtotal 5.8 459 10.79
Other Impairments A 0.4 -:: -.A 47-

4
LEARNING DISABILITY 89 2.4 224 . 5.26 ,11.69

OTHER DISABILITIES 62 1.7 28 .66 - 55:84 ..,

. .,

, i
DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY 0 0.0

o .

TOTAL ALL GROUPS 3,693 100.0 4,256 100.00 7.72

1. This includes 231 deaf studenta.terved by the special federally funded Cente oniDeafnes; at Northridge..

0

.

Note: Dashes-indicate data are not available. -

SourCef ChanCellor's Office, The California State University,
Mow

A.
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TALE 6, Disabled Students SerVed by the Ca nia
ComMunity Collegest'1979-80 and I9 2

7 Percent of
, 198P-82 ,..,-

Percent Increaselibmber
-,r,-......'Kr:

,',.,,tu, .

Ihsab-frltv Grou0.-

. .

. #

::

3979-80
Number . Percent

'

..

d

PHYSICAL DISASILITY

r

Vision Impaired 2,181 :.. 5,5%
Mobility impaired 9,616 24:4

Other Wairments 9,611

C9MMUNICATION DISABILITY'

<Speech apaired 1,146 2.9

Hearing fmOired. 2,538 6.5

Other Impairments 194

LEARNING DISABILITY 7,271 : 185

..DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY 6,819 17.3

TO* Ad GROUPS 39,376 100.0

Note: Dashes indicate data.

Source:.

4

Chancellor's Office

re not aVailable.

alifortia Communiiy Colleges.

2,913
16,506

. 10,124

; 1-,860

9,942

.6,086

51,026,

.

5.70% 0 33.56%

32.30 7

19.80
.71.65

5-.34

3.60
7.03

62.10
'41465

14.40 36.73

_11.90 -10.75

106.00 29.59

.

TABLE 8 Estimated Number of Students Served, Expenditures,

and Average Costs of Suppo?tive Services to
Disabled Students, 1979-80

University of Califuthia
Number Amount Average

Areeof Service Served Spent Colt

Readers_ 64 $ 14,917 $ 23;

Interpreters.

Special Adaptive'
.Equipment

On-Campus .

Transportation 348 .40,238 145.

Other Sdrvices ,982; 354,780 361.

'11C

Sirvice$4k
Spectil;Classei

Administration
and Staff

.TOTAL

16 .48,472-
%

California State *University

Number Amount Average

Served Spent Cost

237 $ 34,968 $ 232

3,030 59 83,920 1,422

428 126,684 296 961 .4l1,661 428

0 0

982 329,598

982 $914,689

240 58,687 245

, 3,693 608,575 165

; 335 31693 661,712

931 -11,879,523

179

509

Note: See the.Februiry 1981.report to the Legislature by the Chancellor of the'Community

Colleges lor4mportant qualifications.. Data are not strictly comparable.'

Source: Sietemvide administration of the three segments.



TABLE 7 Enrollment of Students with Disabilities
as a Percentage of Total Enrollment, 1

Year and Per$ent Chinge

1979-80 and 1981-82

University of California State

California University

California
Community Colleges Total

1979-80
.

-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 0.74 1.20 3.59 2.86

'

1981-82
Total Enrollment i

138,726 319,566 1,257,160 1,715,452

Students with Disabilities 1,245 4,25q -41 '51,026 56,249

Percent of Total 0.90 1.33 4.06 3.28

PERCENi OF CHANGE
Total Enrollment 5.21 4.16 14.26 11.47

Students with Disabilities 26.78 15.25 29:596 27.69

Source: Systemwide administration of the three segments.
10.

California Community Colleges Total

Number
Served

Amount
Spent

Average
Cost

Number
Served

Amount
Spent

Average
Cost

1,687 $ 594,227 $352 1,988 $ 664,112 $334

A

1,462 L,272,205 870 1,537 1,404,597 914

12,520 835,508 67 13,909 1,373,853

2"412 540,389 224 3,000 639,114 213

20,711 40,843,889 528 25,386 11,807,244 465'

22,i436 3,561,139 159 22,436 3,561.139 159

39,376 2,293,159 64 44,051 3,284,469 75

35,295 $19,940,516 $565 39,970 $22,734,728 $569



Table 9 demonstrates that r aders, interpreters, and transportation each
constitute a sizable percent ge of each segment's expenditures for students
with disabilities. It shoi4d also be noted that the Community Colleges
spent $13,571,329 (of whi h $8,1368,492 was derived from apportionment
ievenue) for specialized Lnstruction for the disabled during 19a1-82,
while State General Fundslat the University Slid State University were
used exclusively for suppqt serviceg.

. REVENUES

Table 10 shows that fori1981-82 all thrle segments derived substantial
revenue for programs serving students with disabilities from sources
other than State Genera hinds allocated specifically for these programs.
The University relied qn student registration fees for $144,268, while
the State University axitd th't Community Colleges did not have such funds
available. Additionalrrevenue tbr the State Uniyersity cómes largely
from fedéral7funds and, includes a major grant supporting the National
Center on Deafness at the 4bithridge campus. The Community Colleges
generated $8,368,492 in ADA 'revenue from special closed classes with
modified curriculum for students with disabilities, while tfie University
and the Stite University do not operate such classes and thus derive no
revenue from

TABEE P

this source.

Expenditures,

University.of
California

1981-82

California State
University

California
Community Colleges

__

Total

Amount Amoun Amount
Area of Service SDe Percent Soent Percent Spent Percent Spent Percent

Readers $ 75,373 5.92% $ 676,707 . 18.89% $ 3,843,300 12.1% $ 4,570,380 12.87%.

// Interpreters 57,368 4.51 .9 557,065 15.55 5,643,380 17.8 1,> 5,917,813 16.67,

Special Adaptive
Equipment 109,817 8.63 345,111 9.63

1,2
1,367,956 4:3 1,552,884 4.37

.On-Campus
Transportation 174,401 13.70, 77e917 2.18' 939,393 3.0 1,113,794 3.13

Other Services 457,748 35.95 1,013,877 28.30 4,538,282 14.3 . 4,996,030 14.07

Specialized
Instruction 671 0.05 13;571,329 42.3 13,572,000 38.24

Administration
and Staff 4% 397,769 31.24 911,595, 25.45 1,820,000 5.7 3,771,239 10.62

TOTAL $1,273,147 100.00% $3,582,2721 100.(30% $31,723,640 100.0% $35,494,140 100.00%

1. Adaptive"Equipment expenditures for the California State UniVersity were limited due to 1981-82 State
Budget expenditure restriction between February and June, 1982.

2/Pi/1is includes grants of $270,000 from the Xerox Corporation.

Source: Systemwide.administration of the three segments.



TABLE 10 gevenues, 1981-82

University of California State
California University

Spurce Amount Percent Amount Perwt

State Categorical
Funds $ 720,6851 56.42% $3,062,697 74.02%

n

Federal Grants 198,730 15.61 771,919" 18.66

VEA Funding 0 0.00 --

Apportionment
Revenue ,$ 0.00 --

Student Fees 144,268 11.33 --
,.

Institutional
Funds 211,864 16.64 --

Other 0 0.00 303,000 7.32

TOTAL $1,273,147 100.-00% $4,137,616 100.00%

California
Community Colleges Total

Amount .Percent

$18395,692 53.0%

350,000 1,0

2,135,434 7.4

8,368,492 26

--
I

2,274,022 7.2

--

;723,640 100.0%

.1. Th.7.Ssmount of$7201685 includes $2,400 uied to meet budgetary_s:Ings target.
Total does not include this amount.

Amount Percent

.$22,179,074 61.5%

)548,730 1.5,

2,335,434 .6.5

3,568,492 23.2

144,268 0.4

2,485,886 7.9

0 .0.0

$36,059484 100.0%

2. 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: Systemwide'administration of the three segments.
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ISSUES AFFECTING ALL THREE SE I NTS

WHO SHOULD BE SERVED?

As noted in Part One, °programs for students wit disabilities currently

serve,students in three broad categories: thoSe with physical, communi-

cation, and learning disabilities. (Appendix C d fines these categories.)

Physical disabtlities include those resulting from visual, mobility,
orthopedic, and'other functional impairments, hile communication. disa-

bilities include speech, hearing, and other elated imPairments. .In
addition to these three categories of student the Community Colleges
also serve persons with deve1opmental disabil ties including those with
mental retardation.,

Clearly a fundamental questpn any prograWof
with disabilities is who shOuld bd 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 be made according to defini-
tions established by the institution which the person attends. But

despite the apparent soundness of these def'nitro, two specific issues
remain in the area of eligibility for service.

services for students

The Temporarily Disabled

Neither AB 77 nor the Task Force report ddresses the question f how
long a person must have a disability in order to qualify to receive
services. Although the absolute numbers o students involved,is probably
small, the status of the temporarily disa led is important because of the

possiblity that the funding mechanism coi4d be distorted. If funding is

based on the average cost pgr student, e Ich 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 likely to require servicesf.for only a limited time and,
therefore, Costs relatively little to s rve. A large number of temporar-
ily disabled students could artificia ly inflate funding levels, and
verifying a disability after the fact could prove impossible because of
its transitory nature. If the headc unt Is taken hS of a particular'
census date, however, many temporari y disabled students may not be'

counted and funding maybe inadequate o meet actual need.

Compounding these difficulties is th fact that this problem has not beell

handled uniformly, so it cannot ev be assumed that all programs are
affected equally by any inaccurac in the funding mechanism. Basing

funding on the average cost per udent for a particular service would



a

reduce the i)roblem because only funding for those services actually used
by a student with a temporary disabili y would be affected, but neverthe-
less, some inaccuracy would still exis

,

RECOMMENDATION 1. The Le slat re should clarify State policy
to indicate that sTaents wit diaMities who iitTify the
EisiEi1l1TderOtions set fort in Auladix C shall be elipibls
for services regardless of duration of thiTriisibility,
but such students may.be coun ed for funaing purposes only if
they have received servias 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 purposed to situations where' they have received
services on several occasions ovei a period of time. This will tend to
reduce distortions of funding which would result fro% students,making
minimal use of available services. Moreover, this recommendation would
have the additional benefit of eliminating from the headcount even those
students with a permanent disability who receive only very limited ser-
vices.

%

Students with Learning Disabilities ,

In recent years, the cohviction has grown among educators that some
Student,who have difficulty learning suffer from some sort. of phyiical
or neurplogicalpsfunction that impairi their ability to Iearn, An
example would be dYSlexic students who hai7e trouble reading because
letters apPe'ar to be reversed.. 'Presumably, students with a "learning
disability" cannot be cured.or assisted by ordinary remedial techniques
and would, like other students with disabilitiest need specialized suppoit
servites in order to compensate for their disabilities, While this
notion may be conceptually sound, its practical application hps been
plagued with problems. ,

The primary problem is/that the actual physiological dysfunctions under-
lying learning disabilities havenpt yet been identified. Th4s, defini-
tions of "learning disability'l have' tended-to be spetulative and impre-
cise. The most popular approach has been tb define learning disability
by saying what it/is not, so that persons with learning disabilities are-
those who show iierked discrepancies between potential and Achievement
which cannot be attributed to some other cause. Indeed, the Statewide
TaskXorce defined learning disability as "spetific learning 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 detpite.conventional
instrUction adequate intelligence, and sociocultural opportunity,
(1972,, p.

