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Summary

Assembly Bil' 746 of 1987 by Assemblyman Tom
Hayden directs the Un.iversity of California, the Cali-
fornia State University, and the California Commu-
nity Colleges to coordinate their planning and devel-
opment of programs for students with disabilities and
to develop and implement a system for evaluating
State-funded programs and services for these stu-
dents on each campuis at least every five years. It also
calls for biennial progress reports from the segments
on their efforts to implement State policy in this area
and for the Postsecondary Education Commission to
review these reports and to comment to the Legisla-
ture on the first set of reports by this March.

This initial Commission document mandated by AB
746 reviews four mcojor topics of the segments’ re-
ports, which are attache. as appendices:

1. The development of formulas and procedures for
the allocation of funds to disubled student services:

2. New regulations and policies for disabled student
services; -

3. Intersegmental coordination in the development
of disabled student programs; and

4. Segmentalfive-y~ar plansfor comprehensive eval-
uations of all State-funded disabled student pro-
grams,

The Commission document concludes that all three
segments have developed new plans and procedures
to meet the requirements of AB 746 and that their re-
ports respond properly to the charge of that legisla-
tion.

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting
on April 30, 1990, on the recommendation of its Poli-
cy Evaluation Committee. Additional copies of the
report may be obtained from the Publication Office of
the Commission at (916) 324-4991. Questions about
the substance of the report may be directed to Kevin
G. Woolfork of the Commission staff at (916) 322-
8007.
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Services for Students with Disabilities in
California Public Higher Education, 1990

Origins of the Commission’s report

Assembly Bill 746 (Hayden, 1987), filed as Chapter
829, Statutes of 1987 and reproduced in Appendix A
on pages 7-11 of this report, directs the University
of California, the California State University, and
the California Community Colleges to coordinate
their planning and development of programs for
students with disabilities and to develop and imple-
ment a system for evaluating State-funded pro-
grams and services for these students on each cam-
pus at least every five years. It also calls on the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to
reconvene the Intersegmental Planning Comumit-
tee, which was initially created in 1985 to develop
new State policy in this area, in order to coordinate
the ongoing project. Finally, the statute calls on the
segments to submit biennial progress reports on
their efforts to implement State policy and for the
Postsecondary Education Commission to comment
on these reports to the Governor and Legislature.
This document is the first of the Commission's re-
ports responding to that mandate.

AB 746 was the most recent legislative step in the
process of revising special services for California’s
college and university students with disabilities
that began in 1985 with Assembly Concurrent Res-
olution 3 (Vasconcellos). In Decemoer 1986, the In-
tersegmental Planning Committee on Ascembly
Concurrent Resolution 3 issued its report, Expand-
ing Educational Opportunities for Students with
Disabilities, which the Commission then endorsed
and published. The purpose of ACR 3, the planning
committee, AB 746, and the continuing work of the
segments is to assure adequate educational oppor-
tunities to Californians with disabilities.

Background on students with disabilities

California’s three segments of public higher educa-
tion currently provide services to more than 55,000
students with disabilities annually. Display 1 on

page 2 shows the total numbers of these students
served and the total funding for these programs for
the 1988-89 fiscal year.

V. nile each segment has its own internal operating
definitions for its disabilities’ programs and ser-
vices -- an issue discussed later in this report -- six
categories of disability can be distinguished for
which all three segments provide special services:

Physical/Mobility Impairment: This covers any limi-
tation in locomotion or motor function that indi-
cates a need for supportive services or programs.
Students included in this category are those who
have motor function problems preventing them
from lifting or carrying items normally used in an
academic setting, such as books a.ud supplies. Ser-
vices provided to these students include on-campus
mobility assistance to and from courses and related
educational activities, special parking spaces and
arrangements, manual manipulation services for
classe -oom and related academic activities.

Hearing Impairment. This covers a limitation in
the process of hearing that impedes the educational
process and necessitates the procurement of sup-
portive special services that include but are not
limited to oral or sign language interpreters. Other
services provided to hearing impaired students in-
clude reader services to coordinate and provide ac-
cess to information required for academic participa-
tion, and test- and note-taking facilitation.

Visual Limitation: This covers the existence of
blindness or of partial sight to the degree that it im-
pedes the educational process and necessitates pro-
curement of supportive services or programs. Ser-
vices provided to visually impaired students include
transcription services, such as providing Braille
and large print materials, on- and off-campus regis-
tration assistance, and supplemental specialized
orientation to acquaint them with the campus envi-
ronment.



DISPLAY 1

Numbers of Disabled Students Served and Total Funding of Programs for Students

with Disabilities in California’s Three Public Segments of Higher Education for Fiscal

Year 1988-89

Number of Students
Segment with Disabilities Served
University of California 3,329
The California State University 5,999
California Community Colleges 46,093
Total 55,421

State Funding ~ Other Sources of Funds* Total Funding
$1,383,697 $1,619,799 $3,003,496
5,600,000 0 5,600,000
18,061,160 29,830,228 47,891,388
$25,044,857 $31,450,027 $56,494,884

* For the University of California, the bulk of non-State funding is from campus resources. Federal grants and certain student fees
are the other two funding sources. For the California Community Colleges, other sources of funds include local revenues, federal

grants, and various campus-generated funds.

Note: In order to be consistent with the data cited for the other two segments, the number of community college students counted
here is only those students with a primary disability. An additional 5,110 students with secondary disabilities also receive dis-
abled student services and programs in these colleges. The community colleges use a formula to determine a weighted student
count; and funding for these programa is basad on this calculation and not on the number of students presented here.

Sources: Background documents on disabled student services from the University of California, the California State University, and
the Chancellor’s Office of the California Community Colleges.

Communication Disability: This includes limita-
tions in the processes of speech and/or hearing that
impedes the educational process. Services provided
to communication-impaired students include spe-
cialized tutoring, adapting tests for them, proctor-
ing tests taken by them, and provision of adaptive
educational equipmen. (Students needing inter-
preting services are not served in this category but
are provided with other supportive special services.)

Learning Disability: This is a general term that re-
fers to the heterogeneous group of disorders mani-
fested by significant difficulties in the acquisition
and use of listening, speaking, reading, writing,
reasoning, or mathematical abilities. These disor-
ders occur in persons of average to very superior in-
telligence and are presumed to be due to central
nervous system dysfunction. Even though a learn-
ing disability may exist concomitantly with other
handicapping conditions, such as visual or hearing
impairment, or with environmental influences, like
caltural or language differences, it is not the direct
result of any of those conditions or influences. Ser-
vices provided to learning disabled students may in-
clude complete diagnostic assessment by the insti-
tutions to determine functional, educational, and
employment levels, and specialized services not oth-
erwise provided in the institution.

Q

Other Disabilities: Three other classifications of
disabilities for which the segments provide special
services are: (1) acquired brain injury, (2) develop-
mentally delayed learner, and (3) functional limita-
tions due to medical condition. Students in these

three categories may utilize several of the services
described above.

¢ Acquired brain injury means a deficit in brain
functioning that is medically verifiable and re-
sults in the total or partial loss of cognitive, sen-
sory-perceptual, psycho-social, or other function-
ing skills.

¢ Developmentally delayed learners are students
with below average intellectual functioning, im-
paired social functioning, and potential for suc-
cess in instructional and employment settings.

e Students with functional limitations due to spe-
cial medical conditions include those with asth-
na, diabetes, acute alle:gies, heart conditions, or
cancer.

Many more services are provided by the institutions
for disabled students, and most of the services de-
scribed above for certain disabilities are provided to
students in the other disability classifications as
well. Campuses in the three public higher educa-
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tion systems work with community agencies and
provide referral and follow-up services to these
agencies on behalf of their students. The campuses
provide assistance to their outreach personnel to in-
crease the representation of students with disabil-
ities as well as on-campus activities to increase gen-
eral campus awareness of students with disabilities.

Scope of the segments’ reports

The reconstituted planning committee, whose mem-
bers are listed in Jisplay 2 below, met last June and
reached the following agreements regarding time-
lines for, and contents of, the reports called for un-
der AB 746. (The section numbers refer to Educa-
tion Code Section 67312.(a)(2), which was amended
Ly AB 746.)

1. The first biennial reports, due to the Postsec-
ondary Education Commission and others for
review and comment in January 1990 from the
three segments of public postsecondary educa-
tion, will contain the following sections:

a. An update of each segmant’s work with the
Commission and the Department of Finance
on the development of formulas and proce-

dures for allocating funds for disabled stu-
dent services [Sect. 67312.(a)(1) and (b)};

h. A summary of the adoption of rules and regu-
lations necessary to operate the programs for
disabled stuidents funded pursuant to this
chapter [Sact. 67312.(a)2) and (b)};

¢. A brief statement on the maintenance of in-
tersegmental efforts to coordinate the plan-
ning and development of programs for stu-
dents with disabilities [Scct. 67312.(a)(3) and
(b)]; and

d. A workpian and outline of the five-year com-
prehensive evaluations of state-funded pro-
grams and services for disabled students
[Sect. 67312.(aX4)).

2. The legislation directs the Univarsity, the State

University, and the community colleges to pro-
duce biennial repo.:s that are to include a
camjus-by-campus review of the enrollment, re-
tenticn, transition, and graduation rates of dis-
abled students. Due to the complexity of devel-
oping appropriate and compatible information
assimnilation and assessment mechanisms to
complete these taskas, this component will be
first contained in the biennial report due in Jan-
uary, 1992 [Sect. 67312.(b)].

DISPLAY 2

Connie Wilbur Burton
University of California, San Diego

Marylin Jorgenson, Chancellor’s Office
California Community Colleges

David Sanfilippo
California State University, Long Beach

Keith Foster
California State Department
of Rehabilitation

Catherine Campisi, Chancellor’s Office
California Community Colleges

Judy Osman, Office of the Chancellor
The California State University

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission,

Members of the Planning Committee Reconstituted Under Assembly Bill 746

Patricia Romero. President’s Office
Univers, iy of California

Wiiliam Moore
Association of Independent Californiz Colleses
and Universities

Dave Jolly
California State Department of Education

Judy Day
California State Department of Finance

Hal Geiogue
Office of the Legislative Analyst

Kevin G. Woolfork, Convenor
California Postsecondary Education Commission
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This firs: report by the Commission summarizes the
segmental responses called for in subsections a-d
above and then describes the progress that has been
made over the past year and a half to implemeant the
policier in AB 746. The second repcrt, due in Janu-
ary 1992 and described under the second heading,
will present the first outcomes data on each seg-
ment's disabled student populaiion.

Appendix B to this report is a draft of the California
Community Colleges’ repori that is still being proc-
essed by the Chancellor’s Office, but staff of the
Chancellor have informed the Commission that few,
if any, substantive changes are anticipated in thi:
draft. Appendix C is the final version of the State
Universitv's report that was transmitted to the ap-
propriate State offices on January 26, 1950. Appen-
dix D reproauces the University o California’s re-
port, which is in final forra awaiting formai trans-
mittal.

Development of forinulas
and procedures for ullocaiing
funds to disabled student services

AB 746 requires that the tliree public higher ~duca-
tion segments each develop funding procedures
based o1 (1) fixed costs associated with the ongoing
administration and operation of the programs; (2)
continuing variable costs that will change as the
number of disabled students or unit load of these
students changes; and (3) the one-time variable
costs that are associated with ihe purchzse or re-
placement of equipment used in the provision of ser-
vices to disabled students,

California Commanity Colleges: In Attachmenst 1 of
its report in Appendix B, the Chancellor’s Office of
the Californis Community Colleges describes the
colloges’ three-part funding form:la, developed by a
task force on which both the Department of Finance
and Postsecondary Edueat.on Commission repre-
sencatives served. It provides a bage allocation of
$50,000 to each college to covzr imitial fixcd costs,
weighted student counts based on the type of dis-
ability of the student being served, and the colleges’
own commitment of general fund revenues to their
programs for students with disabilities. This new
formula was approved by the Board of Governors in
July 1990, and the Chancellor’s Office has devel-

oped all of its budget change proposals for disabled
student programs and services in a manner consis-
tent with the requirements of AR 746.

The Caltifornia State University: Over the past two
fiscal years, the State University has worked close-
ly with the Department of Finance and the Commis-
sion: to identify the types of information needed to
implement the fixed/variable cost formulas mandat-
ed by AB 746, While this work has led to many
staff-level agrzements on the exact data needed to
justify funding requests for the State Universit:’s
disabled student services and programs, full fund-
ing has yet to be provided in the State budget for
these srograms. The State University reports thau
it remains committed to work with the appropriate
State agencies to establish permanent funding for-
mules, as per AB 746, in future years.

University of California: The University of Califor-
nia reports that it has developed baseline data on
the actua! costs of disabled ztudent services from
the 1987-88 fiscal year that it has incorperated into
its budget requests for State-funded disabled stu-
aent pr-grams, along with other methodological
recommendations to segmental representatives on
the AB 746 Task Force. The University's requests
for funding of these programs in the upcoming
1990-91 fiscal year is baged on the "fixed, variable,
and one-time variable” costs delineated in AB 746.
The Univarsity anticipates that all future such
funding requests will also be based on this cost
methodology, and it is collecting and updating its
information: documsnting the costs of its disabled
student programs.

New regulations and policies
for disabled student services

California Community Colleges: The Chancelior’s
Office initiated a revision of tne Title 5 regulations
goveruing disabled student programs and services
two yeuars ago. The first section of the new regula-
tions provides updated descriptions of disabilities,
verification procedures for determining disabilities,
special services and classes availalile to disabled
students, and contains other operational provisions.
The remaining sections cover general administra-
tive procedures, program requirements, and person-
nel, and funding procedures. Attachment 2 in Ap-
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pendix B more fully describes these new regula-
tions.

The California State Univers:ty: The State Univer-
sity has conducted extensive reviews of its segmen-
tal and campus policies for students witk disabil-
ities over the pact two years A disabled student
services advisory committee was formed with repre-
seniation fromm campus administrators, disabled
student program directors, the academic senate,
and students with disabilities themselves. Page 3 of
Attachment 1 in the State University’s report in
Appendix C describes the new policies that were
adnpted by the system as a result of the work of this
cornmittee. In general. the purpose of these new
agreements is to conform existing State University
disabled student policies to what is called for in AB
7486,

University of California: Currently, the University
is revising its guidelines for programs for students
with disabilities to include the provisions of AB 746.
Its original guidelines on eligibility criteria, evalu-
ation requirements, accountability procedures, and
other aspects of these programs were defined in the
report of a University task force on students with
disabilities in 1979. Attachment 2 of the Universi-
Ly's report in Appendix D describes that report. The
University’s revised guidelines will be submitted to
the campuses and the President’s Advisory Com-
mittee on Services to Students with Disabilities for
comment by the end of this year.

Intersegmental coordination in developing
programs for students with disabilities

The California Cornmunity Colleges, California
State University, and University of California have
all used the forum provided by AB 746 to continue
their discussions to develop comparable definiticns
and eligibility criteria for disabled students. All
three segments, with input from the other members
of the planning committee, are ulso developing in-
tersegmentally consistent formats for surveying the
perceplions of stafl and students on the effective-
ness of programs offered for disabled students with-
ir: their segments. After inuch discussion, the three
segments have arrived at similar definitions for
terzas such as enrollment, transition, and retention,

all of which are areas that are to be examined in fu-
ture AB 746 reports. In addition, planning commit-
tee members are working to ensure consistency in
tho reporting of enrollment information. They hope
that by developing intersegmentally comparable
program cvaluation instruments, more pertinent
and useful information on disabled student pro-
grams can be collected and employed tc improve the
quality of these services.

In July 1949, represencatives of the community col-
leges, State University, and University met with
representatives of the State Architact’s Office to dis-
cuss the development of common intersegmental
procedures for the review of physical access at cam-
puses. Later, in November, that office held two
workshcps for campus disabled student services and
facilities staff to explain the provisions of Titie 24 of
the California Building Code, which they are to use
in determining the accessibi:ity of facilities, as
called for by AB 746.

Segmental five-year plans
for evaluations of all State-funded
programs for students with disabilities

California Community Colleges: In December 1987,
the Chancellor’s Office prepared a report on the dis
abled student programs and services at 52 colleges
that had been evaluated by a program evaluatioii
mechanism developed prior to the passage of AB
746. It has included that report in Attachment 3 of
Appendix B. Currently, the Management Informa-
tion Systems Unit of the Chanceilor’s Office is as-
sisting in the development of a plan to gather out-
comes data on students that will meet the AB 746
requirements of retention, transition, and gradu-
ation rates and enrollment levels of students with
disabilities.

The California State University: The State Univer-
sity has developed a comprehensive workplan focus-
ing on the two major arcas to be evaluated under
AB 746 -- (1) program effectiveness a3 determined
by its participants, and (2) physical accessibility.
State University staff are developing program eval-
uetion forms for their disabled student services staff
and the students served in these programs, and they
are developing ex:rollment data for its January 1992
report -- the first of the biennial reports that will



contain these data. The State University is also em-
barking on a campus-by-campus evaluation of ar-
chitectural barriers, in order to prioritize these proj-
ects for funding.

University of California: In its report in Appendix
D, the University describes the development of the
evaluatior components necessary te accemplish the
goals set forth in AB 746. During the 1988-89 aca-
demic year, it developed and pilot-tested a uniform
systemwide questionnaire to assess students’ per-
ceptions of the effectiveness of its programs for stu-
dents with disabilities. Ii preser..ed this instru-
ment to the Intersegmental Plauning Comnmittee
for its suggestions, and it reviewed and acrepted the
committee’s recommendations. The President’s Ad-
visory Committee of Services to Students with Dis-
abilities will review both questionnaires before they
can be used systemwide, Information from the
questionTniaires is anticipated to be available for ihe
University's Januarv 1992 rcport. In addition, the
University is currently discussing options to aec-
quire the data needed in order \o obtain the gradu-
ation, retention, and transfer information on dis-
abled students requested in AB 746, and it is devel-
oping a systemwide inventory of physical accessibil-
ity facilities projects -- the rasults of which will be
available in January 1993.