While this type of d finition may be conceptually useful, it merely,
assumes the existence of physiological causes and is incapableof diS7-
tinguishing persons w ose learning problems Are or may be physiologically
caused from those whose problems .Stem from some other unknown cause.

ti 4



Moreover, there may well be students with,very real learning disabilities
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, pyacti-
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 whatftest results will suffice to
place a given student in the learning disabled category.

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 (Hobbs,
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,not 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 medida1
verification is difficult or impossible, these programs,have often been
forced to develop their own identification and assessment standards and
administer tests to students. Secotd, '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
factors have resulted in rapidly increasing numbers of students and
escalating dosts 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
and remedial programs for other studentsv. However, after studying programs
for students withjearning problems, the Department of Finance concluded
that in some cases students who were considered learning'disabled at-one
tcampus would be placed in a regular remeditl-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
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 differett for the two types of programs..t,
Another problem concerns the question of hb should perform the assesS-

jment; Problems with medical verification f learning disability have led
to the development of a new type of edu tional professional kn6wn as a
"learning disability specialist." However, no uniform .course of study
and no certification process fot such specialists yet exists, although
the State University does offer a master's degree program for training



learning disabilities specialists. If, asan alternative to requiring

medical verifidation 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.

The Chancell=of ihe Community Colleges is cur'rently conducting a study

which 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 ,retained as consul,

tants. The study team has operationally accepted a functional definition

similar to that in the 1979 TaSk Force Report'and has primarilY congentrated

.....
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 4e underlying.causation of "learning disability,"

it will provide acertain rough umiformity. 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

(--1°

.1 entifying the physiological disfunctions whiCh result in "learning

disability" and report that they have isolated and-often Corrected speci-

fic visual oriauditory problems in a,large.percentage of cases.

. .
.

Those who study and work with students with "learning disabilititir may

Nentually 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.

The 'Chancellor of the Community Colleges has'limited further grOwth in

letrning 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.

RECOMMENDATION' 2. State funding for specialized tutoripg and

assessment for studiFET with leaFailg disabilities should.be

maintained at present levels through June 30, 1984, or until

the results of the curreQt study by the nianEiTTOr of the

Community Colleges are available and all threelegments:-Tii

cooperation with the Co7imiii-W, haveRglied on equivalent

definitions and generalciples regaregg veTification and

assessment of learning disabilities, The Community Colleges

and.State University should also discuss the training and

qualifications of program staff workinq wfn7 students ith

earning disabilities, but the availability of funds shalT-Rat

,depeng on agreement on this F6Pect. ;

.
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WHAT SERVICES SHOULD BE PROVIDED?

The AB 77 Model

As discussed earlier, Community College programs for tudents with,disa-
bilities were originally funded through statutes designed for special
education in the public schools. In general, these statutes provided a
district with a fixed amount per unit'of ADA to provide services to
students with a particular type.of disability.

As time went on, programs were expanded
and amendments were added to the funding
at a specified rate for this new group.
with. separate funding developed for each
this system difficult to administer, it
program managers to seek out and,serve
other groups, depending on the incentiires

to serve new groups,of students
statutes which authorized support
Eventually, separate programs

disability group. Not only was
was inequitable and encouraged
certain groups and underserve
for funding.

AB 77 'was desigged to simplify the funding system and eliminate its
inequities. It created a,speoial categorical,fund from which Community
Colleges may provide services for students.with disabilities. The size
of this fund is determined by multiplying a dollar figure of $12.19 per
unit 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
telationship to the number of students with disabilities svved or the
costs of serving those students, except that it may not exceed $785 for
each student with a disability and 'three times that amount for each
severely disabled student. --ttagr

Except in the' most general terms, AB 77 did not define what type of "
services may be provided with these funds. Its underlying rationale was
that Community College districts should not bear the burden of proNiiding
sometimeg costly accommodations for students with disabilities from their
regular budget. Thus, if districts incur costs for serving these students
which exceed revenue from ADA and income 'from other sources, then the
State would cover the differencelrom 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
services (listed in column 2 of Table 1) according to the Chancellor'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
unar the statute exceeds actual need: However, when Overall ADA growth
is slow or when, as in recent years, the Legislature imposes an arbitrav
cap on funding.leveM, problems develop. Despite the capped allocation,
the number of students served has continued to climbfrom approximately
39,000 in 1979-80 to 51,000 in 1981,82. With nojimitation onJ the
of services to be provided or the number of students to be served, the
inevitable result is that services must be denied or there will be a
gradual deterioratIon of the quality of services.



Since 1979, the Board of Governors has not used' the funding approach

described in AB 77 to dete uijie the allocatiOn of State funds to the Com-

munity Colleges. Instea , it 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 Commu-
, nity Colleges by budget appropriations in lieu of the arnounts which would

have been generated under AB 77.

The 1979 Task Force Model

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.ebst of

serving students with disabilities in the Community Colleges in 1978-79.

In hearings before the Subcommittee on Education of the Asseinbly 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 understanaing that the State would provide sufficient funds to

ensure that every student would receive necessary services 'and that a

permanent mechanism would be developed which more accurately reflected

the actual cost of operating the programs.

Because.of this limited funding, the Statewide Task Force, whichl was
established by Suppleniental 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 addit4on, it reiterated the State's
commitment to cover the actual cost of p oviding necessary services, and

called for the development of a long erm funding mechanism based on
experience gained from operation of the programs during 1979-804

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 amotint 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 oiNquity in the
provision of essential services to studeOs withY 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 8tate 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 availabie. Some Community College programs operating under the
"excess cost". model of AB 77 have expanded to provide a broad range of

services, while others have had difficulty in 'providing even the core

services described in the Tagk Force Report. By contrast to the extensive

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

programs have been restricted to the core services and have been forted

to rely on student fees and other revenues because the State has never

fully funded the programs.
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The Task Force guidelines are based on the philosophy,trhat; whenever
possible, Students with disabilitieiNhould be served bY programs serving
all students and that the function of the special progra0 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...6f this phiioso-
phy, a number of services generally available to all students, such as
outreach, trUnsportation, counseling, tutoring, and cart* planning and,
placement, are not specifidally listed as core servidde. in the Task Forte)
report. However, 'practical problems often prise in ma4ng-these generic
services, which serve ill students, accessibleto students with disabili-
ties,, and on many campuses, separate transporiafion, tuto*nk, and outreach
services have btecome part 'of the program for these students. These
services are funded by AB 77 in the Community Colleges and'in some instances
by other sources'at the University and State University...1heoTask Force
report contains language4ermitting the programs to provide services
necessary to facilitateaccess, but,it is ,unclear'whether:this justifies
duplicative services ifk( access cannot easily be ensured An'any other

f

fashion.

Another difference between AB 77 and the model described in the task
Force report ie that AB 77 fUnds may be used to offset.the excess cost of:\
specialized instruction, while the Task FOrce guidelines,;refer only to '

support services. Although the 1978 State Plan recogn#0 that some
students may,want or need speciA/tlasses, the isunds made:available in
1979 and the scope of the Task Force Report guidelines:were limited to
suppore,services. This has not proven to be a serious 'problem for the
UniversitY'and State University where such classes-are rare, butat has
been a Apajor issue for the Community Colleges, and.willbe explored
further ih Part Thiee.

The 1981 Commtsion Model

The Statewide Task Force asked the segments to submit to die* Department
of Finance by February 1980 information about the number ,of 'students with
disabilities served by their programs and the actual c'oSt"Of serving
these students. These data demonstrated that enrollmentsliad exceeded '

expectations at'the State University and the Community Collegesi and that
costs had exceeded expectations at the University. Late in the year, the
budget for the State University was augmented, but those ofthe 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 appropriateany additional
funds for them beyond modest cost-of-living adjustments.. ,Instead, it
directed-the Chancellor of the Community Colleges to studY.,a number of
issues related to the funding and operation of the programs:, including
those which were discussed in the previousNection invoWingjthe types of
services to be provided., The Chancellor's Apart of:February 1981 stopped

V short of making recommendationi concerning a lbng-term funding-model, but
it analyzed many significant issues and it provided a basis,for further
discussion between the segments.and the Commission. In April 1981,
.gegmental and Commission staffs reached tentative agreement in principle
on several of these issues, and the Commission staff presented a funding

4



model based on these discussions to the fiscal committees of the Legisla=

ture in May.

This model was a compromise between the open-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 servicesorequired by its students and seek increased,Stete support

to provide these services. Under this model, funding wes based on en

average cost per student for prowiding a particular service, multiplied

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

expensive services such as readers, 'interpreters, and pravisioA of adaptive

equipment were handled separately, whil,e other less costly services were

grouped together. The model also separated funding for support ser#ices

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,developed under the pressures of the budget proc-

ess, it did notiaddress many details involved in implementing the new

funding mechanism. At the strong urging of the Department of Finance,/

the Legislature deferred action on the long-term-funding mechanism and '

asked the Departmentrirdevelop recommendations on the.subject.

The Departnuaft of Finance Report .
.

Miring the summer of 1981, staff of the Department,of Finance visited a

number of programs serving sihdaats with disabilities 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 additioni.

after further work 'with the segments, Commission staff submitted to the

Department a refined version of the funding model (California Postsecondary

Education Commission, 1981) which had been piesented tothe Legislature

in the spring.
4

The res4t11751t, 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 recommpdations which would have subptantially

affected programs serving students with ditabilities. Its recommehdations

retained much of the structure of the 1979 Task Force repprt, but some

services, such as outreach and transpoxtation, were.expressly excluded,

while counseling and tutoring were permitted under limited circumstances.

It recommended continuation of the per-capita funding gptem 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

augmentation of $156,000 in State funds to offset this proPpsed change.

It also recommended that special classes at Community Colleges not receive

additional funding beyond the regular ADA generated by the class. Elimi-

nating funding for XiAnsportation and special classes would have resdlted

in a reduction of $6.25 million in.the budget for programs serving students

disabilities in the Community Colleges.
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The 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 Legislature did not take action'on them. As.a result, several impor-

J taut questions remain, unresolved regarding the type of services which-
should be provided and how they should be funded.

Program PurPose

Underlying questions about the type of services to be offered is the
issue of the purpose of programs lor students with disabilities. In

general, there are three sutcessively more expansive ways in which the
obligations of the education4 institution to persons with disabilities
may be defined.

1.- The institution must refrain drom discrfraination based solely on the
basis of disability.