Summary

Over the past 18 months, California’s public higher
education segments have worked cooperatively to
develop new plans and procedures to meet the re-
quirements of AB 746. The Intersegmental Viun-
ning Committee convened to assist in the imple-
mentation of this law has provided a forum for
meaningful discussion and the development of inno-
vative ideas to develop the intersegmental coopera.
tion needed to achieve State goals. All three seg-
mental reports appended to this deenment respond
to the charge in AB 746 and contain all of the infor-
mation that the Plaaning Committee agreed should
be in these initial reports. .

Each of the three segments has commented on the
difficulty of developing data bases appropriate to
collect the outconies data on students called for in
AB 746, but the Planning Committee is continuing
its work to assist them in producing the types of in-
formation needed to satis‘y the mandates of AB 746.

In the future, the Planning Committee hopes to get
even greater assistance from its non-segmental rep-
resentatives, as its diccussion moves from data col-
lection to the developraient of more effective and effi-
cient ontions for providing services to students with
disabilities. Independent of the committee, the Uni-
versity, State University, and community colleges
continue to work towards improving both the levels
and quality of these services.
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. Assembly Bill 746
Appendix A (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987)

Assembly Bil: No. 746

CHAPTER 829

An act to amend an- renumber the heading of Chapter 14 (com-
mencing with Section 67320) of, and to add Chapter 14.2 (commenc-
ing with Section 67310) to, Part 40 of the Education Code, relating

"to postsecondary education.

[Approved by Governor September 19, 1987. Filed with
Secretary of Statc September 21, 1987.]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 746, Hayden. Postsecondary education.

Existing law requires the services for disabled students provided
by the California Community Colleges and the California State
University, and authorizes the services provided by the University of
California, at a minimum, to conform to the level and the quality of
services provided by the Department of Rehabilitation prior to July
1, 1981.

This bill would govern state funded disabled student programs and
services at public postsecondary institutions and would specify the
principles that a state funded activity is required to observe. This bill
would declare the intent of the Legislature that, as appropriate for
each postsecondary segment, funds provided for disabled student
programs and services be based on the fixed costs associated with the
ongoing administration and operation of the services and programs,
continuing variable costs that fluctuate with changes in the number
of students or the unit load of students, and one-time variable costs
associated with the purchase or replacement of equipment.

This bill would require the Board of Governors of California
Community Colleges and the Trustees of the California State
University to, and would authorize the Regents of the University of
California to, work with the California Postsecondary Education
Commission and the Department of Finance, as specified, adopt
rules and regulations, maintain the present intersegmental efforts to
work with the commission and other interested parties, and develop
and implement, in consultation v:th students and staff, a system for
evaluating state-funded programs and services for disabled students
on each campus at least every 5 years. This bill would also require the
Board of Governors of the California Comrunity Colleges and the
Trustees of the California State University to, and would authorize
the Regents of the University of California to, submit a report to the
Governor, the education policy committees of the Legislature, and
the California Postsecondary Education Commission biennially,
commencing in January 1989. This bill would require the California
Postsecondary Education Commission to review these reports and
submit its comments and recommendations to the Governor and the
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education policy committees of the Legislature.

This bill would provide that nothing in this bill shall be construed
to be directing students toward a particular programn or service for
students with disabilities nor shall anything in this bill be used to
deny any stucdent an education.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Chapter 142 (commencing with Section 67310) is
added to Pa.t 40 of the Education Code, to read:

CHAPTER 14.2. STATE FUNDED DISABLED STUDENT PROGRAMS
AND SERVICES

67310. (a) The Legislature finc's and declares that equal access to
public postsecondary education is essential for the full integration of
persons with disabilities into the social, political, and economic
mainstream of California. The Legislature recognizes the historic
underrepresentation of disabled students in postsecondary programs
and the need for equitable efforts that enhance the enroliment and
retention of disabled students in public colleges and universities in
Califor iia.

(b) The Legislature recognizes its responsibility to provide and
adequataly fund postsecondary programs and services for disabled
students attending a public postsecondary institution.

(c) To meet this responsibility, the Legislature sets forth the
following principles for public postsecondary institutions and
budgetary control agencies to observe in providing postsecondary
programs and services for students with disabilities:

(1) The state funded activity shall be consistent with the stated
purpose of programs and services for disabled students provided by
the California Community Colleges, the California State University,
or the University of California, as governed by the statutes,
regulations, and guidelines of the community colleges, state
university, or the University of California.

(2) The state funded activity shall not duplicate services or
instruction that are available to all students, either on campus or in
the community.

(3) The state funded activity shall be directly related to the
functional limitations of the verifiable disabilities of the students to
be served.

(4) The state funded activity shall be directly related to these
students’ full access to and participation in the educational process.

(3) The state funded activity shall have as its goals the
independence of disabled students and the maximum integration of
these students with other students.

(6) The state funded activity shall be provided in the most
integrated setting possible, cousistent with state and federal law:

1
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state policy and funding requirements, and missions and policies of
the postsecondary segment, and shall be based on identified student
needs.

(d) It is.the intent of the Legislature that, through the state
budget process, the public postsecondary institutions request, and
the state provide, funds to cover the actual cost of providing services
and instruction, consistent with the principles set forth in subdivision
(c), to disabled students in their respective postsecondary
institutions. :

(e) All public postsecondary education institutions shall continue
to utilize other available resources to support programs and services
for disabled students as well as maintain their current level of
funding from other sources whenever possible.

(f) Pursuant to Section 67312, postsecondary institutions shall
demonstrate institutional accountability and clear program
effectiveness evaluations for services to students with disabilities.

67311. It is the desire and intent of the Legislature that, as
appropriate for each postsecondary segment, funds for disabled
student programs and services be based on the following three
cutegories of costs:

(a) Fixed costs associated with the ongoing administration and
operation of the services and programs. These fixed costs are basic
ongoing administrative and operational costs of campus programs
that are relatively consistent in frequency from year-to-year, such as:

(1) Access to, and arrangements for, adaptive educational
equipment, materials, and supplies required by disabled students.

(2) Job placement and development services related to the
trausition from school to employment.

(3) Liaisons with campus and community agencies, including
referral and followup services to these agencies on behalf of disabled
students.

(4) On-campus and off-campus registration assistance, including
priority enrollment, applications for financial aid, and related college
services.

(5) Special parking, including on-campus parking registration,
temporary parking permit arrangments, and application assistance
f(;r students who do not have state handicapped placards or license
plates.

(6) Supplemental specialized orientation to acquaint students
with the campus environment.

(7) Activities to coordinate and administer specialized services
and instruction.

(8) Activities to assess the planning, implementation, and
effectiveness of disabled student services and programs.

The baseline cost of these services shall be determined by the
respective svstem and fully funded with annual adjustments fo:
inflation and salary range changes, to the extent funds are provided.

(b) Continuing variable costs that fluctuate with changes in the
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number of students or the unit load of students. These continuing
variable costs are costs for services that vary in frequency depending
on the needs of students, such as:

(1) Diagnostic assessinent, including both individual and group
assessment not otherwise provided by the institution to determine
functional, educational, or employment levels or to certify specific
disabilities.

(2) On-campus mobility assistance, including mobility training
and orientation and manual or automatic transportation assistance to
and from college courses and related educational activities.

(3) Off-campus transportation assistance, including transporting
students with disabilities to and from the campus in areas where
accessible public transportation is unavailable, inadequate, or both.

(4) Disability-related counseling and advising, including
specialized academic, vocational, personal, and peer counseling, that
is developed specifically for disabled students and not duplicated by
regular counseling and advising services available to all students.

(5) Interpreter services, including manual and oral interpreting
for deaf and hard-of-hearing students.

(6) Reader services to coordinate and provide access to
information required for equitable academic participation if this
access is unavailable in other suitable modes.

(7) Services to facilitate the repair of equipment and learning
assistance devices.

(8) Special class instruction that does not duplicate existing
college courses but is necessary to meet the unique educational
needs of particular groups of disabled students.

(9) Speech services, provided by licensed speech or language
pathologists for students with verified speech disabilities.

(10) Test taking facilitation, including adapting tests for and

proctoring test taking by, disabled students.

(11) Transcription services, including, but not limited to, the
provision of Braille and print materials.

(12) Specialized tutoring services not otherwise provided by the
institution.

(13) Notetaker services for writing, notetaking, and manuul
manipulation for classroom and related academic activities.

State funds may be provided annually for the cost of these services
on an actual-cost basis, including wages for the individuals providing
these services and expenses for attendant supplies. Each institution
shall be responsible for documenting its costs to the appropriate state
agencies. ‘

(c) One-time variable costs associated with the purchase or
replacement of equipment. One-time variable costs are one-time
expenditures for the purchase of supplies or the repaii of equipment,
such as adapted educational materials and vehicles. State funds shs
be provided for these expenses on an actual cost basis as documented
by each institution.
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67312. (a) The Board of Governors of the California Community
Colleges and the Trustees of the California State University shall, for
their respective systeias, and the Regents of the University of
California may do the following:

(1) Work with the California Postsecondary Education
Commission and the Department of Finance to develop formulas or

rocedures for allocating funds authorized under this chapter.

(2) Adopt rules and regulations necessary to the operation of

rograms funded pursuant to this chapter.

(3) Maintain the prcsent intersegmental efforts to work with the
California Postsecondary Education Commission and other
interested parties, to coordinate the planning and development of
programs for students with disabilities, including, but not limited to,
the establishment of common definitions for students with
disabilities and uniform formats for reports required under this
chapter.

(f) Develop and implement, in consultation with students and
staff, a system for evaluating state-fui.ded programs and services for
disabled students on each campus at least every five years. At a
minimum, these systems shall orovide for the gathering of outcome
data, staff and student perceptions of program effectiveness, and
data on the implementation of the program and physical accessibility
requirements of Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitation
Act of 1973.

(b) Commencing in January 1990, and every two years thereafter,
the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges and
the Trustees of the California State University shall, for their
respective systems, and the Regents of the University of California
may, submit a repcit to the Governor, the education policy
committees of the Legislature, and the California Postsecondary
Education Commission on the evaluations developed pursuant to
subdivision (a). These biennial reports shall also include a review on
a campus-by-campus basis of the enrollment, retention, transition,
and graduation rates of disabled students.

(¢) The California Postsecondary Education Commission shall
review these reports and subrnit its comments and recommet.idations
tothe Governor and education policy committees of the Legislature.

67313. Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to be directing
any student, or students, toward a particular program or service for
students with disabilities nor shall anything in this chapter be use.d
to deny any student an education because he or she does not wish
to receive state funded disabled student programs and services.

67314. No provision of this chapter shall apply to the University
of California unless the Regents of the University of California, by
resolution, make that provision applicable.

SEC. 2. The heading of Chapter 14 (commencing with Section
?7320) iof Part 40 of the Education Code is amended and renumbered
0read:
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ASSEMBLY BILL 746 (CHAPTER 829, Statutes of 1987)

PRELIMINARY REPORT

BACKGROUND

Assembly Bill 746 (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987), the first
intersegmental policy legislative initiative on services to
students with disabilties, was enacted u.s a result of
Assembly Concurrent Resolution 3 (ACR 3) (Vasconcellos). ACR
3 sought to decrease the underrepresentation of students
with disabilities in higher education. AB 746 requires that
the public postsecondary educational institutions submit
biennial reports to the Postsecondary Education Commission
and the Legislature concerning their efforts to provide
programs and services for students with disabilities.

This first biennial report provides the following
information as required by the Postsecondary Education
Commision:

SECTION 1: An update of...work with the California
Postsecondary Education Commission and the Department of
Finance on the development of formulas and procedurus for
allocating funds for disabled student services [seoct.
67312.(s) (1) and (b);.

In 1988-89, the Chancellor's Office developed and the Bozrd
of Governors approved a revised allocation formula for the
disbursement of DSP&S funds provided by the Legislatura
pursuant to AB 746. The revision of the formula was done in
consultation with a variety of stakeholders, including staff
of the Postsecondary Education Commission, the Department of
Finance and community college representatives who served oa
the Chancellor's Office Task Force convened to develop the
new formula. This formula was approved by the Board of
Governors in July, 1990 and was implemented for the
allocation of funds for 1989-90.

As outlined in Attachment 1, the formula has three elements:
1) a base allocation of $50,000 per college, which is
designed to cover the fixed costs of services to students
with disabilties; 2) weighted student ‘count, which provides
for variable cost of services because, on the average, the
gservice needs of students with different disabilities vary
in cost; and 3) college effort, based on the college's
general .fund revenues allocated to serve students with
disabilities.
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In addition, the Chancellor's Office has prepared all of its
Budget Change Proposals for additional funds to serve
disabled students with the requirements of AB 746 in mind.

Currently, the Chancellor's Office is undertaking the next
step in meeting the requirements of AB 746 by studying the
development of standards for services for students with
various disabilities. These standards will form the basig
for future funding requescs and will provide more complete
and reliable information than currently available on the
cost of services for students with disabilities in the
California Community Colleges. As with the revision of the
DSP&S allocation formula, representatives from the
Postsecondary Education Commission and the Department of
Finance will be asked to participate in the Task Force
convened to examine this issue.

Section 2: A summary of the adoption of rules and
regulations necessary to operate programs for disabled
students pursuant to this chapter [sect. 67312. (a) (2) and

(b)].

In 1987-88, in conjunction with the enactment of AB 746, the
Chancellor's Office initiated a revision of the Title 5
regulations which govern Disabled Student Programs and
Services in the Community Colleges. The revised regulations
were approved by the Office of Administrative Law in April
1988. They were implemented by the Chancellor's Office for
the 1988-89 fiscal year.

In order to provide leadership and direction to the colleges
as they put the new regulations into effect, the
Chancellor's Office undertook several initiatives.
Implementing Guidelines were developed to provide guidance
and technical assistance to the colleges in their
application of the regulations (See Attachment 2). In
addition, in early 1989, the DSP&S Unit of the Chancellor's
Office held four workshops throughout the state to provide
inservice training for DSP&S staff in the implementation of
the new regulations. The inservice workshops included
delineation of the new Title 5 requlations which parallel
the provisions of AB 746, specifically, the parameters under
which services may be funded (Title 5, section 56000); the
list of services which may be funded by DSP&S (section
56026); and the evaluation requirements of the regulations
(section 56052).



Section 3. A brief statement on the maintenance of
intersegmental efforts to coordinate the planning and
deve 'opmemt of programs for students with disabjlities
[sect. 67312. (a) (3) and (b)].

Catherine Campisi Johns, DSPS Coordinator, serves as the
Chancellor's Office representative to the AB 746 Task Force.
With Chancellor's Office staff support she has undertaken
the following activities: '

1) development of an intersegmental survey format for the
evaluation of student and staff perception of the
effectiveness of DSP&S;

2) development of a common intersegmental definition of
"enrollment", "retention", and "transition" required for
future reports;

3) implementation of two intersegmental workshops by the
State Architect's Office for college disabled student
services and facilities staff in the physical access
requirements of Title 24 of the California Building Code,
which the collleges are to utilize in the provision of
accessible facilities.

Section 4. A workplan and outline of the 5-year
comprehensive evaluations of state-funded programs and
services for disabled students [sect. 67312 (a) (4)].

Section 67312 (a) (4) of AB 746, which outlines the

evaluation requirement of DSP&S, calls for the segments to:
"Develop and implement, in consultation with students
and staff, a system for evaluating state-funded
programs and services for disabled students on each
campus at least every five years. At a minimum, these
systems shall provide for the gathering of outcome
data, staff and student perceptions of program
effectiveness, and data on the implementation of the
program and physical accessibility requirements of
Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitation
Act of 1973."

Prior to the enactment of AB 746, the Chancellor' Office
implemented a program evaluation mechanism for DSP&S which
utilizes a site review by DSP&S peers and a survey of staff
and student perceptions of programs and services. The site
review examines campus accessibility as well as strengths
and weaknesses of program components. The survey, which
includes demographic data on participants, involves an
evaluation of self-reported goals and outcomazs of
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educational activities. Each campus is evaluated
approximately once every five years. In December of 1987 a
summary report was prepared which summarized the findings of
the first 52 colleges to undergo DSP&S program evaluation
(see Attachment 3). A similar report drawing together the
findings from all 107 DSP&S evaluations will be presented to
the Board of Governors in July of 1990.

Additional DSP&S evaluation and accountability efforts to
meet the requirements of AB 746 as described below are,
also, underway:

1) A plan to gather student outcome data, as required by
AB 746, has been developed in cooperation with the
Management Information Services Unit. As required by
AB 746, collection of data on a campus-by-campus basis
will include the enrollment, retention, transition, and
graduation rates of disabled students [section 67312
(4) (b)]. The projected timeline for the availability
of this data is 1991-92.

2) The DSP&S Unit and the Chancellor's Office Facilities
. staff are cooperating to gather systemwide data to

identify remaining architectural barriers at the
colleges. It is anticipated that this information will
be available in time for the colleges to use it for the
submission of their 1992-93 Capital Outlay Plan to the
Chancellor's Office. In the interim, the DSP&S and
Facilities Units have increased their coordination and
technical assistance to the colleges in support of
campus efforts to submit funding requests for removal
‘of identified architectural barriers in connection with
the Fiv«¢ Year Capital Outlay Plan.

0
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ATTACHMENT 1

Board of Governors
California Community Colleges
July 13-14, 1989

ALLOCATION FUNDING FORMULAS 2
FOR DSP&S AND EOPS

Second Reading, Action Scheduled

Background
Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSP&S)

Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSP&S) of the California Community
Colleges was enacted in 1976 through the passage of AB 77 (Education Code, Sections
72011, 78600, and 84850) to provide a variety of support services and instruction to
approximately 52,000 disabled students to increase their access to campus programs
and facilitate progress toward their educational goals. In 1987-88, the State provided
$21.4 million in categorical funds for DSP&S.

kxtended Opportunity Programs and Services (KOP’S)

Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS) was established in 1969 to
encourage colleges to provide support services to students disadvantaged by
language, social, and economic hardships. In 1988-89, the Chancellor's Office
allocated $27.9 million in categorical funds to 105 colleges to serve more than 39,000
students at'an average of $266,000 per colleges, or $700 per student.