2. The institution must ensure that programs and activities which are
offered to all students are also accessible to and usab1e,by'other-
wise qualified per ons with disabilities. This can be dtcomplilhed
by.modifying ies, providing auxildry aids; or making minor
non-substantive modifications in the programs themselves.

r

3. The iitstitution must, in addition to 1 and 2 above, take steps to
eliminate. the\-underrepresentation of students with.disabilitigs by
conducting special outreach, developing newprograms designitd to meet
the needs and interests of these students, and providing sperialized
.aSsistance to such students to compensate for emotional.or educational
deficits resulting from their disability.

,

Taken together, the regulations adopted by HEW and the U.S. Supteme
tourt's decision in Southeastern Community College vs. Davis have inter-
preted Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 in arionosy equivalent
to the second of these three levels of obligation.

.trza

However, while the obligations of the'institution under fgderal law are
fairly clear, the State has not been as clear as io its POlicy on'this
subject. In ACR 201, the Legisalture asked each of the segments*to pre-
pare plans to eliminate the underrepresentation of students-with disabili-
tibs. These plans were developed nd consolidated in the' 1978 State
Plan. Given the authority and Iunding of AB 77, the Board of Governors
of the Community.Colleges idopted program' regulations which implement
these plans and define for Community Collegesgoals corresponding to the
third of these three approaches. ,

But, by 1979, the '4ate's fiscal situation had worsened and the funding
allocated ta-the University and State University that3ear waS- subject to
the Task Force guidelines which tore closely resemble the narrower approach
of the second paragraph. The intent of the Legislature has been further
obScurred because, although AB 77 and its associated regulations are
still technically in ef ect, budget allocations. since 1979 have been.

based on.budget augm'ent ion requests as described earlier. Thus,' all

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

4



defined programs, b 'only the Community Colleges have been given authority

to use State funds to implement these plans and even.in tbit.segment

.fundingA3ractices have not followed the statdtory provitions,in recent

years. In his February 1981 report to,the Legislatuie; the ChanCellor of

the Community Colleges argued that the ust of speciaFclasses -and the

broader range of services offered by the CommUnity-Colleges are justified

because. (a) Community College programS serve a wider variety of seudents;

(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.

\ -

As the first_ of 'these arguments suggests, it is. reasonable teexpect
Community Colleges to offer aifferent types of serACesif they serve
different types of Students. This is most clearly illustrated in the
case of special classes and services, provided by Community,Colleges to
students with developmental disabilities who are notrserved bypro'grams

at the University and State University. It it also true,- as mentioned.

'earl-ier, that t:be Community Colleges servea-much'larger number of students

with- learning disabilities, but serving-more of thete,students merely:-

justifies deliveryf more services and n9t necessarily different .ones., ,

,

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

Colleges offer special classes and a broader range of services than tther

segments to students with physical, communication, or learning disabili,

ties who are serVed by all three segments. Bowever, neither the severity

of students' disabilitiesor .their educational deficits can adequately .

justify existing Community College programs. Both able=bodied and disabled

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 thestudent's involvement 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 Community'Colleges, so the severity of disability is not what

results in the need for additional services.

T e real problem faced by the Community Colleges is tha; without the

natural screenidg mechanism of academic admission requirements that exist

at the other two segments, the.Community Colleges find themselves-serving

many students with disabilities who are less independent, Ave fewer '

coping skills, and because of past discrimination and segregation may'

have been poorly educated oe socialized. Although these conditions are

often associated with disabilAy,Itherare not inherentAo being disibled,

since many persons with disabilities ca and do avOid or overcOmethem.

policy similar to that described n the second numbered paragraph above

requires only that an institutio loffer services gnd make non-sulistantive

'changes in its prograths that would be necessary to accommodate,the inherent.
limitations imposed by disability. Such a policy would not require the-

institution to offer services or programs'designed to compensate for,the

personal, SociaV, of educational limitations that are often,'bu t4

necessarily, associated with disability. This approach assumes t$iat.

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
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for assisting the student to cope with the full spectruM Of'functional
limitatAns which.are associated with a disability

Obviously, State policy on this issue stould be equitable and uniform,
°before rational decisions can be made about what services should be
available at State expense to students with dital5i1ities.

RECOMMENDATION 3. The.Legislaiure should clarify State policy
to indicate that tEipurposes of programs far striaiiifs,-with
disabilities are: to provide services necessary to peRITt
students wittiTsabiliffes to parTTET5iEi in the educational
programs operated by the institutions they attend, and (2) to,
increase the representation of theSe students. PriWity for
State fundWg shall be Riven to the fitii-5T-These objectives,
iREFfunding shall be made "available for outreach, additional
specialized programs, and cpmpensatoryservicés when this
initial objective has been achieved at alliris-7itiTtioni:

Integration bf Services

Anothei policy problem is the 'integration of services. BotY4'17 and
the 1979 Task Force report stress the need to integrate servi-ces,for
students with disabilities to the greatest degree possible. Ideally-37;

each office on campus which provides a service to studentsyould be
able of making its services accessible tb students wit.h disabaities.
e primary function of the program forstudents with ditabilitie should

be to coordinate and facilitate such services -and td, provide serVices
which' are not otherwise available. ThiS*Wouid give students with disabili7
les the greatest freedom to pursue any educational program, take advan-
tage of all services offered to students, and be treat 6d. as,much as
possibfe like other students.

In practice, however, this ideal level of integration'is often difficult
if not impossible to achieve. Sometimes pHysical barriers make it impos-,
sible for students with,disabilitiei to be served by the- same office
which serves other'students. Idother cases, attitudinal or ddministra-
tive barriers remain. Finally, when funding is restricted, no program is
likely to be anxious to take on the responsibility for servin&additional0
students, especially if serving those students will beo difficulf.qr
costly.

Faced with these obstacles, programs for students with disabilities on
some campuses have themselves taken on the responsibility for providing
counseling, tutoring, add other services which may be available elsewhere
on campus. This ensures that students with disailities receive necessary
serVices, but as is often the case with mAny categorical programs, it may
reinforce the tendency of other programs to avoid their responsibility
for providing services which are accessible to the disabled. If the
State provple's funds to serve these students through'a separate program
or 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
achieving the long-term goal of integrated serviCes. Yet it is surely
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inappropriate to ask students with disabilities to wait to receive needed
services until some time in the future when the barriers to completely
integrated service delivery can be overcome.

There is no easy way oilt of this dilemma. No simple rule can be devided
for determining when the obstacles to'integration are so numerous and

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 atteAlpt
to encourage eventual integration while, ensuring that necessary services
are available at all times. Recommendation 4 below attempts to furtbkr
this objective by requiring that if the State funds counseling, tutori4g,
outreach, oebff-campus transportatioei these Services 'will be deliVered
through programs serving all students where such pragrems exist. It also

requires that such services be coordinated by the program for students-
with disabilities and that services be provided by qualified staff, ilith
institutions having the'option of retraining staff currently werking in

.the regular campus programs, hiring new staff txained to work with students
with disabilities, or moving existing staff from the program for students
.with diiabilities. so.

RECOMMENDATION 4. In the event that any seament receives State
funding pursuant t011ecomMiNaitiaT 8 anh 9 below to proViai-

N outreach, disability related counseli.ng, speeTigied tutoring,
or off-campus transpoR511-6T, such funding shall be coordinated
through programs serving students with disabilities, but services
should be delivered ty quiTillirstaff through programs providing
similar services:to all students, where such programs exist. f\s

RECOMMENDATION 5. The Legislature should direct the Department
of Transportation, working with aTT-57-ee segments and the
Commission, to develop, py: Januars7 1984,a plan for ensiFing
that all public transit agencies in the Stale are capableof
proviErVig off-carM7TEFinsportation tb students 011 disabilities
within their jurisdiction ty July 1, 1986. ,TOTTIlan should
include provisions requiring local trigi-t,operatorsto work
with programs serving students with-FiriM iities to mplement
the transfdr of services at the local level, 2gg the Department
of Transportatib7-715Ttid, trIpTicl, 1986, report to the
Legislature on its:Fe-airless to implement the plan statewide-12y
July 1,.1986. --FrEFIEF-irving students with disabilities
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 deyeloped paivant to
this recommendaiiTTEis not been adequately implemented.



EON SIM THESE SERVICES BE FUNDED?

11 Present Fundi g Mechanisms

its discussed karlier, AB 77 provides a funding sistem for the Community
colleges which reimburses districts for the costs of serving students
ceth disabilities to the extent that'those costs exceed Tevenue from ADA.

gl

Te total amount available is% determined by a formula based on the aggre-
ate ADA for the Community Colleges as a whole. In recent.years, this
entire mechailsm has been replaced by a series of annual ",in lieu" appro-

. 0
priations.- q .

In contrast, the University and State University programs are funded at a
fixed per-capita rate which is multiplied by the number of students with
disabilities receiving services. This formula has the virtue of being
somewhat more responsive to increased need,*but the per-capita Tate was
developed based on scanty information and bears little relation to the
true costs of providing the services.

The podel which Commission staff submitted t$ the DepartmentcOf Finance
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 availade 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 apprdach 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 changes in student demand, at
least for the high-cost services where such changes are most likely to
cause disruption in a flat-rate system.

One problem with this model is that it does not adequately addregs 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 additional services. -
While this is necessary to give flexibility, it merely defers decisions
regarding the State's willingness and ability to fund certain services
aboutowhich,questions have already been raised. ThoSe services which are
currently at issue are counseling, tutoring, outreach, and transportation.
As indicate4 earlier, 'whether such services should be provided depends
upon the deflined purpoe of the progtam and the degree to which integration
of services is desirable and feasWe. Recommendation 3 attempts to
define State policy on these idaues, and any funding mechanism must be
designed to support these policies.

Future Funding Princtples

The other issue which the 1981 model did not.address was the proper
funding level. Since 1979, the State has been committed o fully .funding'
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the provision of necessary services to students with disabilities. The

allocation 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.

The 1979 allocations to the segments were largely arbitrary and dia not .

bear any real relation to the cost of adequately providing necessary
services. 'Thus when the segments reported the costs for providifig services

during 1979-80, the figures.bore no real ielationship to need since they

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

budgets have simply been adjusted for cost-of-living increases9y with,the

exception of a small augmentation .for the transfer of,,services fromthe
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 progtam budgets, I

and at the Community Colleges4much of the additional funding,comes from

revenue from ADA in special classes and does not apply to the provision

of support service§.

Another problem involved in determining appropriate funding levels is

that the costs of providing suppogt services vary among the segments for

a number of reasons:

First, salaries and other operating expenses may,be different for the

University than for the State University and the Community Colleges.

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 serve§ a comparatively small number of students 'with

disabilitiet, and economies of scale are not as- feasible,

Third,:-the types of students served and the ,services offered are
considerably different, at least when the University and State Univer.7
sity are compared to the Community Colleges. Wale costs for4rovid-
ing,the same services to the same student pOpulation may be roughly
comparable, present data-collection techniques do not pexnit a detailed

breakdown of costs for the Community Colleges.

41, a'ourth and finally, the students at the University: and the State

Universitrusually attend full time 44d receive individual servites,
while those.at the COmmunity Colleges.aVerage approximately half time'

and may receive services in a group se6ting, and, therefore, presumOlx
cost somewhat less to serve per individual.



Despite these diffekences 'the University's coot per student dpta probably.
at least provide an upper).imit on what programs at the State University
and C.ununity Colleges might reasonably be expected,to cost.

Decal* the long-term ,funding mechanism recommended in 1981 is based on
the cOncept bf 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 arWhistorical inequities of the cost information-currently
available. Oe method-might be to fund programs at an artificially high
level and al3fow 'them to operate for-a specified period of time in order
to establish/true costs without the constraint of limited funding. Apart
from the fiOa1 arguments against allocating larger than necessary amounts
to a particular program; the difficaty with this methOd is that costs t-

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 coliid be balanced against historical cost figures to

i ktendency.compensate for tt

4Acco f llowing principles, which represent a'refinement of_t1

the 11.del develo4 it 1981, are recommended as the basis of a lonvterm
funding mechanism Lor programs serving students with disabilities:

RECOMMENDATION 6. The Legislature should fund' the actual addi-
tional cost of proirding necessary supporfiiiiiiEes to stdaals
with disabilities in public postsecondary eclairlam

6.1 In determining the allocation of State funds for this
purpose, the process described jn Recommendations 7 through 12
below should be utilized.

6.2 Institutions should continue to utilize all other ava
able resources to support programs for students with disab;li-
ties.

RECOMMENDATION 7. The Legislature should base fun in of
programs for students.with disabilities in public postseconairy
education on5FORETions of costs submitted eadh segment
luring the State budget process, except that dost7far provid-

spei-Til-Fases in Community Colleges shi77154finded in
accordance w'ikiittcommendations 18-22 below niffir-Fost
projections-701 be developed in-aardance with Recomegai-
tion 12 below and projections for subsequent years should
account for antiEiiiated changes due to inflation, worklaia-,Thnd
a terations in the program structure. TiT5ZTTOns.of worklaT
increase shoiNd be based on-alii51-17icreasas experienced by the
segment 5-ToTior years. Reg7iiFs" f(77'...ii--icreased support based
on these projections shall e handled through the regular State
budget process. The level Ôf TUFffinii Ey vary between segments
because of differenceraithe actual cost of adealatiViproviding
,the same services in the three segments.



RECOMMENDATION 8. Each se9ment submit to the Department of

Finance a budget request indicafTTRate funds required to
provide services to students with disiSTITICeit--Those serviEis

listed fri-NEdix TE-Wa-11- be available at eacii-E6Tlege or

campusand shall be funded ty the State. fE-Ts ex ressi-

recogniiia"that servi5riii-addifia to thosemsted in Appendix

A are not necesiiFirsT7f7Ter7717167157-75nce a service has

'Seen approved for State fiRTFE, it shall become a permanent

part of ;the range of services to ITie" piWided by that segment,

and the/costs of proviainTslicE-services shall be propcted,.

Telorted, and funded as descRER inFrnmer-liTirion 11 below.

RECOMMENDATION 9, Support services funded pi the State shall

be consistent with the following:

a. The service is consistent with the stated purposes of pr21.-.

grams for students with dii-iglifies as set forth in Recom7 .

mendaera 3.
1,

b. The service does not puplicate servlces which are otherwise

available to-ill-students.

c The need for the service is directb; related to verifiable

,/
UTiaigiTtieTof the students to be servi37

d. The need for the service is directly related to the person's

partiETFaMn in the educational, process.

e. Services should have as their goals mainstreaming, inde-

pendence,--W7Or maximumWegration of students iFEE

disabilities.

f.. Services should be provided in the most integrated setting

-TOTIFfli consistent with State mgfederal law, State

policy and funding reqUiTements, iiia'segmental:Erssions and

policies.

RECOMMENDATION 10. The Legislature should give each segment

the discretionary authority to estabMiTi-SpeciaT-Untingency
Fund from the funds allocated in accordvith Recommendation 11
below7--Thg7pecial TWIFETT6iTicy RWrihall be used for: .Kjiy

providing services to students who reiTige Tel-7gs which are
extraordin57TTY-Fitly; and (b) providing ing-iiTaTi-tFiiiiing to
regular campus faculty and staff to improVT1517-wareness of

the needs of students with

,

RECOMMENDATION 11. The Legislature should fund programs based

on budget requests that'add together the tofircost for inter-

preters; readers, notetakers, specrit WiT5ment, moOTTTET

assistance, other,support serVlcesi administration, and the

Special Contingency Fund, if Any. In eXch categorythe total'

-187-4
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cost shall be determined by multiplying the number of students
to be served prIETFRTMatqg cost per student of provicWhe
servi477157-Serviels. The atiiiited cost ar student may be
,derived ta the use of agy formula, method,,or PFO-C-Fii-which the
segment may select, so long as the method accurately 770Tects.
the true cost of adequately proviiMg these services. TA5Triaik
B coiifiTns the budget projection formatTY-

11.1 Notwithstanbing the above'budget projection system, the
allocation to the segment shall be considered to be a lump sum
and may be allocated to campuses or colleges by any reasonable
and equitable method developed by ,the segments, provided,
however, that all services listed in Appendix A must be avail-
able dn each campus and the use of these funds is expressly re-
stricted to the provision of support services,for students with"
disabilities.

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-
istration which are incurred at the campus or college level and
at the systemwide level should be combined ind reported under
administration. Administration may include costs for .program.
development, accountability, and evaluation as well as the
costs associated with the operation of advisory committees
described in Recommendations 13..1 and 13.2. \----

11.3 By November 1 (I 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 regarding the
actual cost of program operation during the previous f*scal
year. These reports shall include the numberq 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 Special 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 developmentally disabled
should be separately reported.

11.4 Except as specifically superseded herein, the guidelines
tet forth in the attached 1979 Task Force report remain effective.

RECOMMENDATION 12. he Legislature shoirld require that, the
initial average cost rates described-TE-Tecommendati6F-7 be
established.through the following jprocess:

12.1 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 deVeloped by the three
segments.. Proposed funding levels shall bd reviewed by the'



Joint Legislative Budget Committee and the Department of Einance

thrdugh the regular State budget process and shall serve as the

basis of budgeting for the 1984-85 fiscal year.

12.2 Estimatts of the average cost for providing a given

service or se'rvices 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

likely to use the service.
PS

12.3 Avvage cost rates may take intomaccount differences

between the §Ogments and may deviate from historical cost

figures. However, any deviatiqns from such figures shall be'

based on specific justifications. In no event may aggregate

per capitt costs in any segmentexceed those for the Unive ity

of California.

12.4 Modifications in these initial average cost rates shall
be made in accord with Recommendation'7 above.

HOW SHOULD PROGRAMS FOR STUDEN
WITH DISABILITIES BE EVALUATED?

Although programs for students with disabilities have been the subject of

numerous studies, little attention has been devoted to their systematic

evaluation. This fact is due largely to their lack of clarity of purpose.

If they are designed to overcome underrepresentation and promote the.

recruitment and retention of 'students with disabilities, then)ltbeir

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 accssibility, criteria for

appropriate evaluation are less obvious. Student performance information

might be xxmsidered irrelevant because the programs could fulfill their

goal of ensuring accessibility despite students' pesiible 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 Stateoide.Task Force recommended the

establishment of advisory committees including.student representativei

who could presumably make known seriouS inadequacies in t4e programs.

But even Where such advisory committees do exist, they ofte4Pdo not meet

regularly or do not have effective student represeutation. Surveys of

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

biased.



At the request of the Legislature, the Chancellor of tho Communit* Col-
leges is currently studying methods of evaluating,the programs for studints
with disabilities. His study is focusing on the evaluation of classes
providing specialized instruction for these students in the Con1nunity
Colleges, but his report may include some recommendations appli able to
evaluating all services in all three segments.-

Although the results of the Chancellor's study are still pendix, it is
possible to make the following twb recommendations. Commission staff
will also take steps to establish a Statewide Advisory Committee on
Services to Students with Disabilities to .assist staff iti a variety of
areas including the,review of program evaluations conducted by the segments.

RECOMMEVATION 13. ,Programs for students with disabilities
shall iniclude adviso74y cOmmittees as follows:

1

13.1 The Board of Regents of the University of California, the
Board of Trustees of the California State University, and the
Board of Governors of the California Communjty Colleges should
°require that each campus establish.an advisory committee on
services to students with disabilities that shall meet regu-
larly to' review the operation'of these programs. This coMmittee
should be advisory to the chief administrative officer 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 and may also include
representatives of appropriate community or State agencies,
consumer groups, and any. other appropriate organizations or
individuals. Functions of the committee should include assisting'
in the evaluation of current campus policies and-procedures
relating to students with disabilities; developing plans for
programs and services for these students; and setting priorities,
developing timelines, and assisting in the estiMatiOn of costs

- associated with support services.

23.2 The Board of Regents of the University of California, the
Board of Trustees of the Wifornia State University, and the
Board of Governors of the CalifornialCotnity Colleges should
each establish a systemwideadvisorY CO ittee on services to
students with disabilities that shall meet regularly to review
the operation of these programs. These.committees should be
advisory to and recognized by the chief administrative,officer
of each segment. These committees should have .substantial
representation of students, faculty, and staff whb are represen-
tative of as wide a variety of disabilities as Possible,a0 may
also include representatiyes of appropriate communitY or-itate
agencies, consumer groups, and any other appropriate organizations
or individuals. Functions of the committees should include
assisting in the 'implementation and evaluation of programs for
services to students with disabilities;,developing proposals agt
necessary for-the revision -of systemwide 'policies for these '

students; and advising the systemwide adminiStration on their
needs and concerns.



RECOMMENDATION 14. Each segment shouJd develop and submit to
the Commission for Tirreview 12,17anuary 1, 1984, program

evaldiFEFTEihdiFas whi6F-Tria ill use n conduciiigevaluatiOns
of its programs for students WITT disiMities. The Commission

with.the advice *of the Statewide Advisory Committee described
TF-RecommeTaiEron 13.3 iiiiiTi-FOTew and comment on these stand-
ards by'April 14 1984. At i-F5Tinum, the prpgram-Wiluit5IT
process shall include.periolIc-iTET7.6sits or prograrliaTiE74
each systemwide admini9tration and assessment of studeTIT7iEis-

faction. Results of propram evaluaT
each segmerif-Tr7tgir biennial report tothe
the Omission shall re7517/11R comment on'Iliese reports to the
respiR1W-Te5ments. The Cogiesion sharE-57TanUary 1, 1987,
prepare a report which-TACTRWraniensive review of these--
programs based on Ike biennial'reports called fort& the T979
Task Force repFt,'infOTEET5h from the stati011e ATIVisory.
Committee, and program evaluations conducted by the,segments in
accordance Wth stamdards' described-ITEM-recommendation and
Recommendation 13.