Analysis

This item proposes a new approach to the allocation of categorical funds for DSP&S
and EOPS. While the new allocation formulas are different in certain aspects, they
were developed based on the same funding principles. Differences have been
carefully examined and remain only where necessary for program integrity. In an
effort to review and recommend revisions to their respective allocation formulas,
DSP&S and EOPS convened task forces in early 1989 composed of representatives
from the colleges, Legislature, Department of Finance, Legislative Analyst's Office,
and the Chancellor’s Office. T'o provide additional assistance, the Chancellor’s Office
contracted with MPR Associates, a Berkeley consulting firm that has previous
experience with program-based funding and other communitly college fiscal issues.
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Proposed Allocation Formulas

MPR was asked to evaluate the current allocation formulas; develop alternatives
based on suggestions from the task forces, field surveys, and the Chancellor’s Office
stafl: and make recommendations for revisions to the formulas.

The following goals were established for the revision cf the allocation formulas:

]

The formulas should be simple and clear so that college administrators and
business officers can understand the basis for the allocations they receive and
predict future allocations with some certainty.

The formula should be equitable with respect to program size; in this context,
“equity” means that students with similar needs should receive similar services,
regardless of the college attended.

The formulas should be cost-based,; i.e., funding for services should be based on the
fixed and variable costs of operating a program.

The formulas should minimize the impact of major shifts in the allocations of
funds by phasingin change.

The DSP&S and EOPS formulas should be similar where feasible.

This agenda item, including the allocation formulas proposed in the attached report,
was presented to the Board for First Reading at its May 11-12, 1989, meeting. It is
being presented at the July meeting for Second Reading and final action.,

Recommended Action

That the Board of Governors adopt *he allocation formulas proposed by staff for the
distribution of funds for Disabled Students Programs and Services and Educational
Opportunity Programs and Services.

Staff Presentation.  James M Meznek, Viee Chancellor

Kducational Policy

Susan A Cota, Spectalist
Disabled Students Programs and Serviees

Rod Tarrer, Specuaiist

Katended Opportunity Programs and Serciees



APPENDIX A

PROPOSED DISABLED STUDENTS PROGRAMS AND
SERVICES (DSP&S) ALLOCATION FORMULA

Overview

To obtain input and technical assistance in the revision of the DSP&S allocation
formula, several actions were taken by the DSP&S Unit of the Chancellor’s Office.

A DSP&S Allocations Task Force was formed that included program staff from
Districts - which were diverse by region, size, and type of DSP&S Program - and one
representative each from the Chief Executives’ Council, the Chief Student Services’
Officers, and the Association of College Business Officers.

Prior to the first meeting of the task force, a survey was sent to all DSP&S staff to
gather opinions on the strengths and weaknesses of the existing formula and
recommendations for change. The survey findings were presented at the first
meeting and formed one of the data elements utilized as a basis for revising the
formula.

In addition, MPR Associates, a Berkeley-based consulting firm with expertise in
community college funding, was retained to assist in the analysis, evaluation, and
revision of the formula.

Once a revised formula had been developed, it was presented for review and comment
to various comrunity college groups, including the Allocations Task Force, DSP&S
Regional Facilitators, Chief Student Services Officers, Chief Instructional Officers,
and the Chancellor’s Cabinet.

The Existing DSP&S Allocation Formula

As a first step in revising the allocation formula, the existing DSP&S formula was
thoroughly evaluated by DSP&S staff at the colleges, the DSP&S Allocations Task
Force, and MPR Associates. Major weaknesses were found in the following areas:

1. Lack of Simplicity and Clarity

The existing formula is neither clear nor simple to understand. A survey of DSP&S
staff revealed a widespread lack of understanding of how the formula works. The
interaction of the four elements in the existing formula is extremely complex and
confusing. In addition, it is difficult to ascertain the rationale for some of the
elements and conditions.
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2. Inequitable Distribution of Funds

State funds for programs and services for students with disabilities are not distrib-
uted equitably among the colleges. Because these funds are allocated pursuant to
State legislation that provides for equality of educational opportunity to disabled
students in public postsecondary education, it is reasonable for students to expect an
approximately equivalent level of services from any community college. Under the
existing allocation formula, this is not the case. The amount spent varies from $26 to
$2,667 per weighted student. Although some variation could be expected, such
extremes in funding are difficult to justify.

3. Lack of Relationship between the Allocation and Program Funding

The provisions of Assembly Bill 746, as enacted into Sections 67310-67313 of the
Education Code, requires public postsecondary institutions in California to request
State funds for services to disabled students based on the actual costs of providing
those services. Accordingly, since AB 746 was enacted, Budget Change Proposals for
DSP&S have been based on this requirement, The existing allocation formula places
comparatively lesser emphasis (40%) on weighted student count, which is the
element most reflective of the aciua! cost of services. Therefore, a discrepancy exists
between the basis on which funds are provided by the State and the way they are
distributed to the colleges,

The Proposed DSP&S Allocation Formula

The proposed DSP&S allocation formula was designed to overcome the weaknesses
listed above. Primary ccnsiderations were given to:

e Clarity and simplicity,

e Equity,

e Congruence with the requirements of AB 746,
e Limited adverse impact on programs, and

e Similarity with EOPS, where feasible.

The proposed formula, which emphasizes the actual cost of providing services to
disabled students, has three elements:

1. The Base Allocation (Fixed Costs)
2. StudentsServed Weighted by Disability Group
3.  College Effort

1. The Base Allocation

A hase allocation of $50,000 per college is prenosed. This ainount is intended to cover
the salary and benefits of a certificated DSP&S Coordinator, as required by Section
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56068 of Title 5. The amount of the base allocation was determined on a statewide
average cost of $48,000 for salary and benefits of a certificated staff person. It is
recommended that the base allocation be reviewed periodically and adjusted for
inflation as appropriate.

2. Weighted Number of Students Served

After the base allocation has been distributed, it is recommended that 90 percent of
the remaining funds be allocated on the basis of the numbers of students served,
weighted by disability group. Weights are assigned according to disability group,
given that, on the average, the service needs of students with various disabilities
vary in cost.

3. College KEffort

The proposed formula rewards “college effort,” which is measured by the college
general fund revenues allocated to serve students with disabilities. Ten percent of
the DSP&S funding provided by the State is to be distributed to the colleges based on
this element of the formula. College effort is calculated in the following manner:

College Effort = Total Program Cost - General College Apportionment (after indirect cost
rate deduction) - Other Income - VEA Allocasion - DSP&S Allocation

Simulations indicate that given currently available funds, the proposed 10 percent
weight for this element would generate 41 cents from the State allocation for each $1
of college general fund money spent.

In. addition to the elements and their weights, several additional new policies for
allocation of funds are recommended. These include:

» Use of Year-End Actual Cost )ata vs. Mid-Year Projections

The year-end report of actual expenditures should be used to compute the
DSP&S allocation rather than the mid-year report, which is currently
used and reflects projected expenditures. Because use of actual cost data
will delay the computation of the allocation, colleges should be given 95
percent of their previous year's allocation in July as part of the first
apportionment.

» Phase-Inofthe New Allocation Formula

To avoid drastic major shifts of funds between colleges, which would
damage some DSP&S Programs, the new allocation formula should be
implemented on a gradual basis. Reductions in funding to a college should
be limited to 5 percent per year. Allocations to colleges should be allowed
to increase by more than 5 percent, based on the availability of funds

1.
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» Useof COLA, Growth Money, and New Revenues

Both the Cost-of-Living Adjustment (COLA) and growth money, when
provided, should be determined after the formula has been computed
rather than used for equalization purposes as they have been in the past.
Whenever possible, new monies allocated to DSP&S should be distributed
through the formula. One exception to this policy, per the Department of
Finance, is augmentation money for assessment and services for Learning
Disabled (LD) students. These funds will be allocated on the basis of the
number of students assessed and found LD-eligible in the previous fiscal
year.

Policy Implications

* The proposed DSP&S allocation formula is congruent with the actual cost
requirements of the Education Code and moves the allocation of funds in the
direction of program-based funding. It exemplifies the legislative intent to
provide funds on the basis of actual costs, because 90 percent of the allocation is
based on the weighted student count, which serves as a workload measurement.

® The proposed formula rewards colleges and provides an incentive for them to
provide general college revenues to programs and services for disabled students.
Althoug! colleges are required to provide these services by State and federal
law, some go beyond the minimum requir-ments and supplement State funds
with local college revenues as needed.

e Allocation of funds specified by the Legislature for COLA, growth, or new
programs and services should be allocated separately from the proposed
allocation formula. This separates ongoing State support for DSP&S from
specially designated funds.

Recommendations

1. The Board of Governors should adopt the proposed DSP&S allocation formula
for implementation in Fiscal Year 1989-90.

2. The Board of Governors should adopt the following fiscal policies related to the
allocation of DSP&S funds:

a.  The year-end report of actual expenditures should be used to compute the
DSP&S allocation. Colleges should be given 95 percent of their previous
year's allocation in July as part of the first apportionment.
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b.  To avoid drastic major shifts of funds between colleges, the reduction in
funding to a college should be limited to 5 percent per year, while funding
for colleges should be allowed to increase more than 5 percent based on
availability of funds.

¢. Both COLA and growth money, when provided, should be determined
after the formula has been computed and should not be used for
equalization purposes. Whenever possible, new monies allocated to
DSP&S should be distributed through the formula. One exception to this
policy will be augmentation money for assessment and services for
Learning Disabled students. :

The Board of Governors should direct the Chancellor’s Office to design and
implement a work plan to support a program-based model for requesting and
allocating DSP&S funds, per the mandate of AB 746 and the long \*:m intent of
community college reform. Such a plan should inc’cue the estabushment of
standards for services to disabled students and validation of the weights that
reflect the assigned cost of services to various disability groups.

(4
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PROPOSED EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS AND
SERVICES (EOPS) ALLOCATION FORMULA

Overview

The allocation formula being proposed for tha Extended Opportunity Pr~rgrams and
Services (EOPS) program meets the primary goals established by the Chancallor's
Office. It is clear and concise. It provides for the equitable distribution of funds since
its basic premise is that colleges serving the most students will receive the most
money. It is cost-based, which means that the allocation formula will provide each
college with the same dollar amount per student served. (The service received by the
student is defined by the the program in regulations and guidelines.) Additionally,
the formula will be phased in to avoid sudden, major dislocations of funds. Reduc-
tions will be kept to no more than 5 percent a year and all colleges will share equally
cost-of-living increases provided by the Budget Act. An important additional goal
has been to make the allocation formulas for EOPS and DSP&S similar, where
feasible.

The process used to develop the EOPS allocation formula was slightly different than
that used for DSP&S, in that work on a new EOPS formula had begun in March of
1988. No further work was performed until MPR Associates, a Berkeley-based
consulting firm with expertise in community college funding, was retained to assist
in the development of a new allocation mechanism. To obtain input from the field,
the Chancellor's Office convened a meeting of the original Allocation Task Force that
had worked on the new formula. The purpose of the meeting was to review the
proposed formula and discuss the alternatives prepared by MPR staff. Following the
meeting, a proposal for a new formula was recommended to the Chancellor’s Office by
MPR Associates. The proposal was accepted with minor modifications to bring it
more closely in line with the DSP&S formula.

Proposed Elements of the Formula
The proposed EQPS allocation formula consist of three basic elements.

1. Base Allocation. A base allocation is intended to cover the fixed costs associated
with operating an EOPS program - that is, costs that do not vary according to
the number of students served, such as clerical support or counseling. This
amount insures that even the smallest college can support a program. It
recognizes that programs with small numbers of students would not generate
sufficient funding through the formula to insure their survival. The DSP&S
formula provides a base allocation of $50,000 per college. A
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comparable base allocation for EOPS would also promote consistency between
the formulas. The amount of the base allocation should be reviewed every two
years and adjusted as necessary to reflect inflation.

Therefore, staff recommends that a base allocation of $50,000 be established for
the EOPS program at every community college.

Students Served. Because the major driver of program cost is the number of
students served, the greatest weight in the allocation formula should be given
to that element; i.e., the colleges that serve the most students receive the most
money.

Chancellor’s Office staff, members of the Allocation Task Force, and MPR
Associates, agreed that using the number of students served us an element in
the allocation was practical because the majority of the allocation was expended
for that purpose. Sections 56204 and 56222(c) of Title 5 define “student served”
as follows:

For purposes of allocating EOPS funds, conducting audits and
evaluations, an EOPS student served is a person for whom, at min-
imum, the EOPS program has documentation in the student’s file of
an EOPS application, Educational Plan, and Mutual Responsibility
Contract developed pursuant to Section 56222(c).

Staff recommends that 90 percent of the remaining funds be allocated on the
basis of the number of students served, as defined by Title 5 regulations.

College Effort. Section 56210 of Title 5 requires that

. . . the college maintain the same dollar level of services supported with
non-EOPS funds as the average reported in its final budget report in the
previous three academic years. At minimum, this amount shall equal the
three-year average or 15 percent of the average EOPS allocation to that
college for the same three base years, whichever is greater.

College effort is defined as salaries and benefits paid by the district to EOPS
staff and discretionary expenditures of general funds for the EOPS program.
General funds used for financial aid may not be counted for the purpose of
determining college effort. The rationale is that EOPS students are entitled to
the same level of services provided to non-EOPS students. Some colleges would
have an unfair advantage over others, depending on the amount of financial aid
the college received from the federal government. Additionally, if federal
financial aid received by the college required a match, and federal financial aid
program funds were reduced, the college would still be required to contribute
the same amount of college effort to the EOPS program as before.
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Appendix 8 3

Although college effort has not been included previously in the EOPS allocation
formula, proposals for its revision have included a factor that rewards the
colleges for contributing their own funds. In the determination of college effort,
a college would receive a specific amount for every dollar it contributed in
excess of the 15 percent minimum. Because there is no incentive for providing
funding at the 15 percent level, college effort should be calculated on amounts
that colleges provide in excess of the 15 percent level. In 1987-88, colleges
contributed $6.5 million in non-EOPS funds. A total of 52 colleges contributed
funds over the 15 percent level. In calculating the 15 percent contribution, staff
included as college effort, the positions of EOPS college personnel funded by
Vocational Education Act funds.

It is recommended the formula should allocate the remaining 10 percent or. the
basis of college effort. Thisdivision is consistent with the goal of basing funding
for programs and services for disadvantaged students on actual cost.

For the purpose of the EOPS allocation formula, college effort has been defined
as college general fund expenditures, including VEA funds, allocated for sala-
ries, benefits, and discretionary items used to support programs and services.

Phasing-In C'hange

Although a formula with these components would meet the goals described above, an
immediate shift to this new allocation formula would result in major changes in
funding for many colleges, the magnitudes of which are described below. To smooth
this transition, change needs to be phased in. Several approaches are possible, each
with its own advantages and disadvantages.

The most conservative approach would be to hold colleges harmless at their current
amounts and allocate any new funding to colleges receiving less than they should
according to the new formula. This abproach would cause the least disruption for
colleges that stand to lose funding under the new formula: however, unless there
were a significant infusion of new funds for EOPS, the colleges that should gain from
the new formula would never actually see the amounts to which they are entitled.

A more radical approach would be to set a time at which the new formula would go
into effect, perhaps three to five years in the future. Each year, the Chancellor’s
Nffice would report two dollar amounts to colleges: (1) the amounts colleges would
have received under the new formula, and (2) the amount they were entitled to, given-
certain limits to growth and decline. Colleges would have to make all necessary
adjustments to their programs within the three- or five-year period. ‘At a specified
time, the new formula would become effective. Some colleges would suffer
substantial reductions and others would receive large infusions of new money, but
the former would have had several years to make adjustments to their program in
preparation for the cuts.
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4 Appendix B

This approach has a major disadvantage for categorical programs, however. Colleges
that would lose funds under the new formula would either have to make massive
changes in one year, which would be very disruptive, or have to cut back each year,
which would leave unspent EOPS funds during that time. On the other hand,
colleges that would gain funds under the new formula would either have to make
large increases in one year or institute gradual increases from their own funds.

A third approach would be to set limits to growth and decline. The impact on the
colleges and the length of time required to reach the formula-specified allocations
would depend on what limits were set and how much new money was made available.
A variation of this approach, which staff recommends, would be to limit decline to 5
percent, but to allow colleges allocations to grow more than 5 percent if funds were
available. This approach would allow equalization to occur more quickly than if
growth were limited to 5 percent.

Based on this set of proposals, staff recommends that the new allocation formula be
phased in gradually to avoid sudden major dislocations of funds. Declines will be
limited to 5 percent per year. Additianally, cost of living adjustments shall be
allocated separately from the formula and applied equally to all colleges after the
formula-driven allocation is determined. In addition, any new funding for EOPS
would be distributed through the formula.

For the past seven years, the EOPS program has, as a matter of policy, imposed a
penalty on colleges that returned more than 5 percent of their allocation after the end
of the fiscal year, to late to reallocate to other colleges. Staff believes that this policy
should be a factor in the allocation of resources and be continued under a new
allocation formula.

This recommendation would encourage colleges to use their allocations more
effectively to support the EOPS program.

Colleges that return more than 5 percent of their allocation after the end of the fiscal

year will have their next allocation reduced on a dollar-for-dollar basis by the amount
in excess of 5 percent of their prior years allocation.