WHAT HAS BEEN THE EFFECT OF THE TRANSFER OF SERVICES
FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATION?

As mentioned above, until rettntly, the Department of Rehabilitation
provideeseveral important supfbrt servites, including readers, interpre7
ters, and note-takers, to its clients who were Stndentsin public post-
secondary education. In-1979, however, based on its interpretation of
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Art of 1973 and other provisions of
federal and State law, the Department took ihe position that postsec-
ondary eduCational institutions should bear this responsibil4y.

Since 1976, the Communtty Colleges have provided these services to their
students who were not clients of the Department through funding under AB
77. The 1979 Statewide Task Farce recognized that these services should
be available at all institutions, and recommended-that programs f61-'''

students with disabilities should be funded to provide such services in
the event thai 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
thein for its clients through the academic year 1980-81. kHowever, on July
1, 1981, the Department teased providinghese services, and the passage
of SB 1053 two months later formally 'aecomplished their transfer to
postsecondary education.

Many groups, particularly organizations representing the blind, have
expressed serious reservations about the ability of programs for students
with disabilities to provide services as effectively as did the Department
of Rehabilitation. In response to these concerns', SI 1053 contained
language requiring each of the three segments to develop regulations by
January 1982 to ensure that the quality of their services is equivalent
to, that previously provided by the Department." However, lack of sufficient



funding has made the institutions reluctant to adopt ruleg committing
thembelves to a particular quality or quantity of services, and thus
these regulations have not yet been adopted, though the University main-
tains that its gpidelines developed pursuant to the 1979 Task, Force
report satisfy the requirements of SB 1053. e

1

The lack of these regulations means that no specific standards:are avail-
able to measure performance nor is there% formal process by which students
can resolve problems except for the regular campus aplieals prosess. ThuS

little hard evidence exists on which to judge the effects of the tranifer.
Nonetheless, it was clear to the Department of Finance during itp study
that the programs have received inadequate funding from the State to
provide for these additional services. Many campuses have'.found it
necessary to restrict the hours.that readers ot interpreters are available
or to rely heavily on volunteers. This problem remains most acute at the
Community Colleges, but programs at the University might well have exper-
ienced similar difficulties if other resources had not beet.available,
and some programs at State University campuses experienced severe difficul-
ties in 1981 until these campuses gained experience in delivering these
services.

Estimating the amount needed to offer these additional services adequately
is very difficult. One problem is that campuses have tended to sacrifice
the quality of services in order to stretch limited dollars to'serve all
students.-- Therefore, their costs are artificially law cempared to what
they would be ifethe services were providedrin strict accord with SB
1053. Another problet is that clients of the'Department of Rehabilitation
who were students prior to July 1981 offen received seTvices,from both
the Department and campus programs. Thus, they alrea0 appeared in the
segmental headcount, but they now need the additional services from the
segmenti that previously were provided by the Department. this makes
segmental costs of serving them even higher, but the present per-capita
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 bi&
go:ire severely disabled, and yet the Department of Rehabilitation, whicE
presumably has experience in this area, has been unable tq provide accurate
information about the numbers of its clients in public postsecondary
education or the costs of serving them.

RECOMMENDATION 15. In developing averagecos rates .pursujit
to Recommendation 12, cost increases which my e attributab e
to the transfer of serviCes from the Department of Rehabilita-
tion shall be included.

Other problems have arisen because some campuses are uncertain ab4zt the
implications of providing-services to students with disabilitieS the

same fashion previously used by the Department of Rehabilitation'. Un r

the Department, students were given the right to select, hire, add fire
those persons who provided reader, interpreter, or other services to
them. The student and the service(provider determined when, where; and
Wider what conditions the.provi:der would work and coMpleted a form which_



.they gubmitted to the Department to verify the number of hours worked.:

The Department then paid the service provider as an independent tontractor.

MoSt students deem this system.essential because it gives them the flexi-.

bility to study in the most efficient way and to work withTroViders Who,

are selected to their specifications. But such a system does no .mv h

well with traditional personnel practices.of,educationalinstitu.,
Moreover, manyCommunity College-adMinistrators fear liability pr.Jems

if they permit employees to Work off.,,campUs:w4out.the supervision f

district,personnel. _Although the UniversityWith tore flexible.hiring

',procedures, has apparently had little diffitulty in this regard,TrobleMs

have occurred in the Community Colleges and the StateDniversity

RECOMMENDATION 16., The Education 'Code should beamended:to
indicate that the CommunIty Colleges and: tho StatiTUFTWFsiTy
may elect to provide direct: support se51C67(5i-incipally
reader and liTierpreter services) thrOughlthAhl:pendent contrac--
tor system. .;

16.1 Such a system should permit students to select, hire, and

ni .

fire those ab provide Tices to them and make the student
responsible for determi how, when, and where to work with

the service proviAer. Students would be allotted a fixed
number of dollar or hours of service which could be exceeded

,

only with splcial approval.

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 guiØel.i.nes of the 1979 Task Force report 4nd
the requirements of SB 1653.

The Commission will work with all three segments to ensurethe greatest
possible 'degree of uniformity in the-delivery of services consistent with

this recommendation arid SB 1053. Finally, the lack of,any formal process
for resolving problems yith the delivery of these services haSlampered
efforts to improve the quality, of the services and to accurately assess
the costs involvvia, An informal process has been devised whereby prograT
staff and rehabilitation counselors 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

eement with the assistance of Commission staff if necessary. The

D.artment has Aaso 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.
Many students, counselois, and program-level staff have been unaware of

i
them or have found th confusing and ineffectual. As a result, only a .

limited number of app als have reached the systemwide level, and in only
one case has Commis 'on staff become involved. Theoretically, these

results might indicate that the programs are performing satisfactorily,
but feedback from consUmer groups indicates that problems continue to be

widespread, particularly in the Community Colleges. This suggests that

the monitoring process itself is inadequate.

02
,
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RECOMMENDATIbN 17. Programs for student4 with' disabilities
should provide the support seRices listed 17-Appendi,x A and
any.other_services which ink be developed in accordvith'the
recomftidations of EMT-report:. The Legislature shbuld div;a1.
the Department of Rehabilitation to pr?vide ail ErT57Thupport

be studentiiii public ostsecondar Jail:ion. The Leggrature
services which My be ecessary to assist its clients who mu

should further dwect the Department to work Win the three
segments and the-5EiTsiiiin to develop a system for coordTATIng
services and resoT7ITZI-Falems which gy arise so that students
7TEWTWall necessary services. Such procedures should be in
place lay Ltly 1, 1983

qr.

a
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THREE

ISSUES 'RELATED TO THE COMMUN.ITY COLLEGES'

TcS
THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS WITH
DISABILITIES IN THE COMMUNITY, COLLEGES

4 -

Almost from their inc6tion; 3e Community Colleges assumed the respOnsi-,
,

bility for providing vocatio l and technical education, awarding;the
associate degree,-offering the first two years,of undergraduate education
to students who then ttansfer to obtain a bachelor's degree at a four-year
institution, and providring community service.activities. Commensubate
with.these broad functions,. theeommunity Colleges operate on theiopen
admission system Under which any'ad4lt Who can benefit from instrIktion
is admissible without regard to previous academic attainment.

,
r

Given their efforts tc5 serve the entire commthity, it is not surprising ,

that the Community Colleges have created programs Which offer.a wide
range of services extending to even the,most severely,disabled. .As

discussed earlier, a number of,services are provided beyond thbse available
at the Univerty.or the State University, and, as Table 3 clearlsy. shows,
the studentsreiffer from those served by the other segments: The learn-
ing disabled compri e approXimately 20 percent of the students with
disabilities served y Community-College programs, and these programs
also serve large numbes of students4with develowental disabilities. .

In 1981-8Z just over 4 percent of all dommunity CbIlege students Were
served by programs for-students with disabilities. While this may not
seem a high percentage,.it isdtpressive when compared with Vie-performance
of many other institutions in assimilating persons with disabifities,
especfally in light of the fact that many of these students are,severely

-.disabled and often have not received appropriate education or training
before entering a Community College program.

Thus the Community Colleges have been instrumental in expanding educational
opportunities for persons with disabilities in California. This is 4n
accomplishment which the Commtssion believes must be protected even if
fiscal conditions worsen. The best*way to do so is to improve the-effi-
ciency, effectiveness, and equfty of these programs and to better coordi-
nate Community College programs with those services provided by other
agencies. The remainder of this report contains eight recommendations
designed to achieve these 'improvements in effectiveneSst coordination,
and equfty to ensure that changes*do not result in any dimunition of
services, loss of .opportunities for advancement currently available to
persons with disabilities, or exclusion of these persons frob appropriate
programs. There is no question that Community Colleges will continue t9*
play a_plajor pait in the delivery of services,to persons with'disabilities.
The.question is rather how they can be mosttffective in providing services.



SPEIAL dLASSES-FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

The role of the COmmunity Colleges, together with ACR,20kcan be interpreted--

to 'take these institutions responsible for seeking out andserving all

persons with disabilities. Su& 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 stfdents. As discussed

earlier in the section on program purpose, the CommunitY.Colleges have in

fact adopted this practicesand offer a wide range of "special classes"

for students with disabilities.
1

At the extreme of this range 9f special classes some Community Colleges

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

ACR 201 and expanding opportUnities for persons with disabilities.

However, in recent years a number of questions have arisen about these

-class offerings in-s-ome distr4r..ts_Thxe.e_af_these issues are discussed

in the following pag,s and several general recommendationi are.offered

for their resolution. Resolving these issues shoula -make programs for

st ts with disabilities more effective and ensure that services and

nstruction better meet student needs.

The first issue is how far the curriculum can be...modified before it

becomes duplicativegof Serviced provided by other agencies. There are.no

restrictions on what may be taught ig a special class, and. these classes

( do not alsgays go through the regular cur'iliculum development and approval

) process. Thus, virtually,any activity, whic10.can be condtcted 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 ptograms is.to deliverpistset-

ondary education to this population, and the Special class system accom-

.* 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,

while other agencies should provide nther services needed.by persons with

disabilities. ,HOWever, due to the lack of a cleardefinition 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 r\

becomes difficult to distinguish the college fram other social service

agencies. O. f cours,e, postsecondary education as provided by a Community

College is a1ueh brOdex concept than traditional collegiate education,

but some speciai classes.raise questinns as tn what "pnstsecondary educa-

tion" does mean.

Recommendation 18 below asks the Board of Governors to examine this issue

and develop guidelines related to the purposes for which special classes

'can be used.



11ECOMMENDATION 18. The Board of Governors of the Community
Colle es should review eXIITTil -FeFiEWAlated to s ecial
classes for studeTITTIWith d sabilities, consfider the d5e opment.
of guidelines more Clearl defining the purposes for which a
special class may be ered and.explore methods oftigter
coordloafT5i5rograms afil7a-pfamunity, Colleges wiTh services
for persons wittrdisabilifiWprovIded ty other agenFiTS.

A second related problem'involves the statement itSection 66201 of the
Educqion Code that students must have "the capacity and motivation to
bendfit frcgvhigher 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 tivas regarded as having an "open

door" admission policy. However, some students with disabilities,,partic-
ularly those adults with developmental disabilities, might provOunabie
to benefit from most regular Community' College courses. (For a discus-,

sion of the term "developmental disability" see the text beginning on
page *2. By the term "regular," the Commission means-all classes other
than special classes.) Although programs have -occasionally been estab-
lished-to integrate adults with deve opm 4 '4 . ulax

courses, the more common practice is to place'them in special classes
with modified curricu3ka. This approach is ihought to provide more appro-
priate instruction to most adults with developmèntil disabilities and to
allow them to benefit from instruction.

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 (4 these programs argue that preventing a student from regressing
as quiday as would otherwise be the case_c nstitutes progress.

,

Recommendations 18-22 impose some limitaIions 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 ih and benefit froecourses
offeredja 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 addition,
many Community Colleges offer special classes off campus in facilities
which serve or house the disabled, and,ehe glisabled student never elien

- meets a non-disabled Community College student. Of course, some of these'
students would never attend s Community College otherwise, and though the



fact that they are placed in segregated classes may be philosophicalry
troublesome, but theY are still better off than if they had received na
edUcation at all. It is also true that special classes held on camilus
may provide some opportunity for persont with disabilities to interact
with the non-di:tabled 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 using programmed
learning modules.

How many students would be willing and able to benefit fran improved
opportunities to participate.in regular classes is unknown, but the
'current situation.does not appear to promote mainstreaming. 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 specifically
asked whether financial incentives exist which induce districts to offer
classeg 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 compaeable to those in all special Classes. But this analysis,
which compares classes for students with developmental disabilities to
those for students. with other disabilities, does not address the question
of whether-more general incentives are at work which encourage the use of
special,classes as opposed io,placing a student in aregular class with
support services.

Indeed, it appears that the present funding/mechanism may do precisely
.

this because it offeprs the possibility of generating revenue from ADA
which can-be used to stretch the limited dollars.ayailable in the AB 77
excess 'cost fund. Moreover, until this year, a district was permitted to
charge any amount it wished as an indirect rate which was added to the
actual cost of operating 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 developing regulations to deal with this particular
problem.

But other, more basic reasons may account forthe frequency with which
special classes are used. Primary among them is the fact that integrating
itudents ,with severe disabilities into .

regular classes is diffictilt)
expensive, and requires the supporeand cooperation of the re lar faculty

who may be uncomfortable, working with-these students,' Also, aries for
faculty are generally higher.than those-for staff sd-a built n .centive
exists for those who deliver the services to structure them as.special
classes for which.they are the instinctors. Thus, a nuMber of factors
other than the needs ofAtudents influence colleges to develop special
classes rather than working to.place students in regular classes.

Despite these'difficaties, some special classes do serve a useful func7
tion: they provide a limited form.of access to pogtiecondey.educatiOh
for some students with severe disabilities who would otherwise:be entirely

. t.t.,



excluded. While substantial modification of programs and curriculum is
not required tio-Pprovide 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
integration of students with severe disabilities into regular classes may
be feasible as a long-term objective, it is unlikely to be accomplished
quickly, mid in the interim, special classes do provide a mechanism for
delivering education to this population.

In addition, some students, particularly the deaf, may prefer separate
clasbes and would choose them even where regillar classes were made acceS-
sible. Of course, Some subjects not of use or interest to non-disabled
students may be legitimately offered in classes forstudents with disabil-
ities, since in these cases s sort of natural separation will occur eveiti
if the classes aie open to all students.

RECOMMENDATION 19. The Community Colleges shquld continue to
offer special classes to students with disiBiTales, and the
excess cost,of providing these classes should continue to be
funded by tbe State, but the Board of Governorg-EHOTTreview
Section 56002 of Title 5 of the Califoiliii-KainfiliWe
and current'efforts to monitor compliance with this section to
ensure that special classes are offered oniTin those situations
in which thev constitute the mgE7TFEigrated setting possible
or the clear preference of students. That is, the decision.
about whether a student takei-T7eVilar or specialTaass shou d
be based solely on educational need and student choice.

The circumstances under which special classes,shouId be offered and the
means by which they should be funded in order to achieve this objective
are discussed in the following section.

HOW SHOULD SPECIAL CLASSES BE OPERATED AND rUNDED?

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

. mation. about the quality, scope, and effectiveness of special classes
which may eventually help fine tune the operation and funding of these
.claSses.

Although-the data from this new reporting system will not begin to be
,available'Until 1984, some general recommendations can be made at this
time:

s\_

RECOMMENDATION 20. The 'Board of Governors of the Community
alleges should develop proced5FeiETTically designed to
ensure compliance with the requirements of Section 5600i of
Title 5 of the California Administrative Code that students



make a voluntary and'informed decision before enrolling in a

:giiiEial" class, These prodeduFFFSTEla-lifelude having the
studentiTiTa fail:T.:Eating that thFUTirgE57i7to a speCTil

classjOacement have been digMbed to them and that They have

been offered the opOOFTatity to enroll Tii-TegUlaTETasses TaTE
_

igi7O5F5ITsUpport services,

RECOMMENDATION' 21. The Board of Governors of the Community
Colleges should requiFF fEif-speciaT-FfiTs-ii-That are offered

for credif-Will meet the same requirements for graii7g, course

content, and course approiiras do other credit courses. In

addition, speaTaasses ith
to that of an existing gylar class shall not be offered for

credit unless the institution can make avairible appropriate

support services to allow Any student-with a disability to

enroll in any regular class offered for credit. Special,classes

offered for credit shall be Walia-diiiig the direct excess cost

mechanism with modiTTEtions for the control-Orildtrect rate

charges.

RECOMMENDAtION 22 The Board of Governors of the Community
polleges should regMe that n-credit be

offered subject to the liMiTitions of Recommendation 20 above,
and that such courses shall be eligiEle for excess cost ftlifffng

only after approval by the Chancellor in accord-7715. the following:

a. priority shall he given to those courses which promote
independence andThr mainstrearT:m

b. Funding shall be made available only in cases where provid-

ing insaciEtion in a r-iF,TiFETass with support services is
not feasible or wpuld not meet the needs of the students.

c. Funding made available shall not, when combined with revenue

from ADA, exceed the true cost of offeringourse.

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 developmeptal
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 ideftifies persons with developmental

disabilities as those with epilepsy, cerebral palsy..0 autism, mental

retardation, or any condition requiring services and treatment similar to

those applied to mental rbtardation (Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code Section

4512).



Under these definitions; there are some 230,000 adults with developmental
disabilities in CaliLornia, many of whom live with their parents, in
community facilities, or in institutional settings. Approximately 40,000
of these individuals are categorized as substantially handicapped end are
registered clients of the Regional Centers operated by the'Department of
Developmental Services. The experience of those who serve this populatidn
clearly demonstrates that with appropriate training and education these
individuals can often lead richer, more productive, and less dependent
lives, and can sometimes live independently and secure competitive 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-

zondary education (as does any adult who can satisfy the requirements of
the institution), there is no corresponding mandate to provide educational
services to adult; with developmental disabiliiies 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 Community C011eges to
provide education for these adults..

AB 77 contains no definifion of developmental disability, but its defini-
tion of learning disability would include many, of those covered by the
State definition. But including persons4ith developmental disabilities
in the learning disability category has caused considerable 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 definition)
developmentally limited learners 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 regaidb
cerebral palsy and,epilepsy as physical or communication disabilities and
restricts developmenfal disability to those conditions which involve some -
impairbent of intellectual function. 'Although this approach does not
parallel either the State or the federal definition, it appears to be .a
prictical necessity for an educational institution where radically differ-
ent services ma/ be required by students in these two populations.

RECOMMENDATION 23. The Board of Governors of the Communit
Colleges should adopt a definitionc7r7Welnlimental disabili-
tiee and should make maTTTERTas in sections 56020, 56022,
and 56024, of Title 5 of the Californla ACIEWargiiVe7 Code to
make the disagUiTy definitions in these sections consistenT
ME those in Appendix C and the agreementi-UigEgbed in Recom-
mendation 2. "Programs for students with the
Zalitlia.i "Colleges should provide services only-to those students
satisfying these 677TR-ions and who are capable of meeting the
requirements of Section 66201 of the Education Code* Specii7
classes for sildents witrne'Tielopmental disabilities/thould be
offered in accord with Recommendations 18 through 22 above
except as provided in Recommendation 24 below.
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Using the'Community College definition, 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
reportedly served by programi for students with disabilities -in these

segments. However, the Community Colleges report serving some 6,000

adults with developmental disabilities during 1981-82, out of a disabled

student population cif 'apProximateiy^ 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

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

thep Education Code), and in a manner consistent with Recommendations

18-22. But, as discussed in the section regarding special classes, some
persons with developmental disabilities, particularly those in adult

development centers and State hospitals, may not be able t(5-6ifiefit7Trom

postsecondary education a§ it is traditionally defined. The functio al

levels of adults with devalopmental disabilities in State hospitals

described as follows in the 198f report to the Legislature by the Dep rt-

ment of Developmental Services:
NJ-

40 percent have difficulty with ambulation (ranging from 16

percent who are totally unable to creep or crawl, to 15 percen

who walk unfteadily when not supported). Only 11 percent can

carry on-simple conversation and over 60 percent cannot say

simple words. Eighty-four (84) percent require total assistanc
with grooming and 37 percent cannot eat with a utensil (pp.

7-8).

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 4,600 hour limit which the

State impOsed on students in these programs several years ago? While

this of course i$ notftrue of all participants, it does demonstrate that

these programs differ from most operated by the Community Colleges in

that they involve,long-term support. 4

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 revenuevper ADA method can cause serious distortions of public

policy. Over thiPireats, 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.



o The California Work-Site Educational Training Act provides funds to
the Employment Development Department as block grants which are then
neilik44:2d with educational providers, including the Community Colleges.

Rather than receiving the district's average revenues per ADA (the
statewide average for 1982-83 is slightly over $1,900'per ADA), non-
credit ADA is supported b,y the State at the flat rate of $1,100 for
all districts.

Thus, the State's policy is that when certain ;kinds of instruction vary
greatly--in terms of clientele or cost-Ithe support method should more
closely tailor the revenues to the costs than is the case under the
average revenue per ADA method. This is done so that edUcational need
rather than fiscal incentives or discentives, determides decisions about
programs.