Recommendation

The staff recommends that the Board of Governors endorse the proposed allocation
formula recommendation submitted by the Chancellor for the allocation of funds for
the Extended Opportunity Programs and Services.
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IMPLEMENTING GUIDELINES
FOR TITLE 5 REGULATIONS

DISABLED STUDENT PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (DSP&S)

This document includes the Title 5 Regulations for DSP&S (Title 5,
California Code of Regulations, Sections 56000-56088), which were
enacted in April 1988 and the Implementing Guidelines, including
documentation requirements for the Regulations developed by the
Chancellor's Office.

The format of the document consists of the text of the Title 5 Regulations
(printed in small type) followed, where appropriate, by the
Implementation and Documaritation sections (in larger type).

The Implementing Guidelines for the Title § Regulations for DSP&S
represent the consensus of the Chancellor's Office regarding
interpretation of the regulations. The Guidelines are designed to provide
technical assistance to college staff in administering DSP&S programs.

It is important to note that the Guidelines are not regulations which have
gone through the full regulatory approval process. College staff are
encouraged, but not required, to use the Guidelines in administering the
DSP&S programs. It is the responsibility of the colleges to establish
programs, policies, and procedures which meet the requirements of these
and other relevant statutes and regulations.

College staff should also note that the Implementing Guidelines are
subject to change as regulations and/or interpretations change. Copies of
any changes will be distributed to the colleges by the Chancellor's Office.

_Additional copies of the Implementing Guidelines may be obtained by
writing to the DSP&S Unit, California Community Colleges, Chancellor's
Office, 1107 9th Street, Second Floor, Sacramento, California 95814,
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IMPLEMENTING GUIDELINES
FOR TITLE 5 REGULATIONS

Disabled Student Programs and Services (DSP&S)

ARTICLE 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS AND DEFINITIONS

56000. Scope of Chapter ' .

This chapter applies to community college districts offering educational
programs and support services, on and /or off campus, to students with
disabilities pursuant to Education Code Sections 78600 and 84850.

Programs receiving funds apportioned pursuant to Education Code Section
84850 shall mect the requirements of this chapter. Any expenditures under the
authority of this chapter must meet the following conditions:

(a) The service and /or instruction is consistent with the stated purpose
of programs for students with disabilities as set forth in Section 56030
of this chapter;

(b} The service and /or instruction does not duplicate services or
instruction which are otherwise available to al] students;

(c) The educational nced for the service and instruction is directly
rclated to the functional limitations of the verifiable disabilities of the
students to be served;

(d) The need for the service and/or instruction is directly related to
the student’s participation in the educational process;

(e) The goals of services and/or instruction are independence and
maximum integration of students with disabilities. Services and /or
instruction should lead to successful participation in the general
college curriculum, vocational preparation and enhanced potential
for achieving personal/social goals;

.
(B Services and/or instruction are provided in the most integrated
setting possible consistent with the mission of the community
collcgoes.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850 Education Code .
Reference: Scctions 78600 and 84830, Education Code.




IMPLEMENTATION:

The introductory paragraph of this section indicates that these regulations apply to all activities
authorized under Education Code Sections 78600 and 84850. This means any activity for which
a district receives direct excess cost funding from the State to serve students with disabilities.
This includes special classes and support sarvices for students with disabilities in either
regular or special classes, regardiess of whether the class is offered on or off campus for
credit, noncredit or non-degree credit. Comrnunity service courses are not eligible for direct
excess cost funding, and services provided to disabled students in such courses are not governed
by these regulations.

This section also implements a requirement of Assembly Bill 746 (c.829 stats.1987) that
expenditures under the DSP&S program must conform to the six specified criteria outlined in
"a" thru "f" above. These criteria apply to funds for servicas to disabled students in public
postsecondary education in California. .The DSP&S Program Plan required under Section 56046
must demonstrate that all activities conducted with State funds meet these criteria.

Subsection (a) requires that services and instruction be consistent with the purposes of the
DSPA&S program. These purposes are identified in subsection (@) of this section and in Section
56030. They include integrating disabled students into the general college program; facilitating
general education, transfer, or vocational preparation: increasing independence; and making
referrals to community resources. Therapy and/or custodial care are not appropriate functions
of the DSP&S program. The determining factors for instruction and servicas should be the
purpose and duration of the program. As an educational institution, the colleges are designed to
help students acquire skills in a particular area. While this process may require more time due
to the limitations from the disability and may require adapted instruction, its purpose should be
instructional rather than therapeutic. Adaptive physical education, for example, should serve
as an adapted instructional mode for the learning of physical education skills--swimming,
basketball, general exercise--rather than as a method to engage in thegapautic activities. The
process may be secondarily therapeutic, but the primary intent sho e instructional.

. Subsection (b) prohibits provision of services or instruction which duplicate those otherwise

available to all students. This means that DSP&S services are not intended to replace or
supplant existing general college services. Separate special programs, classes, or services
should only be established when regular services or instruction, combined with the provision of
suppon services, cannot meet the educational needs of disabled students. Under Section 504 of
the 1973 Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. 794), disabled students must have access to the general
college services and instructional process. DSP&S is intended to provide the additional,
specialized support which allows disabled students to more fully access and benefit from the
general offerings and services of the college. For example, tutoring services provided through
DSP&S should provide disability-related tutoring rather than general tutoring available
through the Learning Center, EOPS, or other sources. In regard to special instruction, classes
must meet a unique instructional need directly related to the disability which cannot be
accommodated in a reguiar class with support services.

Subsaction (c) requires that the educational need for the service must be directly related to the
student's disability at the time it is verified. Thus, DSP&S funds cannot be used to meet needs a
student may have which do not result from his or her disability. For example, the DSP&S
program may provide specialized instruction to addresc a student's learning disability, but this
should not include instruction designed to overcome learning problems attributable to linguistic
or cultural ditferences.
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Subsection (d) states that services or instruction must be directly related to participation in
the educational program. Therefore, DSP&S funds cannot be used to meet personal or social
needs which exist regardless of whether the student is attending college. The provision of
personal attendant care and/or durable medical equipment are among the services which wouid
be excluded under this provision.

Subsection (f) mandates provision of services and instruction in the most integrated setting
possible, consistent with the mission of the college. This means that, wherever feasible,
students with disabilities shouid be served in integrated programs with non-disabled students.

DOCUMENTATION:

The fact that the requirements of this section have been satisfied with respect to any particular
student should be documented as part of the IEP process (see Saction 56022). The fact that
thesae requirements are satisfied by the DSP&S Program as a whole is tc be documented through
the special class approval process (see Section 56028) and through the college's program plan
(see Section 56046).

56002. Disabled Students

Disabled students are'persons with exceptional needs enrolled at a community
college who, because of a verified disability, cannot fully benefit from
additional specialized services and /or educational programs.
Disabilities do not include those which are solely attributable to economic,
cultural, or language disadvantages; or those temporary disabilities that are
expected to continue less than forty-five days as determined in Section 56008,
Wherever in thin chapter the term “student” is used, such reference means a
disabled student served in Disabled Student Programs and Services
(hereinafter DSP&S) pursuant to Sections 56010-36020 of this chapter,

NOTE: Authority cited:. Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section gives the general definition of a disabled student. To qualify, a person must;
(1) be enrolled at a community college (see Section 56070);
(2) have a verifiable disability (see 56010-70);

(3) be unable to fully benefit from the regular programs and services offered by the
college due to the disability; and



(4) need services or instruction available th.ough DSP&S in order to overcome these
disability-related problems.

DOCUMENTATION:

Documentation that students meet these criteria should be available in their files. These
documents outlined in verification of disability (see Section 56008) and the Individual
Educational Plan (see Section 56022) should include but are not limited to the following:

A signed application for services
A medical release form
Verification of disability

Individual Educational Plan including criteria for assessment of measurable
progress

Verification of services provided

56004. Appropriate Adaptive Behavior.

Appropriate adaptive bchavior is the behavior of a student who assumes the
social responsibility necessary to participate in the educational setting in which
the student is enrolled. When a determination is needed, appropriate
adaptive behavior shall be determined by certificated DSP&S staff.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 34850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

Appropriate adaptive behavior is evidenced when a student has the necessary social responsibility to
participate successfully in the educational setting in which the student is enrolled. Social
responsibility involves the ability to participate in the educational environment by aemonstrating
personal responsibility, interactive skills, and independent functioning as appropriate to the relevant
disability group considering such factors as age, gender, and culture.

Appropriate adaptive behavior is assumed to exist absent any evidence to the contrary. This assumptior
provides equity between disabled and non-disabled students and meets federal and state requirements
for nondiscrimination on the basis of handicap. No judgment is made about a student's ability to functior
in the educational setting unless inappropriate behavior is avidenced. If a history of inappropriate
behavior exists for a student in a different setting, the DSP&S staff member should review such
information as the recency of the behavior, the degree of inappropriateness, the frequency of
occurrence, and previous interventions completed. This evidence may be used as part of the
intake/screening process which may result in referral to a more appropriate setting. Unless the
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person willingly accepts the alternative placement, it may be necessary to allow him/her to begin the
enroliment process and succeed or fail according to the Code of Student Conduct and/or measurable
progress standards as outlined in the Individual Educational Plan.

In an effort to define terms related to this Title S saction, the Adaptive Behavior Task Force concluded
that inappropriate adaptive behavior can generally be placed into one of three categories, each of which
requires a different intervention. These categories are:

(1) SOCIALLY UNACCEPTABLE AND DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR THAT INTERFERES WITH THE EDUCATIONAL
PROCESS

Socially unacceptable and disruptive behavior interferes with the educational process and causes a
disruption to students, faculty, and staff which violates the campus Code of Student Conduct. This
includes violent or abusive behavior but is not limited 1o tivese areas. Other examples of such behavior
may include continued, inappropriate talking or questioning in class, chronic or extreme
disorientation, or repeated inappropridte verbal or physical interaction with students, faculty, or staf
despite (a) warnings about the inappropriateness of the behavior and (b) reasonable attempts to
resolve the disruptive situation.

In these cases, the behavior of the student is at issue; not the source of the behavior. The Code of
Student Conduct which should exist at all colleges shouid be used to address situations involving
this type of behavior. If a student's behavior is sufficiently disruptive to be an issue in the
educational setting, disqualification from DSP&S services alone is an inappropriate solution
bacause the student may still attend classes and cause disruption to college Staff and other
students. Therefore, if the behavior is interfering with the educational process and cannot be
ameliorated, the interventions including suspension and dismissal called for in the Code of
conduct are preferred methods of dealing with the problem. The existing Code of conduct should
outline the process for dealing with persons exhibiting such behavior which may lead to
suspension from class and/or dismissal from the campus. The procedure should include due
process safeguards such as notice and opportunity to object to any adverse action. In order to
protect the legal rights of all concerned, a DSP&S credentialled staff person and/or the
designated Section 504 Coordinator should participate on the review panel when a disabled
"student’s conduct is in question. This is especially vital if the behavior is in any way
disability-related since in such cases the college may be required to show that no reasonable
accommodation is available to deal with the behavior. Colleges may wish to expand their Code of
Student Conduct to include statements of nondiscrimination and examples of behaviors that may
be atypical but are not to be considered disruptive. Examples are: 1) Use of a tape recorder by
a visually-impaired or LD student; 2) A speech-impaired student's verbal participation in
class: 3) A back-injured person who has to stand or walk around periodically during class;
and/or 4) A visually-impaired student who may ask for explanation of written materials at
seemingly inappropriate times. Such behaviors are disability-related and require reasonable
accommeodation.

However, some behaviors may be extreme enough to be outside the boundaries of reasonable
accommodation and require intervention by the college consistent with the Code of Student
Conduct. An example would be a student with epilepsy who is unable to control severe and
frequent seizures; the result being that the episodes are extremely disruptive to his/her
classmates' educational process. At this particular college the Code of Student Conduct addresses
the situation of extremely disruptive behavior. Numerous unsuccessful attempts had been made
to remedy the problem. Therefore, the college may choose to ask the student to leave class and
pursue alternative instructional settings (e.g., independent study, telecommunications).




2) IRRESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR, PARTICULARLY IN THE USE OF DSP&S SERVICES

While this typae of behavior may lead to a misuse of services, the behavior is not disruptive to
the college as a whole and, therefore, is not dealt with through the Code of Student Conduct.

In meeting its responsibility to wisely utilize resources so that all students can receive
equitable services, the DSP&S program has a charge 10 see that services are used in a
responsible manner. Accordingly, boundaries may be set that lead to cessation of a particular
service if the service is misused. Examples of this type of behavior include students’ repeated
failure to notify the program of absences resulting in the incursion of cost of the service
(interpreter, tutor, van), and/or inappropriate use of a service for personal or unauthorized
activities. These situations are best dealt with through a clear delineation of the policies
regarding the service at the point of entry of the student. Service policies should be provided in
writing and should be explained to the student. A signature of the student acknowledging the
policy notification may be helpful.

Common policies include a certain number of absences (3) without notice, after which the
service will be terminated until the student requests its reinstatement. Repeated instances of
such absences may lead to the need for a service contract between the student and DSP&S. If the
student continues to violate the terms of the agreement and has received written feedback about
his/her behavior, the particular service may be terminated for the term. If repeated abuse of
the service occurs despite intervention, the service may be discontinued until the student's
behavior has changed sufficiently so that abuse is no longer .xely to continue.

3) BEHAVIORS WHICH INTERFERE WITH STUDENT PROGRESS BUT WHICH ARE NOT DISRUPTIVE AND DO
NOT INVOLVE MISUSE OF SERVICES

Students may exhibit inappropriate or maladaptive behaviors which interfere with their
progress in the educational environment, but which are not disruptive or blatantly
irresponsible in the use of a service. Examples of such behavior may include sporadic
attendance at class, lack of attention in class, or lack of completion of assignments, In cases
where students are enrolled in mainstream classes, instructors should hold disabled students to
the same curriculum standards as their non-disabled peers with the provision of reasonable
accommodation. The application of such standards will resolve the issue of student progress
without extra intervention by DSP&S. .

In cases where students are enrolled only in special classes, minimum requirements should be
established for measurable progress. Where appropriate, the requirements for adaptive
behaviors may aiso be included in the Individual Education Plan (IEP), and progress or the lack
thereof should be systematically documented. Examples may include regular attendance in class
and ability to attend to the instruction for the duration of the class. If a lack of measurable
progress toward |EP goals is documented, the student should be notified as to possible cessation
of DSP&S services. If the student continues to not make measurable progress, services from
DSP&S should be discontinued and he/she should be referrad to @ more appropriate placement.

DOCUMENTATION:

Standards of appropriate adaptive behavior, including the Code of Student Conduct and service
provision policies, should be incorporated into the DSP&S Program Plan required under Section
56046. Students should be notified in writing of DSP&S service provision prlicies and
procedures, including appeal procedures, upon enrollment or service initiation.
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56006. Functional Limitation.

A functional limitation results from a disability defined in Sections 56010-56020
of this chapter. A functional limitation inhibits the student's ability to
participate in the general educational offering(s) of the college.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56008. Veritication of Disability.

Verification of a primary disability as defined in Sections 56010~ 56020 of this chapter is
necessary to establish cligibility for participation in Disabled Student Programs and
Services. The disability shall be verified by credentialed DSP&S personnel based upon
observation or documents provided by credentialed, certificated, or licensed
professionals. The verification must identify the disability and its functional limitations.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code. Reference:
Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section requires that every student participating in the DSP&S piogram must have a
verified disability. Chancellor's Office audit procedures call for verification of a student's
disability to be conducted as described below. These procedures outline accepted practices and
are intended as guides to the college in the development of local DSP&S policies and procedures
‘which must meet regulatory requirements.

Verification of disability should be performed in one of three ways:

Eirst, the parson designated by the college as the DSP&S Coordinator may, through
personal observation, verify the existence of an observable disability. Usae of this
procedure is limited to conditions that can be seen externally, e.g., quadriplegia.
paraplegia, amputation, cerebral palsy. This observation must be documented in the

student's file and state the observed disability and functional/educational limitation(s)
of the student,

Second, a staff member who is separately licensed or certified in a professional field to
diagnose spscified conditions, such as learning disabilities or speech pathology, may

verify the existence of a disability using assessment techniques approved in the program
plan.

Third, DSPA&S statft may verify disability based on documentation provided by a licensed
or certified professional capable of diagnosing the disability in question. If the person
signing the verification is not qualified to diagnose the condition in question, (e.g., a
nurse), the verification should state that it was based on a review of records prepared
by an identified licensed or centified professional who did perform the diagnosis. The
name and address of the professional should also appear on the document.
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Requirements for verification of disability apply to students served at community-based
facilities as well as students served on-campus. Accordingly, verification for students from
these sites should identify and describg the disability and the functional limitations which
inhibit the educational process. It the verification is based on documents provided by a
community-based facllity, the college should advise the facility of its responsibility for
providing accurate information for verification as outlined in methods 2 and 3 of this section.
Auditors must be allowed access to records maintained at such facilities and, in tt, avent that
significont errors are discovered, the college must ensure that procedures are modificy. In the
event that facilities are unwilling to comply with these procedures, the college should refrain
from serving students referred from these sites.

DOCUMENTATION:

A verification of disability form should be placed in each student's file. The form should have
the necessary information cited above, and it should be signed by the appropriate credentialled,
licensed, or certified professional. The verification should include the functional limitations
resulting from the disability so that its impact on the student in the educational setting can be
appropriately determined.

56010. Physical Disability.

Physical disability means a visual, mobility, orthopedic or other heaith
impairment.

(a) Visual impairment means total or partial loss of sight.

(b) Mobility and orthopedic impairments mean a serious limitation in
locomotion or motor functions which indicate a need for one or more
of the services or programs described in Sections 36026 and 56028 of
this chapter.

(c) Other health impairmc~t means a serious dysfunction of a body
part or system which ncecssitates the use of one or more of the
supportive services or programs described in Sections 56026 and 6028
of this chapter.

(d) The student with a physica: :::1bility must exhibit appropriate
adaptive behavior as defined in Section 56004 of this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code. -
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:
This section defines physical disability. The various types of physical disabilities are further
defined in the 1980 HSP&S Resource Manual. .
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These definitions meet Chancellor's Office audit requirements and are suggested to the colleges.
It is the responsibility of the college to define physical disability in a manner which meets
regulatory requirements. The definitions state:

(1) Visual impairments include the following conditions:

(a) Blindness is visual acuity of 20/200 or less in the better eye after correction; or
visual loss so severe that it no longer serves as a major channel for learning.

(b) Partial sightedness is visual acuity of 20/70 or less in the better eye after .
corraction, with vision which is still capable of serving as a major channel for learning.

(2) Cnhopedic impairment includes the following conditions:

impairments caused by congenital anomaly (e.g., clubfoot, ahsence of some member,
etc.), impairments caused by disease (e.g., poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis, etc.), and
impairments from other causes (e.g., cerebral palsy, amputation, and fractures and
burns which can cause contractures).

(3) The term "other heaith impairment® is interpreted as:

Limited strength, vitality, or alertness due to chronic or acute health problems which
adversely affect an individual's educational performance. Examples of these “other
health .impairments” are: heart conditions, tuberculosis, nephritis, sickle cell anemia,
hemophilia, leukemia, epilepsy, acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS), or
diabetes, which adversely ‘affect an individual's educational performance.

Conditions which do not generally qualify as physical disabilities under these definitions
include aging, allergies, hypertension, obesity, pregnancy, pre-menstrual syndrome,
etc. However, there MAY BE situations in which some of the conditions listed above DO
constitute disabilities becruse they inhibit mobility or otherwise impose functional
limitations which impede access to the educational process. For example, a person with
complications from pregnancy may require mobility assistance (use of the tram from
class to class) if the functional limitation of inability to walk long distances is medically
varifiable and interferes with the educational process. In such circumstances, the
college must have appropriate documentation to demonstrate the student's qualification
for service. Psychological impairments and substance abuse do not qualify as "other
health impairments” even when the substance abuser is recovering. Students who have
an identifiable physical, communication, or learning disability may receive services
designed to address the functional limitations of that disability, despite the fact that they
also have a psychological impairment or are substance abusers. In such cases, the college
must be able to demonstrate that the psychological impairment or substance abuse
problems do not preclude the student from making measurable progress. Colleges should
note that despite the fact tt.at students with psychological impairments or substance
abuse problems do not qualify for services funded by excess cost dollars, institutions
have a responsibility under Section 504 and AB 803 to see that these students are not
discriminated against, that programs are accessible to them and that reasonabie
accommodations are made for them in the educational process. The provision of such

services can be funded by Vocational Education Act monies for disabled students or local
funds.

rea
~1I



DOCUMENTATION:

Files should contain verification of disability which identifies the particular disability, the
functional limitation(s) resulting from the disability, and how the student's educational
porformance is impeded. The verification must be signed by a licensed, credentialed, certified
professional.

56012. Communication Disability.

Communication disability is defined as an impairment in the processes of
speech, language or hearing.

(a) Hearirfg impairment means a total or partial loss of hearing
function which impedes the communication process essential to
language, educational, social and/or cultural interactions.

(b) Speech and language impairments mean one or more
speech/language disorders of voice, articulation, rhythm and /or the
receptive and expressive processes of language.

(c) The student with a communication disability must exhibit
appropriate adaptive behavior as defined in Section 56004 of this
chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section defines "communication disability". These detinitions meet augit requirements of
the Chancellor's Office and are suggested to the colleges in their development of local policies. It
is the responsibility of the colleges to define "communination disability” in a manner which
meets regulatory requirements.

Hearing limitation is interpreted to mean a functional loss in hearing which is measured as
follows:

(1) A mild to moderate hearing-impaired person is one whose average unaided hearing
loss in the better ear is 35 to 54 db in the conversational range or average aided hearing
loss in the better ear is 20 to 54 db.
(2) A severely hearing-impaired person is one whose average hearing loss in the better
ear (unaided or aided) is 55 db or greater in the conversational range, or a person with
one of the following:

(a) Speech discrimination of less than 50%.

(b) Medical documentation of rapidly progressing hearing loss.

10
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Speecr " " ion is interpreted to mean an impairment in the quality, accuracy, intelligibility
or fluenc,  roducing the sounds that comprise spoken language.

DOCUMENTATION:

Files should contain verification of disability which identifies the particular disability, the
functional limitation(s) resulting from the disability, and how the student's educational
performance is impeded. The verification must be signed by a licensed, credentialed, certified
professional. .

56014. Learning Disability.'

Learning disability is defined as a persistent condition of presumed
neurological dysfunction which may exist with other disabling conditions. This
dysfunction continues despite instruction in standard classroom situations.
Learning disabled adults, a heterogeneous group, are characterized as having:

(a) Average to ahove-average intellectual ability;
(b) Severe processing deficit(s);
(c) Severe aptitude-achievement discrepancy(ies);

(d) Measured achievement in an instructional or employment setti:g;
and

(e) Measured appropriate adaptive behavior in an instructional or
employment setting as defined in Section 56004 of this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section sets forth the definition of a learning disability (LD). For audit purposes, the
existence of a learning disability should be verified in accordance with the assessment
procedures described in Guidelines for Identifving California Community College Students with

Learning.Disabilities.

DOCUMENTATION:

Verification of disability must be signed by a credentialed, certificated professional utilizing the
California Assessment System for Adults with Learning Disablilities. The
completed Intake Screening and Eligibility Booklet must be contained in the student's file.
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56016. Acquired Brain Injury.
Acquired brain injury means a deficit in brain functioning which is medically
verifiable, non-degenerative or progressive, resulting in a total or partial loss of
one or more of the following: cognitive, communicative, motor, psycho-sscial
and sensory-perceptual abilities.

The student with an acquired brain injury must exhibit appropriate adaptive
behavior as defined in Section 56004 of this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section defines acquired brain injury. The Chancelior's Office document, The AB| Handbook;
Serving Students with Acquired Brain Injury in Higher Education, presents the definition and

verification procedures which meet audit requirements of the Chancellor's Office and are
suggested to the colleges in their development of local policies. It is the responsibility of the
colleges to define acquired brain injury in a manner which meets regulatory requirements.

DOCUMENTATION:

Files should contain verification of disability which identifies the particular disability, the
functional limitation(s) resulting from the disability, and how the student's educational
performance is impeded. The verification must be signed by a licensed, credentialed, certified
professional.

56018. Developmentally Delayed Learner.
The developmentally delayed learner is a student who exhibits the following;
(a) Below average intellectual functioning;

(b) Impaired social functioning;

(c) Potential for measurable achievement in instructional and
employment settings;

(d) Measured appropriate adaptive behavior in an instructional or
employment setting as defined in Section 56004 of this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
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IMPLEMENTATION:

This section defines the developmentally delayed learner (DDL). Verification is determined
based on (a) through (d) above. Students who are identified as developmentally delayed
learners may, depending on their educational level and needs, and the offerings of the college, be
served in Learning Center programs for LD students. Although students are sarved in these
programs, they should be reported as DOL students for funding purposes.

DOCUMENTATION:

Files should contain verification of disability which identifies the particular disability, the
functional limitation(s) resulting from the disability, and how the student's educational
performance is impeded. The veritication must be signed by a licensed, credentialed, certified
professional.

56020. Muiltiple Disabilities.

Multiple disabilities are defined as two or more functional impairments
described in Sections 56010, 56012, 56014, 56016 and 56018 of this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 34850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 87600 and 84850, Education Code.

56022. Individual Educational Plan.

An Individual Educational Plan (IEP) is a plan to address specific needs of the
student. An IEP must be established at the beginning of each academic year
and updated each term for every disabled student enrolled. The IEP specifies
* those regular and/or special classes and support services identified and
agreed upon by both the student and DSP&S credentialed personnel as
neressary to meet the student's specific educational needs. The [EP shall be
reviewed each term by a credentialed DSP&S staff person to determine
whether the student has made progress toward his/her stated goal(s).

Each [EP shall include, but need not be limited to:

(a) A statement of the student's long-term and short-term educational
goals and objectives;

(b) A verification of the need for enrollment in special classes and/or
provision of support services;

(¢) A description of the process by which the student ‘will reach his/her
stated goal(s), including enrollment in regular and/or special classes;

(d) A description of the criteria used to evaluate the student's
progress.

13
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NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 87600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

The IEP is designed to serve as an educational contract batween the DSP&S Program and the
disabled student. It outlines the specific instructional, behavioral, social and/or educational
goals of the student along with objectives and activities to achieve the goal(s) and presents the
services to be provided by the college to accommodate disability-related limitations.

This section requires that an IEP be developed upon entry of the disabled student into the DSP&S
program and be reviewed and updated each term theraafter to determine the student's progress
toward stated goals and objectives.

The IEP must be initially developed when the student first applies for DSP&S services. A
certificated DSP&S staff person and the disabled student should develop the IEP. It is important
for the student to participate in the development of the IEP, and the student's signature is
necessary each term to indicate agreement with the short-term objectives as well as the
criteria for measurement of progress.

The complexity of the IEP will vary depending on the educational goals and functional limitations
of the student. For example, an IEP for a student enrolled in mainstream classes to earn an AA
degree will consist of the course completion plan as the educationa goal, grades to be used as the
criteria for progress, and a listing of the services to be provided by DSP&S.

After initial preparation of the IEP, it should be updated each term and re-astablished each
academic year. Again, this process will vary depending on the offerings ta:on by the student.
For mainstream students, an up-to-date copy of the class schedule, delineation of services
provided, the student's signature and indication that a DSP&S credentialled staff person
(typically the counselor) has reviewed the IEP and determined that measurable progress is
being made is sufficient. This process can be completed incrementally, and where no major
changes in the program or services are made, classified support staff can assist in obtaining the
student's signature and preparing the file for review by credentialled staff. This review can be
completed by the counselor without the student being present.

Colleges are encouraged, but not required, to use the forms developed by the Chancellor's Office
|EP Task Force. Any format that provides the information specified in this section is acceptable.

Educational contracts providing specific objectives, skills and learning strategies, and other
goals related to the educational setting may accompany the IEP for the term. These contracts
should be signed by the student and the DSP&S credentialed staff person responsible for
provision of the instruction or service.

DOCUMENTATION:

An up-to-date IEP for the current semester/quarter, signed by the student and the credentialled
DSPA&S staff person, should be available in the file of each disabled student receiving services
paid for by DSP&S funds.

14
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56024. Measurable Progress.

Mcasurable progress is defined as documented progress towards mecting the
goals and objectives stated in the Individual Educational Man.

NOTL: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 780600 and 84850, Lducation Code,
Reference: Scctions 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section defines measurable progress. Because the criteria for progress depend on the
educational goals stated in the |IEP, measures to evaluate it will differ. Depending on the goals
and activities outlined in the IEP and the functional limitations of the student, documented
progress can be determined, but is not limited to one or more of the following:

(1) Transcripts (units completed and grades)

(2) Pre- and post-test measures (standardized, criterion referenced, locally developed
exams) ’

(3) Demonstrated progress toward an educational goal as described in the college catalog

(4) The sustaining progress of educational or social goals and objectives as documented
in the |EP or educational contract by an appropriate DSP&S credentialled staff member.

DOCUMENTATION:

An up-to-date IEP for the current semester/quarter, signed by the student and the credentialled
DSP&S staff person, should be available in the file of each disabled student receiving services
paid by DSFA&S funds. Documentation should be included that the student has made measurable
progress, according to the established criteria, during the preceding semester/quarter.

56026. Special Services.

Special services are those support services available to students defined in
Sections 36010-36020 of this chapter, which arc in addition to the regular
services provided to all students. Such services enable students to participate
in regular activitics, programs and classes offered by the college. They may
include, but nced not be limited to:

but nced be limite "~
(a) Basic DSP&S administrative services, including program
development, accountability and evaluation;

(b) Access to and arrangements for adaptive educational cquipment,
matcrials and supplics required by disabled students;
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(c) Job placcment and development services related to transition to
cmployment;

(d) Liaison with campus and /or community agencics, including
rcferral to campus or community agencics and follow-up services;

(c) Registration assistance relating to on- or off-campus college
registration, including priority cnrollment assistance, application for
financial aid and rclated college services;

(f) Special parking, including on-campus parking registration and
temporary parking permit arrangements while an application is made
for the State handicapped placard;

() Supplemental specialized oricntation to acquaint students with
environmental aspects of the college and community;

(h) Test-taking facilitation, including arrangement, proctoring and
modification of tests and test administration for disabled students;

(i) Asscssment, including both individual and group assessment not
othcrwise provided by the college to determine functional educational
and vocational levels or to verify specific disabilitics;

(j) Counscling, including specialized academic, vocational, personal,
and peer counseling services specifically for disabled students, not
duplicated by ongoing gencral counseling services available to all
studcnts;

(k) Interpreter services, including manual and oral interpreting for
hearing-impaired students;

(1) Mobility assistance (on-campus), including manual or motorized
transportation to and from collcge courses and related educational
activitics;

(m) Notctaker scrvices, to provide assistance to disabled students in
the classroom;

(n) Reader serviccs, including the coordination and provision of
scrvices for disabled students in the instructional setting;

(0) Special class instruction designed to mecet the unique cducational
nceds of particular groups of disabled students, which does not
duplicate existing college courses;

(p) Speech services provided by a licensed speech /language
pathologist for students with verified speech disabilities;

(q) Transcription services, including the provision of adapted
matcrials including braille and print;

(r) Transportation assistance (off<ampus), only if not otherwise
provided by the college to all students, where public accessible
transportation is unavailable or is deemed inadequate by the
Chancellor's Office;

(s) Specialized tutoring services not otherwise provided by the college,;
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(t) Purchase and /or repair of DSP&S equipment, such as adapted
cducational equipment, materials, supplics and transportation
vchicles;

(u) Outrcach activitics designed to recruit potential students with
disabilities to the college;

(v) Extracurricular activitics directly rclated to the student's
cducational goals as specified in the student's IEP as defined in
Scction 56022,

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850 Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

The special services provided by the college will be outlined in the DSP&S Plan. A college will
select to offer services based on the population of disabled students served and the availability of
campus and community resources. The collega should file an addendum to the DSP&S Plan with
the Chancellor's Office reporting any additions or elimination of services. Certain services
requiring further discussion are listed below: :

() Special Parking--The prov._ion of special parking is coordinated with the college
campus security and facilities offices rasponsible for parking policies and procedures.
While the Vehicle Code does allow Districts to set local parking policies and fees, these
palicies are superseded by state law if there is a conflict. Parking on campus should
include: free visitor parking; adequate disabled student and staff parking with spaces
configured according to Title 24 of the Building Code; no charge for persons (staff,
students, or visitors) with the state issued Disabled Person (DP) plate or placard at
spaces with parking meters. Colleges are allowed to charge disabled students parking fees
equal to those charged non-disabled students.

(I) Mobility Assistance--Persona! attendant care is not a service to be proviced by
the college according to Section 504 and AB 803. However, physical assistance directly
related to participation in an instructional activity (e.g., changing clothes for adaptive
physical education class) is allowed to be funded by excess cost dollars.

(m) Notetaker Services--This includr. serviczs for writing, notetaking, and manual
manipulation for classroom and related academic activities.

(n) Reader Services--This includes the coordination and provision of access to
information required for participation in academic courses, if this access is unavailable
in other suitable modes. Under the provisions of the Cooperative Agreement between the
Department of Rehabilitation and the Chancellor's Office dated November 18, 1986,
disabled students who are clients of the Department of Rehabilitation should receive
reader services from the Department (see Chancellor's Office Resource Handbook,

1988). Reader services for students who are not clients of DR should be provided by the’
college, unless the college funding has been exhausted. The determination of the most
suitable mode of support (tape vs. reader) should be made by DSP&S credentialled staff .
with input from the student.
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(p) Speech Services--This service should supplement instructional activities of the
student and should be provided in conjunction with participation in edgucational orferings
of the college. Speech therapy is not a service to be funded by DSP&S.

() Iransportation Assistance (off-campus) -- Off-campus accessible

transportation must be provided if the college provides transportation for non-disabled
students. In this case, accessible transportation should be provided to disabled students,
but only the additional cost of the service required due to the students’ disabilities,
(aides, lifts, etc.) should be funded by excess cost dollars. This requirement includes
transportation for field trips and other activities where transportation is provided for
all students. In cases where the college provides accessible transportation along with
transportation for non-disabled students, the college need not request permission from
the Chancellor's Office for the expenditure of DSP&S funds. In some cases, the college
may provide off-campus transportation to disabled students only. In such cases the full
cost of providing this service to disabled students may be covered by DSP&S funds if the
college determines, and the Chancellor's Office agrees, that accessible public
transportation is unavailable or inadequate. However, this does not relieve the college of
its obligation under Assembly Bill 803 (Government Code 11135 et. seq.) to provide
program and physical accessibility for disabled students and staff by ensuring that
facilities can be reached by accessible public transit where public transit does exist.

DOCUMENTATION:

In order to meet audit requirements, the college should maintain records of the services
provided to disabled students, including numbers of hours, pay rate, names of providers, and the
identification of the disability and functional limitations requiring the service. These
requirements are more fully outlined in the Validation Guide being developed by the Chancellor's
Office. In regw.d to the provision of special transportation in cases where the college does not
provide transportation to non-disabled students, the college must verify and document the
inadequacy of accessible transportation in the community and submit this documentation to the
Chancellor's Office for a determination if it seeks to provide off-campus ‘ransportation with
excess cost funds.