The existing ADA mechanism and the concept of a class are not well adapted
to prOviding the sort of,1*-terni support which may be required for some
adu4s with development.d1 dlsabilities. 'ADA rates were developed on the

.,assumption'that stud-aiwo-utd---voluatarily attend classes, would do so
for a limited number of'hours per.week, would not take the same class
indefinitely, and would only remain in the class if they we making

substantial progress. These assumptions do not ,always hold forthe-
developmentally disabled. In fact, it may even be difficult,to determine
whether some persons with developmental disabilities are voluntarily
enrolled in the class if they cannot communicate effectively. These

problems are most pronounced and widespread in those programs operated in
State hospitals and adult development centers.

Since adults w h developmental disabilities do require these services,
the practical choice is between traisferring funding and responsibility
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 provide 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 policy 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 f4ading mechanism by transferring funding to
the Department of Developmental Services and permitting that agency to
purchase educational services for this population from Community Colleges
oe any other appropriate agency. As a practical matter, Recommendation
24 does not change the degree uf integration of these programs, since the
individuals in question will COntinue to receive educational services,
will continue to reside and be served in the same facilities, and may in
fact continue to be served by Community CoIleges:' The effect of the
recommendation is to make decisions about services more consumer oriented.



RECOMMENDATION 24. The Legislature should transfer to the
Department of Developmental Services funds' m'W.)1-5175catedro

Communit,yt6Tieges for programs adults wifF-Fig7JUimen-
tal disabilities in the State hospitals'and in iuurE development

centers. The Department of-Developmentir-geWiarshould use
these fundrixclusively to purchase on a fee for serViEiTaiii
the be'st available educiFional services for adults with devel
opmental disabilities in the StiTTETsTatals and adult del7-4755-
medt centers. Such servilTs may be purchased from Community
Colleges, adult educa.T3FTograms operated py the Department
of Education,mpother appropriate agencies.
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CONCLUSION

This report has presented a review of programs for students with disabil-
ities in public postsecondary eaucation 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 recommendations would accomplish_several broad objectives:

Recommendation 2 proposes a process for resolving on an intersegmental
level a variety of problems related to programs for students with
learning disabilities.

Recommendation 3 reaffirms State policy as to the purposes of the
programs and establishes a hierarchy among these purposes for the
allocation of State funds.

Recommendations 4 and 5 further the policy of integration of service;
in ways that take into account some of the practical difficulties in
achieving this objective.

Recommendations 13 and 14 establish procedures for the monitoring and
evaluation of the programs.

Recommendations 18 through 23 suggest new policies and improved imple-
mentation of existing policies regarding the funding and operation .of
special classes at Community Colleges.

Recommendations 5, 17, and 206.propose procedures for coordination of
services with the Departments of Rehabilitation, Transportation, and
Development Services.

Recommendat ont 6 through 12 suggest a new lOng-termfunding system
for these p grams that will ensure equity between the segments while
permitting ea'c segment to offer additional setvices specifically
designed to-neet the needs of its-students. This new system will
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 mote acCurate and sensi-
tive to changes in need. This approach includes an initial procesb
for determining reaionable cost rates and a further proceSs for adjust-
ing them in subsequent years.

The Commission believes that taken together these recommendations will
improve services ,to, students with4diab"1" ies. They will result in
better coordination and funding of thes grams and clearer definition
of their purposes and obligations. In-s me cases,'they call for rearrang-
ing responsibility for_the delivery of services, but they will ensure
that alA persons with disabilities who are currently-served by these
prograffis continue to receive necessary services. They include a system



for monitoring the operation of the programs to determine the succe s of

these proposed changes and the effectiveness'of the programs in me ting

the needs of students. Finally, they will bring the State considerably

closer to resolving many of,the issues related to these programs which

have engendered coetroversy for the past few,years and detractedjrom the

rimary
objective of better serving students with disabilities. v

J
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APPENDIX A

SUPPORT SERVICES

,(1) Interpreter services which are necessary to allow a student with a
disability-to complete the educational program.

(2) Reader services which are necessary to allow a student with
disability to complete the educational program.

.(3) Notetaker services which are necessary to allow 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 include on-campus transportation,
wheelchair 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.

(5) Registration assistance. This includes assisting a student to
enroll in a particular class or section which is needed, but does
not include giving a student with a disability absolutespriority
over any particular nondisabled student.

(6) Special parking.

(7) Facilitation of access to all programs. This involves planning and
doordination servfces to assist the student with a disability in
gaining access to classes and programs. This may include making
arrangements to move a class to an accessible facility, or consulting
with faculty members'to ensure that they understand the needs of
particular studenei. Facilitation of access to all programs does
not include acadeMic advising, personal counseling, vocational
counseling, or tutoring.

(S) Access to special adaptive equipment including purchase thereof.

cP

(9) Referral to appropriate on- or off-campus resources, services, and
'agencies.

(10) Arrangements for specialized educational materials, including
purchase or preparation of such materials.

0

.(11)' Establishment and maintenance of a list of available readers,
interpreters, notetakers; mobility assistants, and attendants.

(12) Supplemental orientatiOn as determined by individual need. This
means orientation to the physical environment of the college, which
'is in addition to that typically olfered to all students upon
entrance.



(13) Test-taking. arrangements. This includes working with the faculty

to ensure that tests are given in a fair and appropriate manner,

taping or braining tests, or arranging for administration of.oral

examiftatiots. Test-taking arrangements do not include special
diagnostic testing or counseling.

.
.

^
(14) Verification of disabil y. A professionally verified phyiscal, 44#

communication, or leartfing disability means a condition certified

by a licensed physician, psychologist, audiologist* speech patholo-

gist, rehabilitation counselor, physical therapist, corrective °.

therapist, or learning disability gpecialist. Where the nature and

extent of the.disability is obvious (e.g., amputee, blind, quadri- '

plAgic), the coordinator of the disabled student services provam
may'verify the disability. In those cases where the coordinator is

unable to verify the disability, the student shall either provide

the verification documentation to the coordinatoror sign a release

4.

guaranteeing tha the documentation, statement, or certificatida

,
shall be made av ilablelto the college upon request t6 the appropri-

ate professional or agency. Verification of a disability may
include assessdient for students with learning disabilities; and

such assessments may be performed by qualified program staff.

,(15) Specialized tutoring for the learning disabled, includes.tutoring

uniquely designed to peet the needs of students with learning .

disabilities that is not otherwise.available through regular remedial

programs.
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Proposed Budget Projection Format

(All Figures ih This Table are EntirelY Hypothetical)
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Type of Disability

Number of Students
Seved (Undupli,cated

Headcount)

N 'Total Cost Per
Disability Group

PHYSICAL DISABILny

Vision Impaired

Mobility Impaired

Other Impairments

COMMUNICATION DISABILITY

350

(4,000

1000

-

500,000

1,000,000

450,000

Speech Impaired 500 500,000

HearingImpaired 120 . 500,000

Other,Imprments 530 200,000

LEARNING DISABILITY 2,500. 750,000 ,

DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY 1,000 800,000

2
TOTAL 10,000 84,700,000

1

The term "other common services" meansthe services listed in Appendix A

that are common to all three segments, except)those listed separately on

this forth.

2. The totals in columns 3 and 7 must be identical since they both reflect

the total cost ofoperating'programs for students with disabilities,

even though they are derived in different ways. In column 3% costs for

administraiion and expenditures from the contingency fund must be distrib-

uted aciqes disability.categoWs. The total in columns 3 and ',repre-

sents file 'total cost of operating the programu and revenue from other

sourcee mus't be subtracted to determine the State allocation.
.

r



APPENbIX C

CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES OF DISABILITIES

Disabilities - For State funding purposes, the following categories'and
subcategories of disabilities shall.be used: 1r

(1) Physical Disability - Disability attributable.to (a) vision,
(b) (c) orthopedic, or (d) other functional impairment,
to the extento tfiat the impairment necessitates pibcurement of
supportive services or programs )o provide access to the educa-
tional process.

(2) Communication Disability - Disability attributable to (a)
speech, or (b) hearing impairment, to the extent that the
impairment neCessitates procurement of supportive services or

,,programs to provide access to the educational. process..

(3) Learning Disability - Specific learning disabilities are.disorders
in which the.individual's ability tig process language, read,
spekl, and/or calculate is significantly below expectancy as
measured by an appropriate professional or agency despite
conventional instruction, adequate intelligence, and sociocul7
tural opportunity. Specific learning disabilities include.
,dyslexia, dyscalculia, dysgraphia, agnosia, and dysphasia.
'Limitations caused by specific learning disabilities must
impede access to the educational process in order to be consid-
ered a disability.

Source: Statewide Task Force 1979, pp. 3-4.
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REPORT OF THE-STATEWIDE TASK FORCE ON
:SERVICES TO STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES
a

INTRODUCTION

In the past 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. In

1976, the Governor signed AB 71 (Lanterman, Chapter 275,-Statutes of
1976) into law, which provided special funding for 'services to
students w4th disabilities in the California Community Colleges. AB
77 states that, "This act is intended to-enhance opportunities within
community colleges for handicapped students, but not to limit such
students as to the type of pottsecondary institution, if any, they
attend."

k

Also, in 1976, the Legitlature adopted Assembly Concurrent Resolu-
iion ,201, which ditected the three publid segments of California

'pbstsecondary education to ". . . prepare a plan that will provide
for addressing a.nd overcoming, by 1980, the underrepresentation of
handicapped students in the make-up of the student bodies of in-
stitutions of public hhher education." The California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission was to integrate the*plans and transmit
them to the Legislature t.nd Goyernor with 6omm nts. The resulting
document, entitled A StatPlan for Increasing the Representation of
Students.4ith Disabilities in Public Aigher Education was adopted rif
-the Commission in June 1978 and transmitted to the Governor and the
Legislature. To date, the Legislature has not provided funding
specifically to implement the provisions of ACR 201.

Then in _gay 1977; the federal government adopted regulations to
implement Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C.
794). The Act provides that:

. . no otherwise qualified handicapped person, shall, on
the basis *of handicap, be excluded from paIrticipation La,
be dented benefits of, or otherwise be, subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity which
receives or benefits from federal financial assistance.

-While the federal 504 regulations are extensive and cover, among
other yaings, a broad range of postsecondary education servic s, the
federal government, to date, has not allocated funds to insti utions
of higher educaXion io implement the regUlations.

Given both the federal regulatiocs and the pre-existing S ate poli-,
cies regarding servicesto postsecondary education students with
disabilities, in June 1979, both houses of thelegislature, with the

i)



support of the Department of Finance, approved the following as

supplemental budget language:

The California Postsecondary Education Commission 'shall

convene a Task Force made up of the Department of Finance,

Department of.Rehabilitation, University Of California,
California State University 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 educational service and (2) ti*

number of verified disabled stUdents by campus, the types
and costs of services to be provided. ,

The Task Force shall reportto the Legislative Budget
Committees and the Department of Finance: (1) by Sep-
tember 1, 1979, on the number of students to be served in
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 1980-81.