56028. Special Classes.

Special classcs are instructional activities which produce average daily
attendance (ADA) and arc authorized by Education Code Sections 78400,
78441, 84500, and 84520. Such classes are designed for students with specific
disabilities to accommodate functional limitations which would otherwise
inhibit the student’s ability to succced in general college classes. Special
classes offered for credit or noncredit shall meet the applicable requirements
for degree credit, non-degree credit, or noncredit set forth in Sections 55002
and 55705.5 of this part. In addition, spccial classes:

(a) Shall have as their purpose the pruvision of intervention strategics
that cnable disabled students to compensate for functional
limitations and /or acquire the skills necessary to complete their
cducational objectives;
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(b) Shall utilize specialized instructional methods and/or materials to
facilitate the cducational success of disabled students enrolled.
Instructors and support staff trained in the use of adaptive devices
and/or special instructional methodologies for the disabled shall also
be utilized. Such methods and /or matcrials may include, but are not
limited to:

(1) Adapted instructional methods;

(2) Tactile devices;

(3) Readers, notctakers, and interpreters;

(4) Specialized cducational equipment and materials;

(5) Braille, large-print matcrials, and taped textbooks. District
governing boards shall ensure, when meeting the
requirements of Scctions 55002(a)(1), 55002(b)(1), and
55002(c)(1) of this part, that curriculum committees
responsible for reviewing and/or reccommending special
class offcrings have or obtain the cxpertise appropriate for
determining whether the requirements of this section are
satisficd.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 8485(), Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section defines special classes. In particular, a special class is an activity which:

(1) produces ADA or revenue in the same manner as other general college instructional
activities;

(2) has been approved through the normal curriculum revtew pProcess;

{3) is designed to overcome a student’s educational limitations or assist the student in
acquiring skills necessary for completion of the goals set forth in he IEP;

(4) is taught by specially trained instructors who hold the appropriate DSP&S
credential; and

(5) utilizes materials or instructional methods adapted to the disability-related needs of
the students

It is critical that special classes meet all of the provisions of Section 56000 which require that
these classes not duplicate other instructional offerings and that the classes cannot be provided
in an effective manner in an integrated setting with support services. A special class is
differentiated from a regular class on the basis of whether it meets the criteria of this section
and whether it serves disabled students as defined in Sections 56010-56020. The use of excess
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cost dollars for instructional activities is not the determining factor as to whether a class is
special or regular,

Special class curriculum, as curriculum for all offerings of the college, must go through a
review process for approval. On the local level, Districts are required to assure that college
curriculum committees obtain input from persons who have expertise related to DSP&S in their
raview of special class offerings. It is often useful if DSP&S staff serve on curriculum
committees to provide such expertise and to facilitate integration of the DSP&S program with
the overall college program. After they are reviewed at the local level, curriculum are sent to
the Chancellor's Qffice for review. The Academic Standards Office reviews them for rigor to
assure that they are properly assigned to the credit, non-credit, community service category.
Special class curricula are then sent to the DSP&S Unit for additional review to assure that they
meet the provisions described above.

If special classes meet the criteria specified above and are approved by the Chancellor's Office
in the DSP&S Program Plan described in Section 56046, they are eligible for direct excess cost
funding. The initial submission of the DSP&S Plan (due in 1989-S0) should list all of the
special classes to be offered by the college. Subsequently, if a college wishes to initiate new
special classes, it should send an addendum to the Program Plan to the Chancellor's Office for
approval.

In addition, colleges providing special classes should note Sections 56076 and 56078 of the
regulations outlining the requirements for the return of special class ADA revenues to the
DSP&S Program.

DOCUMENTATION:

The college should have verification of course approval by the college curriculum committee for
each special class offered. This documentation should be available in the Instructional Dean or
other designated staff persons' office. The DSP&S Coordinator should be aware of the location of
this information and should have access to it when needed. In addition, the
Personnel/Credentials Office should have current credentials on file for all DSP&S staff
teaching special classes. Information documenting that special classes meet the criteria
specified above will be required as part of the DSP&S Program Plan to be submitted to the
Chancellor's Office.

ARTICLE 2. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

56030. Educational Programs and Special Services.

The purposes of special programs and services funded pursuant to this chapter
shall be: to integrate the disabled student into the general college program, to
provide educational intervention leading to vocational preparation, transfer or
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general education; and to increase independence or referral of the student to
community resources most appropriate to the student's needs. Such
programs or scrvices shall only be provided when they are facilitating the
student's measurable progress towards his or her educational goals. Programs
and services funded pursuant to this chapter may include, but need not be
limited to:

(a) Asscssment of cssential skills and abilitics;

(b) Prescriptive planning;

(c) Special class instruction;

(d) Counseling or guidance on a group or individual basis;
(e) Vucational preparation, training and job placement;
() Special services.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Section 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56032. Participation.

(a) Participation by a student in special programs and services shall not
preclude participation in any other program or service which may be offered
by the college.

(b) Participation of a student with a verified disability shall be deemed
appropriate if the results of the identification and assessment process meet the
criteria specified in Sections 56010-56020. Local assessment and identification
processcs shall be approved by the Chancellor in the DSP&S program plan.

(c) In assigning the student to special classes or services funded pursuant to
this chapter, the college shall verify the disability through an assessment class
or service. Together with the student, the college shall determine whether
gencral supportive services and college classes are adequate to meet the
student's particular nceds.

(d) Each student served in DSP&S shall have an Individual Educational Plan.
(e) Community colleges shall employ reasonable means of informing all
community college students and staff of the programs and services offered

pursuant to this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Coue.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Cude.
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IMPLEMENTATION:

This section sets forth cetzin tasic principles governing participation of students in the
DSP&S program. Of particular note is the statement in subsection (a) that participation in the
DSP&S program does not preclude access to any other program or activity offered by the college.
Read in conjunction with Secticv: S6600 (b), which prohibits duplication of services, this
means that DSP&S services are a voluntary alternative to participation in regular classes and
activities. Similarly, the provision in subsection (c), which restricts the use of special classes
to situations where support services in regular classes are not adequate, reinforces the
requirement in 56000 (f) that instruction be offered in the most integrated setting possible.

56034. Student Rights and Responsibilities.

Students benefiting from the provisions of this chapter shall:

(a) Make measurable progress toward an educationai goal and will
disclose any health condition which may affect the safety and welfare
of themscives, staff, and other students of the college;

(b) Be afforded all rights available to other community college
students;

(¢) Be assured that all student medical-related health records and
DSP&S records shall not be madce available to anyone other than the
following:

(1) DSP&S staff, college health personnel or other
appropriate college personncl with a legitimate educational
intcrest, pursuant to 20 U.S.C.1232g (bX1);

(2) Personnel from the Chanccllor's Office and other State
agencies to cvaluate, audit or validate the DSP&S program,
pursaam !.. Education Code Section 67143(b). Authorization
by the student is need for relcase of medical or health
rccords to any other persons.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference:s Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code;.20 U.5.C. 1232g(b) (1).

56036. Regionai, State and Federal Coordination.

The Chancellor may request and the colleges shall provide data in responsce to
requests from regional, state and federal agencies for needs assessments,
resource surveys and policy development.

As a means of conducting special projects and enhancing communication

butween college programs and the Chancellor's Office, the Chancellor shall
devclop task forces and/or committees as deemed necessary.
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The Chancellor's Office shall design and implement regional, local or
statewide in-service training programs for professional and support staff. In-
service training programs will be developed to meet needs identified at
regional and local levels.

The cost of activitics specified in this scction may be charged to Program
Accountability and Development Services (PADS).

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56038. Cooperative Agreements.

Cooperative agrcements may be established among college districts, the
Chancellor's Office, and other agencies or organizations for sharing
equipment, facilitics, staff and other resources in order to provide
comprehensive support scrvices and programs for students with disabilities.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference:  Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56040. Student/Instructor Ratio.

Student/Instructor ratios shall be established by cach district in order to mect
the exceptional needs of the students enrolled. Class size should not be so
large as to impede measurable progress or endanger the well-being and safety
of students and staff. Student/Instructor ratios shall be reported in the annual
program plan pursuant to Section 56046 and in budget reports to the
Chancellor's Office as part of Scction 56048 of this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56042. Advisory Committee.

Each community college providing services or programs for which the college reccives
funds pursuant to this chapter shall establish an advisory committee which shall mect
not less than once per year.

The advisory committee shall be composed of representatives ¢ .ne community
served, public agencics and organizations serving the disabled.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code. Reference:
Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
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56044. Special Class Course Repeatability.

(a) Repetition of special classcs is subject to the provisions of Section 58161 of
this part. However, districts are authorized to permit additional repctitions to
meet the requircments of Scction 504 of the 1973 Rchabilitation Act, 29 U.S.C.
Sec. 794. Districts shall develop local implementing policies and procedures

providing for repetition under, but not limited to, the following circumstances:

(1) When continuing success of the student in other general and/or
special classes is dependent on additional repetitions of a specific
class;

(2) When additional repetitions of a specific special class are requircd
for the student to mect the performance criteria of that class;

(3) When additional rcpetitions of a specific special class are esscntial
to completing a student's preparation for enrollment into other
courses which meet the requirements of a student’s educational
objectives.

(b) Repetitions of adaptive physical education are allowed, provided the
student participates in at lcast one additional credit course that is not a
physical education class within the general offcrings of the college; and if the
student makes progress toward the stated educational goal as documented in
the Individual Educational Plan. Students enrolled only in adaptive physical
education may repeat adaptive physical education for credit for three
semesters or five quarters. Additional repetitions of adaptive physical
education over three semesters or five quarters for such students must be
offered as noncredit. Districts/colleges shall develop and implement
mechanisms for monitoring special class repeatability and determining
credit/noncredit applicability to satisfy the requirements of this subsection,

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code. 29 U.S.C. Sec. 794.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section defines the circumstances.under which special classes can be repeated above and
beyond ordinary course repetition standards for credit courses set forth in Section 58161 of
Title 5. Although colleges have the ultimate responsibility for setting policy on this subject,
the regulation indicates that repetition should be permitted whenever it is necessary to allow
the student to make progress toward fulfilling the objectives of the IEP, either by acquiring
additional skills or by preparing for other courses. Thus, any repetition which facilitates
measurable prograss is permi.ted under this section. Students may not audit special classes to
avoid the limit on repeatabi.ty.

It should be noted that although this section dcas not address additional repetitions of reqular
clasges. colleges are encouraged to provide for repetition of such classes where repetition is
required for an indwidual disabled student as reasonable accommodation under Section 504 of
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the Rehabilitation Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 794) ncr does this section impose limits on '
repetition of noncredit classes. Districts which dc not offer noncredit may wish to enter into
special arrangements with their K-12 counterparts to address the need for additional course
repetitions.

In regard to Adaptive Physical Education (APE) classes, disabled students may repeat three
semesters/five quarters of APE classes without being enrolled in any other classes. This same
process may be repeated for separate APE offerings such as swimming, weight training, etc.
During the fifth semester or seventh quarter, disabled students who wish to continue taking APE
classes have two options: 1) Students may enroll in a credit class of the college for at least 1
credit unit and make progress as outlined in the IEP, OR 2) Take APE classes in the noncredit
mode. Colleges which do not provide noncredit APE classes should realize that students who want
to continue to take PE classes at the college and who do not want to take option 1 above have the
right to enroll in regular PE classes (tennis, swimming, aerobics, golf etc, ). Under Section
504 (29 U.S.C. 794), the college must provide program accessibility to these classes or offer
an option for students to be able to contiriue to repeat noncredit APE.

This section will not be enforced retroactively. The special class repeatability regulations go
into effect as of July 1, 1988; therefore, special classes completed prior to July 1 will not be
considered as applicable under this section. It is the responsibility of the district/college to
develop implementing policies, procedures, and mechanisms for monitoring special clase
repeatability.

DOCUMENTATION:

Colleges will need to establish a system to document the numbers of times classes are repeated
by disabled students. The DSP&S Program will need to monitor the inform.ation to assure that
the above requirements are met.

ARTICLE 3. PLANS AND PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

56046. DSP&S Program Plan.

Requirements for the DSP&S program are as follows:

(a) A DSP&S program plan shall be submitted on a five-ycar cycle by
districts for cach college within the district. Upon approval by the
Chancellor, the DSP&S plan shall be a contract between the District
and the Chancellor. Expenditures of funds appropriated pursuant to
the chapter must conform to the approved plan. Each district shall
submit annual updates to its DSP&S program plan.

(b) The DSP&S program plans, as updated, shall be submitted
annually to the Chancellor, on forms developed by the Chancellor's
Office. These forms shall include the information set forth in
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subparagraph (c). These forms will be transmitted to the colleges at
lcast 60 days prior to the deadline for submission.

(c) The DSP&S program plans shall contain the following:
(1) Long-term goals of the DSP&S program;
(2) Short-term mcasurable objectives of the program;

(3) Activities to be undertaken to accomplish the goals and
objectives;

(4) An assessment and identification process for all students
deemed cligible to receive instruction and services;

(5) A description of critcria uscd to establish Individual
Educational Plans and mcasurable progress;

(6) Staff/student ratios for instruction and services;

(7) A description of the methods used for program
evaluation;

(8) A description of the process for incrcasing representation
of persons with disabilities from the community, including
outrcach to disabled persons who are ethnic minorities and
women.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section sets forth the requirements for the DSP&S Program Plan. The forms for the plan
will be developed by the Chancellor's Office. Implementation of the requirement for submission
of a plan is scheduled to begin during the 1989-90 year.

DOCUMENTATION:

The colleges will need to compile and submit the DSP&S Program Plan in the format provided by

the Chancellor's Office. Copies of the plan and the required annual updates should be kept on file
in the DSP&S office.

56048. Enroliment Reports and Budget.

The district shall submit enrollment and budget reports to the Chancellor.
These reports will be used by the Chancellor to forecast students served, to
allocate funds, and to provide the basis for validation and audits.
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NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78500 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

" IMPLEMENTATION:

This section requires the submission of periodic budget and enroliment reports to the
Chancellor's Office. Detailed information regarding completion of these forms is contained in
Direct Excess Cost Report: General Instructions for DSP&S 1 through 5.

The annual submission dates of these forms are generally:

Eebryary 15--DSP&S-2 (Mid-year Direct Excess Cost fiscal information.)

June 30--DSP&S-4 (Actual student count for fiscal year used to determine the
following year's allocation.)
August 15--DSP&S-4 (Final expenditure repcyi for prior fiscal year.)

Colleges will be required to submit revised reports to correct errors on these reporte as
necessary.

DOCUMENTATION:

The colleges will be required to complete and submit the budget and enroliment reports
described above. These reports shall be submitted on forms provided by the Chancellor's Office.

Chancellor's Office staff will inservice DSP&S staff responsible for the compilation of this data.
The colleges should maintain up-to-date files of the completed reports in the DSP&S Office and
the Business Office.

56050. Review of DSP&S Program Plan, Enroliment Reports
and Budget.
All plans, enrollment reports, and budgets shall b reviewed and evaluated by
the Chanccllor within nincty (90) days of receipt. The Chancellor shall approve
plans in whole or in part for funding.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020), 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

6

27



56052. Evaluation.

The Chancellor shall conduct evaluations of DSP&S programs to determinc
their cffectiveness. Evaluations shall utilize an external peer review process
following the accreditation model. The evaluation shall, at a minimum, provide
for the gathering of outcome data, staff and student perceptions of program
effectiveness, access requirements of Section 504 of the Federal Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. Scc. 794), and data on the implementation of the program
as outlined in Sections 84850 and 78600.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
References: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code; 29 U.S.C. Sec. 794.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section indicates that each college's DSP&S program wili be evaluated eve:y five years
following the same cycle as the college's study year for the accreditation process. A full
discussion of the evaluation process is contained in the DSP&S Evaluation Notebook.

DOCUMENTATION:

The college will meet the above requirements by participating in the DSP&S Program
Evaluation. The college will be required to provide a variety of information (Budgets, DSP&S
Plans, Section 504 self evaluation, Organizational charts, Advisory Committee membership,
etc.) to the evaluation team as part of the evaluation. The Evaluation Report should be kept on
file in the DSP&S office and should be made available to interested parties such as Advisory
Committee members.

56054. Program Audits.

The Chancellor shall provide for on-site validations and audits of DSP&S
programs to determine the accuracy of the reported number of students
served and expenditure of funds pursuant to the requirements of this chapter.
The Chancellor may adjust allocations to reflect validation and audit findings.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section authorizes the Chancellor's Office to conduct audits to verify the eligibility of
students served in the DSP&S program and the expenditure of DSP&S funds. Depending on the
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need, various types of audits may be conducted. A complete discussion of procedures for such
audits will be contained in the DSP&S Validation Guide.

DOCUMENTATION:

In order to meet audit requirements, the college should have on file the information outlined in
the Validation Guide. Different types of information will be required depending on the type of
audit being conducted.

ARTICLE 4. PERSONNEL

56056. Authorized Professional Staff.

Persons providing scrvices in the DSP&S program as coordinators, counsclors
or instructors shall possess valid Community College credentials authorizing
the service provided, and shall meet the minimum academic and /or
cxpericntial requirements sct forth in Sections 56058-56064 of this article.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56058. Coordinator of Disabled Student Programs and Services.

cach participating community college shall designate one certificated
employce as the Coordinator of DSP&S. For the purpose of this section, the
Coordinator is defined as that individual who has responsibility for the day-to-
day operation of DSP&S. The designated Coordinator must hold a credential
issued by the Board of Governors which authorizes the holder to perform the
types of dutics the coordinator performs for the college district.

In addition to holding the community college credential as deemed

appropriate by the District, the Coordinator must meet the following minimum
standards:

(a) Hold an appropriatc DSP&S credential; and /or

(b) Have two (2) ycars full-time experience or the equivalent within the
last four (4) ycars in onc or more of the following fields:

(1) Instruction or counseling or both in a higher education
program for students with disabilities; or
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(2) Administration of a program for students with disabilitics
in an institution of higher education; or

(3) Teaching, counscling or administration in secondary
education, working predominantly or exclusively in programs
for students with disabilities; or
(4) Administrative or supervisory experience in industry,
government, public agencies, the military, or private social
welfare organizations, in which the responsibilities of the
position were predominantly or exclusively related to persons
with disabilitics; or

(c) Meet the requircrnents of Education Code Section 84850.5(b).

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code. '

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section creates a new definition of DSP&S personnel who coordinate the program at each
college. The Coordinator is that individual who has day-to-day responsibility for the DSP&S
Program, which generally includes the following:

(1) Verify, when appropriate, the observabie disability of a student as outlined in
Section 56008 for participation in DSP&S.

(2) Provide daily supervision and/or coordination of DSP&S staff.
(3) Develop and plan the DSP&S Program.

(4) Direct the DSP&S Program to assure compliance with state and federal laws and
regulations.

(5) Develop and monitor the DSP&S budget.

(6) Communicate with the DSP&S Unit of the Chancellor's Office regarding preparation
and submission of reports, surveys, and other documents as required.

§7) Provide liaison with the college administration, facully, and staff regarding DSP&S
issues.

(8) Provide liaison with community agencies regarding DSP&S issues.
I! is impor}ant to under;land that this provision does not create a new credential or a new full-
time position. Rather, it requires that the college must designate one certificated person as the

Cporpinator of DSP&S. This person must meet the minimum qualifications outlined above or the
District must request and receive a waiver as provided in Section 56062.
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DOCUMENTATION:

First time documentation for ail current DSP&S Coordinators that the requirements of the
section above have been met must be submitted to the Chancellor's Office by February 28,

1989, on the appropriate form provided by the Chancellor's Office. Documentation should show
that the DSP&S Coordinator meets one of the following requirements:

(1) Holds a credential deemed appropriate by the college (e.g., counselor, supervisor,
or administrator) AND an appropriate DSP&S credential;

OR

(2) Holds a credential deemed appropriate by the college AND meets certain additional
minimum experiential stangdards;

If neither of these requirements are met, the college must request a waiver of minimum
requirements for the DSP&S Coordinator in accordance with Sectior: 56062; or the college rust
show that the individual in question is already performing the functiot: of the DSP&S
Coordinator and may be "grandfathered” on the same basis as those providing services and
instruction as stated in Education Ccde Section 84850.5(b).

56060. Counselor, Disabled Student Programs and Services.

For the purposc of this section, a Counsclor of DSP&S shall be defined as a
certificated counselor providing academic, personal and vocational guidance
and counscling in accordance with the standards for the Community Collcge
Counsclor Credential pursuant to Scction 52140. The DSP&S Counsclor shall
be further authorized to instruct courses in guidance/counseling or college
oricntation and to provide intake counscling assessments and /or screcnings
for students enrolled in DSP&S. In addition, the DSP&S Counselor must meet
the following minimum standards:

(a) Hold a masters degree in Rehabilitation Counseling; or

(bY Hold a masters degree in a field of special education with
completion of 24 semester units of upper division or graduate level
course work with emphasis in counscling, guidance, student
personnel, psychology or social welfare; or

(c) Hold a masters degree in counscling, guidance, student personnel,
psychology, or social welfare, with 12 or more semester units in upper
division or graduate level course work specifically in the counscling or
rchabilitation of individuals with disabilities and have two (2) ycars
fulltime experience or equivalent within the last four (4) years in one
or morc of the following arcas:

(1) Counseling and /or guidance for student, with disabilitics
in an institution of higher education; or

(2) Counscling and /or guidance for secondary school
students with disabilities; or
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(3) Counscling and/or guidance in industry, government,
public agencics, military or private social welfare
organizations in which the responsibilities of the position
were predominantly or exclusively for persons with
disabilitics; or

(d) Mecct the requirements of Education Code Section 84850.5(b).

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Section 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section creates a new zrea of specialization among DSP&S personnel for those who provide
counseling for students with various disabilities. Persons designated as a DSP&S Counselor by
their college must meet the requirements of this section, regardiess of whether they aiready
hold a OSP&S Instructor and Services Credential.

it is important to understand that this provision does not create a new credential, rather it
simply requires that a DSP&S Counselor hold the regular Community College Counselor
Credential and meet certain additional experiential standards. |f the designated individual
already holds the Counselor Credential, then satisfying the requirements of this section merely
involves a determination by the district that the individual has the necessary experience.

DOCUMENTATION:

The cnllege must verify that the DSP&S Counselor meets the standards outlined above. First
time verification must be submitted on the appropriate form provided by the Chancellor's Office
by February 28, 1989. Persons already performing the function of a DSP&S Counselor may be
"grandfathered” on the same basis as those providing services and instruction as stated in
Education Code Section 84850.5(b).

56062. Waiver of Minimum Requirements for DSP&S
Counselors and Coordinators.

A waiver of the minimum requircments for DSP&S Counsclors and
Coordinators may be granted upon request to tie Chancellor. The waiver
request must be submitted to the Chaicellor by the college president or
superintendent and must contain a dctailed explanation as to why no
individual meeting the minimum requirements was available to fill the
position. The.request must further document that the level of services to
disabled students will not be reduced as a result of personnel not mecting
minimum requirements. The request shall include a description of the actions
the college and/or district expects to undertake and estimated timelines, in
order to employ personnel who will mect the minimum requirements,

~I1
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NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section authorizes the Chancellor to waive the requirements for DSP&S coordinators and
counselors set forth in 56058 and 56060 on the appropriate forin as provided by the
Chancellor's Office. The requirements for a waiver under this section are similar to those for a
waiver of the DSPA&S Instructor and Services Credential (see the Credentials and Waivers
packet), with the exception of:

(1) documentation that the level of services to disabled students will not be reduced; and

(2) a description of the actio~s and estimated timelines necessary for obtaining
personnel who do meet the requirements for coordinators and counselors must be
provided.

DOCUMENTATION:

In the case where a waiver is submitted, the coliege will be required to gather and maintain all
the information -outlined above including the scope of the search for a qualifying candidate and
the qualifications of applicants other than the one selected.

56064. Disabled Student Programs and Services Instructor
and Services Credential.

Personnel responsible for the provision of instruction and service to students
with disabilitics must possess the DSP&S Instructor/Services Credential
defined in Scctions 52085-52087 and 56058-56062 of this part.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56066. Authorizjd Support Staff.

Each community college district may employ non-certificated support staff.
Support staff shall function under the direction of certificated persons
credentialed in the arca for which services and instruction are

provided.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference:  Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
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¢ ARTICLE 5. FUNDING

56068. Allocation.

The Chancellor shall alloc. 2 funds to cach Community College District for
expenditure in cach college in accordance with the approved DSP&S plan.
The Chancellor may authorize redistribution of funds between colleges within
a District on application of the District,

NOTE: tuthority Cited: Sections 71020, 78600, and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section authorizes the Chancalior to allocate funds on a colle je by college »i»«. While the
allocation must stiil legally go to the Districts, redistribution ;¢ these funds to dividual
collages in multi-campus districts must now have prior written approval by the Chancellor's
Office. The request from the districts must include an appropriate justification.

DOCUMENTATION:

When multi-campus districts request a redistribution of funds, each college should maintain on
file the written justification for redistribution of funds prepared by the District and submitted
to the Chancellor's Office, along with the response from the Chancellor's Office.

56070. Criteria for Funding Served Students.

When counting students served for the purpose of funding, each student must
meer one or more of the following criteria:

(a) Be enrolled in a general college class and receive three or more
contact hours of special services per term; or

(b) Be enrolled in a special class; or

(¢) Be enrotled in three or morr: units of approved indepandent study,
supervised or approved by credentialed DSP&S staff.

DSP&S funds shall be allocated only for students who have completed the
registration process and have paid or received a warver of fees.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600, and 8485(), Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 axd 81850, Education Code.
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IMPLEMENTATION:

This section outlines the criteria which students must meet in order for services to be funded
with excess cost dollars. According to these criteria, students who audit a class or who take
community service classes are not eligible for funding. The coliege should keep in mind that it
has an obligation above and beyond the availability of excess cost funding to provide services to
disabled students in these and other instances in order to meet the requirements of Section 504
of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. 794) and Assembly Bill 803 (Government Code
Section 11135 et. seq.). In sum, students who meet the above criteria can receive service
funded with excess cost dollars while other qualified disabled students may receive services
funded from other resources. .

DOCUMENTATION:

The college should maintain a file for each student reported to the state for excess cost funding.
The file should contain a college transcript of general as well as special classes and/or
independent study in which the student is enrolled, special services received, verification of
disability information, and the IEP. The IEP form developed and recommended by the
Chancellor's Office Task Force sufficiently documents this item with the addition of information
regarding completion of the registration and fee paymentwaiver process. Students to be
reported for excess cost purposes should demonstrate enroliment as outlined in items a, b, and ¢
of this section.

56072. Direct Excess Costs.

Direct Excess Costs arc expenditurcs which do not duplicate existing college or
cornmunity resources and are incurred to meet the exceptional needs of
students with disabilitics through the provision of special classes and /or
services. Only expenditures in the following areas may be claimed as Direct
Excess Costs:

(a) Special facilitics costs which are expenditures for space,
equipment or furniture acquired or modified by the district and used
by the students.

(b) Educational material costs which are expenditures for material
specifically developed or purchased to assist the student in the
learning process.

(¢) DSP&S personncl:

(1) Expenditures for certificated persons employed to provide
student support and /or instructional services;

(2) Classified instructional or service aides and other
classified assistants utilized for the provision of instruction

and/cr scrvices;

(3) Bencfits.
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(d) Transp urtation costs which are expenditures for perscns,
equipment, modifications or related costs for transporting students for
cducational purposes not otherwise provided by the coll »je.

() Other instructional or service related expenditures in CoP&S.

(f) Program Accountability and Cevelopment Services Funds (PADS)
costs expended for college, regional and statewide activities for staff
and program deveclopment which are approved by the Chancelle-.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56074. Non-Instructional Cost Rate

The State approved non-instructional cost rate is determined by dividing the
preceding fiscal year's total non-instructional costs by the sum of its non-
instructional and direct instructional costs. Non-instructional costs are those
fixed administrative and ancillary costs which a college shall compute from the
income generated by ADA in special classes.

NOTE: Authority cited. Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section puts into regulation the Chancellor's Office administrative guidelines for
determining the non-instructional cost rate for on- and off-campus programs. Oetermination
of each district's non-instructional cosi rate is made by the Chancellor's Office using amounts
from the district's prior year's Annual Financial and Budget Report (CCFS-311). Upon receipt
of the non-instructional cost rate as determined by the Chancellor's Offica, if a discrepancy

‘axists between the District and Chancellor's Office rate, the District should notify the

Chancellor's Office. The rate will be sent annually to the DSP&S Coordinator along with the
reporting forms.

DOCUMENTATION:

Each district should maintain a copy of the CCFS-311 Report at the district business office.

56076. Determination of Net Apportionment.

The net apportionment for the fiscal year shall be determined by utilizing the
apportionment in Section 56078 of this chapter and the non-instructional costs
determined by Scction 56074 of this chapter.
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If program income exceeds expenditures, the non-instructional costs plus the
percentage wf apportionment in oxcess of the non-instructional costs roturned
to the college genceral fund shall not exceed 50% for on-campus special classes
and 20% for off-campus spccial classes.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

" IMPLEMENTATION:

It general apportionment funds (i.e., ADA generated by DSP&S) are in excess of the reported
DSP&S instructional costs, the combined remaining funds and the non-instructional costs
returned to the district general fund shall. not exceed 50% for on-campus courses and 20% for
off-campus courses. Therefore, when the ADA exceeds the instructional costs, the DSP&S
program must receive at least 50% of the excess ADA generated by the on-campus DSP&S
Classes and 80% of the excess ADA generated by tha off-campus DSP&S classes.

DOCUMENTATION:

Colleges must account for all special class ADA on the SS-2 and SS-5 reports submitted to the
Chancellor's Office annually. The CCFS 3-20 Apportionment Attendance Report required by
Sections 58020-58030 of the Education Code calls for Districts to maintain documentation for
each course offered.

56078. Average Daily Attendance Apportionment (ADA) for
Classes Offered through DSP&S.

ADA Apportionment for special classes in cach District is determined by the
following method: The aggregate average cost per unit of ADA is the sum of
the total apportionment available to the district. This result is then reduced by

the total amount of the State approved non-instructional cost rate as defined in
Section 56074,

The apportionment funds gencrated by this process must be expended for
special class instruction in accordance with Section 56028 of this chapter.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

Special class ADA is generated in the same way as regular class ADA. For purposes of reporting,
a class i5 considered a special class if it meets the crileria outlined in Section 56028 and serves
disabled students as defined in Sections 56010-56020. The use of direct excess cost funds for
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instructional activities does not determine whether a class is to be considered a special class
The combined special class and regular class ADA is the measure by which the State provides

general apportionment funds to the college as a whole. The college is then responsible to insure
that the amount the DSP&S p-orire.n receives accurately reflects the amount of ADA generated

within the program. The only axcagiion is if the Program generaies more ADA than
expenditures required in acce:aance with Section 56076.

DOCUMENTATION:

The district's overall ADA report should be filed with the Chancellor's Office fiscal services
unit. This report must be maintained at the district business office.

56080. Determination of Direct Excess Custs.

Direct excess costs, as defined in Section 56072 of this chapter, shall be
approved only after special class average daily attendance apportionment and
all other funding has been completely utilized. ‘1 hescincome sources shall
include but not be limited to:

(a) Vocational Education Act (VEA) funds;

(b) Local or college contribution/support;

(c) Federal/state or local assistance grants;

(d) Value of volunteers.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

56082. Adjustments to Allocation.

The Chancellor may adjust the allocation of any college during a given fiscal
year for one or more of the following rcasons:

() To adjust for over- or under-allocated amounts in any of three prior
fiscal years;

(b) To adjust for over- or under-utilization of current allocation;

(c) To adjust for over- or under-allocation resulting from audits or
validations.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 7102(), 7860¥) and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sectivns 786(X) and 84850, Education Code.

70

38



56084. District Fiscal Responsibility and Contribution.
The district fiscal responsibility shall be to fund the cost of providing services at
rates which are at least equal to the average cost expended for services offered
by the college if the student receives these services exclusively through
DSP&S.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

IMPLEMENTATION:

This section defines the district's responsibility for contributing to the support of students with
disabilities. If the students receive all services through DSP&S, then the district must
contribute a sum equal to the average cost of providing equivalent services to all students. In
effect, this is the amount the district would expend to support the students if they were not
disabled. Using the District's apportionment schedule, the Chancellor's Office will provide the
average cost of sarving a student which should be used by the District in arriving at the amount
of its fiscal responsibility. :

DOCUMENTATION:

The District should maintain a clear audit trail of all monies reported as district effort in the
DSP&S budget.

56086. Expenses Not Funded.

Funds shall not be provided for the following expenses:

(a) College administrative support costs, such as staff of the college
business office, bookstore, reproduction, etc,;

(b) Administrative salaries and benefits, with the exception of the
DSP&S Coordinator;

(e} Indircet costs, = as heat, light, telephone, power and janitorial;

(d) Costs of construction, cxcept for removal or modification of minor
architectural barrivrs, with approval of the Chancellor;

(¢) Travel costs-for other than DSP&S-related activities or functions;
(f) Costs for campus space and plant maintenance.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
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56088. Other Support Funds.

Colleges applying for direct funds will certify to the Chancellor that reasonablce
efforts have been made to sccure federal or local funds other than short-term
grants for DSP&S.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 71020, 78600 and 84850, Education Code.
Reference: Sections 78600 and 84850, Education Code.

( N
J

40



- ATTACHMENT 3

DISABLED STUDENTS PROGRAM & SERVICES
REPORT

®

_California
Community
Colleges

A Project of the California Community College Chancellor's Office
Programs and Services for Disabled Students

ERIC 70




Program Evaluation Project
Disabled Students Programs and Services
A Progress Report

December 1987

Chancellor's Office
Student Services and Special Programs
California Community Colleges

51)



*‘HANCELLOR'S OFFICE GEORGE ODEUKMEJIAN. Governor

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES S
107 NINTH STREEY : ;'(.r‘.,,
{CRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 93814 T
P18) 4458792

Dear Colleagues and Friends,

| am pleased to present a report on the work of the Disabled Students Programs and
Services (DSPS) Program Evaluation Project. This project assists California’s
community colleges in fulfilling the requirements for evaluation outlined in the
Title 5 regulations. It provides the colleges evaluated with information about
program strengths and weaknesses for their use in program planning and also
provides the Chancellor's Office with data to be used in policy analysis and
deveélopment.

A focal point of the evaluation is the peer review process. DSPS Programs are
evaluated by professionals in the field, by people who have expertise in working
with various groups of disabled students. The evaluation -- which gathers
information through surveys, interviews, observation, and review of documents -- is
designed to meet the unique needs of each college.

This report synthesizes information from the inception of the Program Evaluation
Project to date and includes data from the 52 college DSPS Programs that have
undergone formal evaluation. The aggregated data from these evaluations reflects
the input of nearly 2000 students and includes the work of 52 team leaders and 260
team members.

| commend all of the staff who have worked on this project, including team leaders
and members and thank the students and staff who took the time to give their
input to the evaluation teams. | assure you that the information gathered here will
guide the Chancellor's Office inits planning for DSPS Programs.

Please feel free to contact the DSPS Program of the Chancellor's Office for
additional information about the Program Evaluation Project or for copies of the
report.

Qodo D R et tf

Df/ John D. Randall, Interim Chantellor
California Community Colleges
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1. Disabled Student Programs and Services

Background

Disabled Student Programs and Services (DSPS) was established by the Legislature in
1976 through the passage of Assembly Bill 77, Lanterman. This legislation provides
funding for community colleges to pay for the excess cost of services and instruction
to meet the needs of students with physical, communication, and learning
disabilities. During the past Il years, DSPS has grown dramatically. Today it operates
in all 106 colleges with an appropriation of $27 mulllon to serve slightly less than
50,000 disabled students.