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 particu/arly important in light of the

fact that the State Department of Rehabilitation bjs taken the

position that such services as interpreters for dearstudents and

readers for blind students must be provided by educational
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 postsecondary education.

STATEWIbE OBJECTIVE: INTEGRATION

The Task Foice believes that the objective of all statewide and seg-

mental planning to provide educational and supportive services to
students withdisabilities should be to integrate or "mainstkeam"

the student'into the general campus programs and activities as far

and as quickisr as possible. The ability of the student to function
independently La the educational environment is the ultimate goal.



DEFINITTONS

`ft? the purposes of this report, the following definitions are
adopted:

tampus - Any California Community College, any campus of the Cali-

fornia State University and Colleges, or any campus of the University

of California.

Systemwide Administration - The Office of the Chancellor of the
California Community Colleges, the Office of the Chancellor of the

California State University Mid Colleges, and the Office of the

President of the University of California..

StuSent -'A petson is'a student as defined by the public postsec-
ondary institution in which he or she ii enrolled.

Student with a Disability - For general statistical purposes, cam-
puses should use the following:

. . any person who (1) has a physical or mental impair-.

meat which substantially limits one or more major life a6-

tivities; (2) has a record of such an impairment; or (3) is
ragarded as having such an impairment (Federal Rules and
Regulations to implement section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973; 42 C.F.R., 84.3, Definitions).

A qualified handicapped person with respect to postsecondary
education-tervices is defined in the same federal regulations as:-

. . . a handicapped person who meet the academic and

technical standards uquisite tb admissiOn or,

participation in:the recipient's educational program or
activity.

Disabilities - For State funding purpees, the following categories

and subcategories of disabilities shall be used:

(1) Physical- Disability - ,Disability attributable to (a)

vision, (b). mobility, (c) orthopedic, or (d) other

functional impairment, to the extent that the impairment

necessitates procurement of . supportive services ot

programs to provide access to the educational process.

(2) Communication Disability - 1V4ability attributable to (a)

stkeech, or (b) hean impairment,.to the extent that the

'impairment necessi4ates procurement of suppoFtive services
or programs tb provide access to the educational process.



(3) ,Learning Disability - Specific learning disabilities 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

professional or agency despite conventional instruction,
'4 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 educational process in order to be
considered a disability.

VERIFICATION4F DISABILITY

State funding of supportive services and programs for,students with'
disabilities shall depend upon the number of students with profes-
sionally verified disabilities who are enrolled in each public
segment and who.request such services.- A professionally verified
physical, communication as learning disability means a condition,
certified by a licensed physician, psychologist, audiologist, speech

pathologist, rehabilitation counselor, Physical therapist,

corrective therapist, or learning disability specialist. Where the

nature and extent of the disability is'obvious (e.g., amputee, blind,

quadriplegic), 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 student shall
either provide the verification documentation to the coordinator, or
sign a release guaranteeing that the documentation, statement,'or
ceriification shall be made available to the college upon request to

the appropriate professional ovgency.

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES-

The following services for Students with disabilities 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 nature 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 integrated into the regular campus student
services.

-4-
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(1) Interpreter services

(2) 'Reader service"

(3) Notetaker services

(4) Mobility assistance

(5) Registration assistance t'

(6) Priority enrollment

(7) Special parking

(8) Facilitation of access to all programs

(9) Access to special adaptive equipment

-(10) Referral to appropriate on-z or off-campus resources,
services and agencies

(11) Arrangements for specialized educational materials ,

(12) Establishment and maintenance of a list of available
readers, interpreters, notetakers mobilitw assistants,

ril.\ and attendants .

(13) Supplemental orientation as determined by individual needs

(14) Test-taking arrangements

Reader, interpreter, and notetaker services which allow students to
complete the academic programs shall be provided as core services.
Additional Services may be offered and may be funded by the State
basepi aa the resources of each campus and the nature and needs of its
disabled student population.

Attendants, individually prescribed devices, supportive services for
personal use, or other devices or servites of a personal nature shall
not be providel.,

Students with disabllities needing the assistance of supportive
services, including readers and interpreters, shall be involved in
the selection process to determine the apniopriateness of the
services and.to esure that the level, of skills of any personnel/
undet 'consideration ii adequate.

,Each systemwide adMinistration shall ensure that:the provision of
services has been appropriately verified



4.

COSTS OF-SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Since the provision of services to sudents with disabilities has

been funded by the State PrimarilY)t only the California Community

Colleges, and since.it is not known whether the costs associated with

such services m4 vary by segment, depending upon such things as the

class level of the student and the nature 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 lor-supportive services in

each segment.

Accordingly, each systemwide administration. shall report by November

1.2. 1979 to the Department of Finance on (1) the estimated number of
verified disabled students served (hy disability category and sub-
category), (2) the estimated amnual costs.;?f the core supportive

services, and .(3) the estimated annmirr costs of the basic
administrative services for 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 incurred during the first term of the 1979-80 acadmeic year.
Thereafter, such reports shall be part of the regular budget process.

the actual costs for providing these core services and basic
administrative services exceed the $465 per student allocated to a
partinular segment in the 1979-80 Budget,Act, a supplemental
appropriation shall be allocated to that segment's systemwide
administration to provide core and basic administrative services
during the remainder of the 1979-80 fiscal year, so that no student

with a "disability will be denied apprbpriate services during 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 Department of Finance and the systemwide administraiions.

State fundS for services for students 'With disabilities shall be

specifically restricted to use for that purpose. Guidelines shall be
developed by each systemwide administration to ensure compliance
with this restriction.

ACCOUNTABiLITY/ADMINISTRATION
-

The Task Force beliiires that the following accountability menhanisms
should be instituted (if not already preseni) in'enth segment:

Systemwide Coordinator. - There should be onekperson or office within

the systemwide administration responsible for the systemwide
planning, development, and coordination of all programs and Services

for students with disabilities.
0
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Campus.Coordinator - There should be one person or office on the

campus with the responsibility for planning, 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 tor 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 stmeents,

p faculty, and staff who are representative of as wide a varfity of

disabilities as 'possible. The committee may also include

representatives of appropriate community or State agencies, consumer

groups, aad any other appropriate organizations or individuals.

Functions of the Systemwide, AdvisorY Committee shOuld include:

assisting in the implementation and evaluation of programs for

services to students with disabilities; developing proposals as

necessary for the revl.sion of systemwide policies for students with

gisabilities; and advising the yystemwide administrrion on the

deeds and,concerns of students with disabilities.

P7

Campus Advisory Committee - This committ &should be advisory to aad

'recognized by the chief adm
1

inistrative fficer of,t1;te campus'. The

committee should have substantial rep esentation 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. tile Campus Advisory Committee should include:

assisting in the evaluation of current campus policies and

procedures relating to students with disabilities; developing plans

relating to programp aad services for students with disabilities;

setting priorities;,,developing timelines, and assisting in the es-

timation of costs associated with supportive services.

EVALUATIONS

Campus 'Evaluations - Each campus shall conduct an annual 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.

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

services report to the Department of Finance (aovember 1, 1979), each

systemwide administration should prepare, every other year, a

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



t.

of students with disabilities, the problems tncountered (whether
programmatic or budgetary), 4md the steps to be taken to resolve the
,problems. These segmental evaluations are to come to'the
Postsecondary Education Commission on a biennial basis, with the
first such evaluation due August 14.1980.

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

Each systemwide admiiistration should ensure- that the grievance
procedures ia operation du each of its.campuses are sufficient to
meet the needs sad concerns of students with disabiljties.

Mj/n/3-9
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eta af California

lemorc.ndum
Judy A.,an (tenamreric of --^=-c=`

: Department of Rehabilitation
ottics et not DIRECTOR

a Health and Weifare Agency

: April 20, 1979

File No.:

Teleohone:ATSS ( 916)485-3971
916)4453971

4bisim POLICY STATEMENT POST SECONDARY EDU6iION - REVISED

The Department of Rehabilitatixt recognizes that it shares respon-
sibility with educational systems as a provider, of needed services
to persons with disabilities. The concerns and goals of education
and those of vocational rehabilitation are clearly compatible and
every effort will be made to effectively and efficiently'coordinate
available services.

The Department is committed to maintaining close coordination with
educational systems to assure'xhat no eligible .oerson with a di.s-

_

ability becomes the casualty of what mmy appear= be contlicttng
responsibilities.

In accerdance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
. ACR 201 of 1975 and Chapter 275, Statutes of 1976 (AB 77) , Depart-

ment of Rehabilitation'clients are_entitled to receive supplemental
services from the educational system bn an equal' basis with all
other. disaoleu 'students.

Examples of "supplemental services" that,are the responsibility of
7.117-TT:Mtional system aree

1. J...terpreter services for the deaf and rzader dna note
taker service for the blind related to educational
Pfnrams

_2. On-campus
w

mobility assistance

J. On-campus transportation

These services arc in akdditibn to other responsibilities of the
. educational system t* accomplish complete program and, service
accessibility, including redesign o: equipment, reassignment of

. programs or activities to aocessible buildings, and removal of
architectural and communiv;tion .barriers.



"Judy Age= -2- A..1 20, 1979 C

We underStand that the UC and CSUC systemrs may need timg to assume
their responsibilities for disabled students who are DR clients. .

Therefore, the Department ,of Rehabilitation agrees to continue to
pay for supplemental services for its clients through fiscal year
1979-80. After June 30, 1980, UC and CSUC should assume all costs

. for suoolemental services.to all disabled students to parallel the
services rendered. oy tho commty college system.

Thi Department of Rehabilitation will continue to provide-its tridi-
tienal services to disabled students 'Who are its cliehtS.-.Examples
of such services are:

4,1. Medical/psychiatric evaluation of disability

Z. Physic*al, psychiatric or speech therapy

3. Individual diagnostic testing P-

4. Vocational rehabilitation c'ounseling

S. Costs of off-campus transporiation

6. Mhintenance Csupplemental Rehabilitation expense)

7. Mebility instruction-
A

, 8. Proithetic/orthotic maintenance and repair

9. Reader service for the blind and interpreter servi6
for the deaf other than for educational programs

10. Job placement services

11. Payment oi college fees (registration, bo.ks, supplies,
etc.)

We strongly recommend,that eadh college and university eve
advisory comnittee concerning services to disabled studeris. uch
an advisory committee should include a majority of disabled per ons
and should recommend guideXines and objectives to ensure full.
accessibility and monitor and evaluate the delivery of services
to disableu students.

0

Further, we strongly recommend each educational system assign a
eill-time staff member to assist campuses in developing their
p'rogram*of service$ to disabled stilt:tents.

-/. ,
. .

'EDWia,RD V. ROBERTS
Director ,

ett..
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