Section 56066 of the Title 5 regulations governing AB 77 states, “. .. each college
shall submit an evaluation of its total programs for the fiscal year to the Chancellor's
Office. Forms for the evaluation shall be provided by the Chancellor's Office.” In
addition, the 1982 Budget Act supplemental language requested the Board of
Governors to report on the progress of the Chancellor's “current efforts to
revise ...DSPS ... planning procedures and establish related statewide uniform
comprehensive evaluation processes.” In 1983, the Chancellor directed staff to
work with an Advisory Task Force to develop a process for DSPS program evaluation
in order to meet these legislative and policy requirements.

&3
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2. The DSPS Program Evaluation Project (PEP)

| History of the Project

The DSPS Program Evaluation Project (PEP) began in 1983. Itis a field-based project
housed in the San Diego Community College District, with the California
Community Colleges Chancellor's Office involved in the project in an ongoing
manner.

During the 1983-84 school year the Program Evaluation Advisory Task Force
(Appendix 1) began to develos an evaluation process, proposed survey instruments
and ran pilot tests at selected colleges across the state. Formal DSPS program
evaluation was initiated during the.1984-85 schnol year at nineteen community
colleges randomly selected throughout the state. A high priority of the evaluation
was to recognize the unique characteristics of each campus. To accomplish this end,
broad flexibility was allowed in the evaluation process in terms of the number and
variety of data sources that were permitted to be collected. This resulted in
insufficient standardization in the written reports, which made comparisons
between colleges difficult. In 1985-86, the evaluation process was changed to a
more structured format which currently rernains in place.

Purpose of the Evaluation

In addition to meeting legislative requirements, program evaluation serves two
purposes. One purpose is to provide each ccllege with information to identify
program strengths and weaknesses so that the college may use evaluation data to
determine where and how improvements should be made. A second purpose is to
provide the Chancelior's Office with data which facilitates DSPS planning and
reporting. This information, which provides the Board of Governors and the
Legislature with DSPS program accountability data including student demographics,
satisfaction and outcome data, focuses on broad patterns and trends emerging
across programs throughout the state.

Design of Evaluation

The DSPS Program Evaluation Project, developed in cooperation with the UCLA
Center for the Study of Evaluation, is a peer review model similar to that used in the
accreditation process for colleges and universities. The evaluation is based on data
gathered from site visits and observations, surveys, interviews, and review of
relevant documents. One of the key elements of the evaluation process is its peer
review orientation.

All evaluation team members are practicing DSPS professionals. Leaders and team
members are assigned to teams by matching their areas of expertise with the

e &)
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specific program components of the college to be evaluated. The Program
Evaluation Regional Coordinator (PERC) and the DSPS college specialist from the
college to be evaluated work cooperatively on developing a plan for the DSPS
evaluation. The plan, which follows the prescribed evaluation process takes into
account the individual college characteristics and DSPS program concerns.

As part of the evaluation process, surveys are mailed to DSPS studen's and staff,
other college faculty and staff and advisory committee members. Surveys are
analyzed and serve as a basis for observations and interviews conducted during the
site visit. The site visit ends with an exit interview outlining DSPS program strengths
and weaknesses.

After completion of the evaluation and the exit interview, an evaluation report is
prepared and sent to the PEP project, the college president, and the California
Community Colleges Chancellor's Office. The completed report notes the strengths
and weaknesses of the programs and includes recommendations for improvements.
This report is used in DSPS program planning and as an integral part of the college
accreditation process which coincides with the DSPS program evaluation process.

Evaluation Follow-up

In order to monitor progress in implementing evaluation recommendations, a
follow-up component was added to the evaluation process in 1986-87. College
DSPS Programs which were previously evaluated and scheduled to undergo their
self-study for accreditation during the 1986-87 school year were selected for follow-
up visits. The purposes of follow-up were to validate the evaluation process and to
monitor progress in making necessary improvements to the DSPS program as
outlined in the evaluation. To date, a total of four colleges have participated in the
follow-up process.

Program tvaluation Project 3



3. DEMOGRAPHICS

Colleges Evaluated

Since 1983, fifty-two colleges have undergone evaluations of their DSPS programs.
Initially, selection of colleges was on a random basis (1983-84), but it has since
evolved to a process which coordinates DSPS evaluation with the accreditation cycle
for the college as a whole. The DS/'S evaluation takes place in the year of the self
study for accreditation. The fifty-two colleges evaluated to date are geographically
spread throughout California. The coilegés, broken down by Chancellor’'s Office
Communication Regions, are shown in Tabi2 1.

Table 1

Colieges Evaluated by Year
19483-84 (pilot year) 1985-86 (cont.)

Modesto (5)*

1284-85

Alameda (3)

Allan Hancock (6)
Bakersfield (5)

Chabot (4)

Chaffey (9)

Diablo Valley (3)

El Camino (7)

Foothill (4)

Fullerton (8)

Gavilan (4)

Laney (3)

Long Beach City (8)

Los Angeles Trade-Tech (7)
Los Ange'es Valley (7)
College of Marin (3)
Monterey Peninsula (4)
Palomar (10)
Sacramento City (2)
San Diego Mesa (10)

1985-86
Antelope Valley (6)
Butte (1)
Citrus (8)

College of the Desert (9)
Cypress (8)

®
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Parenthesis indicates College Region

DeAnza (4)

East Los Angeles (7)
Evergreen Valley (4)
Glendale (7)

Goiden West (8)

Los Medanos (3)
Mira Costa (10)
Moorpark (6)

Mt. San Antonio (8}
Pasadena (7)

San Diego City (10)
San Diego Miramar {10)
Siskiyous (1)

Victor Valley (9)
West Valiey {4)

1986-87

Coastline (8)

Compton (7)

Fresno (5)

Kings River (5} :
Los Angeles Southwest (7)
Merced (5)

Mt. San Jacinte (9)
Oxnard (6)

‘Saddleback (9)

City College of San Francisco (3)

San Francisco Comrnunity College
Centers (3)

West Hills (5)



The colleges evaluated show different configurations of programs and services for
students with disabilities. For example, at the time of their evaluation, 100% of the
colleges reported having programs and services for physically disabled students,
while 88% of the colleges had programs for learning disabled (LD) students, and 8%
had programs and services for students with acquired brain injuries. Table 2
indicates the numbers/ percentages of the 52 colleges having programs and services
for various groups of disabled students, as of the date of their DSPS evaluation.
Appendix B lists the 52 colleges by DSPS programs areas.

Table 2
Program Components by Percentage of Colleges Offering
. Colleges Offering
Program Number Percent

Physically Disabled (PD) 52 100.0
Adaptive Physical Education (APE) 33 63
Deaf and Hearing impaired (D&H) 33 63
Learning Disabled (LD) 46 ‘ 88
Speech (S) 17 33
Acquired Brain Injury (ABI)* 4 8
Developmentally Delayed Learner (DDL) 15 29

*Newly designated disability category, 1985.

* Student data reports completed by the fifty-two colleges for the Chancellor’s Office
show a total enrollment of 31,752 students with disabilities. Following standard
procedures for sampling, samples were selected from this population for the
evaluations as indicated in Table 3 and lilustration 1, below.

In addition to student data, each evaluation gathered information from
approximately 200 staff including faculty, administrators, clerical staff, and student
aides. Staff for the evaluations included 52 PERCs, all DSPS Program Specialists, and
260 team members who were professionals with expertise in the education/
rehabilitation of persons with disabilities.
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Table 3

Number of DSPS Students Served 1984-87
and Number of Students Responding by Disability Category

Students
Served Students
Disability Category 1984-87 Responding

Physical Disabilities {PD) 17,417 799
Deaf and Hearing Impaired (D/HI) 1,959 189
Learning Disabled (LD) 6,930 567
Speech (S) 931 . 122
Developmentally Delayed Learner 4,515 304
(DDL)

Total 31,752 1,981

lifustration 1

Comparison of Disabled Student Respondents to
Disabled Student Enroliments, 1984-87

i % of DsPs by
Disability 1984-87

% of Respondents
in Sample by
Disability

PD DHI  Speech LD DDL

Student Demographics

Disabled student respondents were generally equally divided by gender, as shown
in Table 4. LD students were more frequently male than feirale. Disabled male
students constituted 48% of overall responses and disabled remales 52%. These
proportions are consistent with the gend=r composition of. DSPS students overall,
and similar to the male-female distribut,uc. of community college students in
California (56% female and 44% male).

Q
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Table 4
Gender of Respondents by Disability Group

by Percent
Disability Category ~ Female | Male
Physical Disabilities 56 44
Deaf/Hearing Impaired 60 40
Speech/Language Impaired 44 56
Learning Disabled 45 52
D~velopmentally Delayed Learner 49 1
) Overall Percent ’ 52 48

The figures in Table 5 show the average age of DSPS student respondaeitis by
disability. Although this is consistent with a general aging trend among community
college enrollees, it also confirms findings from a national study of disabled coilege
freshmen! which found that disabled students were generally older than their
nondisabled cohorts. The age statistics in Table 5 also reflect changes in the
disability categories of students served by DSFS$; students in the physically disabled
category tend to be older, while students in the learning disabled category -- an
area of recent expansion of services -- have the youngest average age.

Table 5
Age by Disability of Respondents

Disability # of Students Mean Age
PD 716 36.7 yrs.
D/HI 172 45.4 yrs.
SP 114 31.0 yrs.

LD 538 26.6 yrs.
DDL 282 34.8 yrs.

! College Freshmen with Disabulities Preparing for Employment, Paul Hippolitus, President’s
go(r)r;rgnttee ~ Employment of the Handicapped, 1111 20th Street, N. W , Washingtcr, 0.C.
0036.
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The ethnic composition of DSPS students responding, 35% minority and 62% White
(Ilustration 2), shows a slightly higher minority representation than the general
population of community college students, which is approximately 32% minority
and 65% White, and differs significantly from the 25% mincority to 64% White
population of DSPS students generally.

lllustration 2

Ethnicity of DSPS Students by Disability

Physical Hearing Speech
.:E!\ llllll
s 333380
Learning Disabled DOL
| American Indian
H o Asian
: B3 Black
e : [ Hispanic
' Caucasian
~ Other
) —

Black and Hispanic students were overrepresented among respondents in the
developmentally delayed learner category, 18% and 19% respectively. Available
data does not explain this differential, which does not appear in any of the other
surveys of DSPS students (information available from DSPS student Data Profiles,
1985 & 1986) and is possibly an anomaly of the sample or other factors requiring
further investigation. Hispanics were also overrepresented among respondents in
the speech/language impaired as were Black students in the learning disabled "
category.

Respondents of Caucasian ethnicity were overrepresented among those students
with physical disabilities (67%) and those in the deaf/hearing impaired category
(73%), they were underrepresented in all other categories of respondents. This
pattern, like the overrepresentation of minorities in the developmentally delayed
learner area, is not abserved in other DSPS survey data and is thus not conclusive of
any trend.

(O
\) ¥
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Twenty-four percent of respondents were in their first term as community college
students (see table 6). This is somewhat higher than the proportion of first-time
freshmen in the general population of community college students (18%) and that
of disabled students generally (17%). Approximately 32% of respondents had been
in school for more than the two years traditionally associated with ccmmunity
college tenure. More students in the developmentally delayed learner and
deaf/hearing impaired areas had been in school longer than two years (49% and
42% respectively). Only 19% of learning disabled students had been in school over
two years, a reflection, perhaps, of recent changesin LD programming.

Table 6
Time in School by Disability Groups
Number of
Students
Represented/
1 Term 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years Over 4 Percent

m
Physically 744
Disabled 27% 19% 21% 11% 5% 17% 40%
Deaf/ 172
Hearing 17 22 19 18 8 16 9%
Impaired 9
Speech 27 27 23 12 5 7 " g%
Learning 544
Disabled 28 25 27 11 3 5 2994
Develc;r-

mentally 283
Delayed 15 20 18 7 4 38 15%
Learner

SNumber of

tudents

Repre- 452 405 413 207 85 293 1,855
sented/

Percent 24% 22% 22% 11% 5% 16%

NOTE: Percentages are based on row totals.

Staff Demographics

Data from the surveys indicate that women, at 77.5%, are overrepresented among
DSPS staff. Men represent only 22.5% of all DSPS staff. These proportions differ
substantially from the 50% male to 50% female representation in the general
population of community college staff. Seventeen percent of DSPS staff reported
one or more disabilities and 83% reported none. Data obtained by the surveys
relative to disability in respondents who were mainstream/reqular staff was not
sufficient to make any estimates of the rate of disability in that group.

‘ Q1
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Table 7

DSPS Faculty/Staff
Male Female
DSPS 22.5% 77.5%
Non-DSPS 50% 50%

The most comrﬁon disability among DSPS staff is a mobility impairment,.followed by
learning disabilities, hearing, other health, and vision.impairments. This is fairly
consistent with the frequency of disability.categoriesin the student population.

The ethnic makeup of DSPS staff is similar to that of regular staff,.except that the
representation of Blacks in DSPS is greater than in.reqular staff and the reverse is
true of Hispanic representation, where there is greater representation in regular
staff than in DSPS (see Table 8). The ratio of.classified-to-certificated employees
was the same for DSPS as for.regular staff, but a higher percentage of DSPS staff
were part-time.employees. While percentages of contract-to-hourly employees did
not.differ substantially, there were more temporary employees among DSPS.staff
responding. DSPS staff are generally younger than regular staff,.with a mean age
of 38.4 years compared to 42.2 years for reqular.staff. Educational attainment and
other demographic factors showed similar patterns for both groups.

Table 8
Ethnicity of DSPS and Non-DSPS Faculty/Staff

Indian | Asian | Black | Hispanic |Caucasian | Other | Total
DSPS 1% 2% 9% 4% 81% 4% 200
Non-DSPS 1% 3% 5% 9% 79% 3% 766
966
~.

3t

Q
ERIC  Program Evaluation Project 10

IToxt Provided by ERI



4. EVALUATION RESULTS

Disabled Students’ Goal Attainment

v
DSPS students were asked to identify educational goals which were important to
them and to indicate whether they had made progress toward various goals. The
goal statements were in the following general categories:

(a) Academic Goals

(b) Career Preparation Goals

(¢) Job/Career improvement Gc;als
(d) Social and Cultural @oals

(e) Personal Development Goals.

The most significant finding regarding this area of the evaluation was that better
than two-thirds of disabled student respondents who indicated that a goal was
important to them, reported a high level of progress toward their goal(s).

Disabled student respondents show goals paraliel to those of their nondisabled
peers. Although a direct ccmprison cannot be made at this time, an indirect analysis
can be derived from available data. A 1986 study2 of community college students
asked students to identify the reasons which best described why they were
attending a community college, in contrast with the DSPS survey which asked
disabled students to identify goal(s) and state whether they had attained them.
Data from these studies show 33% of community college students intending to
prepare for transfer to a four-year institution compared to 43% of disabled student
respondents indicating transfer as one of their goals. The goal of training for a new
and different career was cited by 16% of community college students as the reason
for attending college compared to 46% of disabled respondents who cited it as a
goal. Lastly, 16% of community college students attended college to upgrade their

skills for their job, compared to 29% of disabled students who identified skill
improvement as one of their goals.

It is evident that disabled students seek the same types of goals as non-disabled

students. In fact, disabled students show higher frequency of transfer, skill
acquisition and skill upgrade goals than their non-disabled peers.

2 Survey of Community College Enrollment, Spring 1986, Field Research Corporation under
contract to the Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges as part of Fee Impact Study.
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There were significant differences stated on qoal attainment between disability
groups. Respondents with physical disabilities reported significantly greater goal
achievement than did students in the group as a whole, particularly in the area of
academic goals. Students with hearing impairments showed greater gains in the
area of job raises or promotions compared to other groups. Respondents with
learning disabilities reported significantly less goal achievement in all areas than
other groups.

Highlights of Disabled Students’ Goal Attainment

Academic Goals

® 73% of disabled student respondents reported increases in knowledge/
understanding of an academic f@eld

¢ 64% reported progress toward a degree or certificate, though only 36% stated
it was an important goal

¢ - 57% of respondents reported progress toward transfer

Career Preparation Goals

®  60% of students reported progress in discovering career interests
®  58% reported progress in formulating long-term career plans

o 54% 'reported progress in preparing for new careers

Job or Career Improvement Goals

®  65% reported increasing their knowledge in a vocational field

®  71% reported progress in improving job skills

®  44% feltthey had im‘proved their chances for raises or promotions

Social and Cultural Participation Goals

° 50% of respondents reported increased participation in cultural and/or social

events
.

Personal Development and Enrichment Goals

®  73% of respondents reported important increases in self confidence

-~
-
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® 57% said they had improved their leadership skills
®  74% reported progress in improving their ability to getalong with others

® 70% reported progress in achieving greater independence and becoming
more self reliant

The above data speak eloquently about the role and mission of DSPS. It shows that
disabled students identify and attain diverse goals, not unlike those of their non-
disabled peers. The fact that two-thirds of the respondents who had identified a
goal reported progress toward it, is a strong indicator of quality programs and
services for students with disabilities.

Satisfaction/Effectiveness Rating

Qualitative information on the perceived effectiveness of programs and services
was gathered from disabled students through surveys and interviews. This data is
reported in two sections: information gathered from the 52 colleges evaluated and
information collected in a separate study by the Chancellur's Office of the colleges
for whom aggregated data was not available from the Program Evaiuation Project
process.

®  StudentRatings
(i)  PEPStudent Satisfaction Data

Scantron surveys were developed to gather specific information from
various groups of disabled students. They were reviewed in conjuction
with interviews of disabled students during the site visits and
incorporated into the evaluation report.

(i)  Chancallor's Office Study Data

This study involved surveying a sample of disabled students from colleges
not scheduied to be evaluated from 1985-87. These students were
enrolled and received services from DSPS in 1985-86. The survey"
gathered qualitative data on service quality, availability, campus access,
staff attitude, and referral to community resources.

(i)  Summary of Findings

Because response patterns were similar, data by disability group is
combiied for purposes of this report.

Program Evaluation Project 13
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Overall, disabled students gave very positive feedback about three areas:
disabled student services staff, special classes, and support services. In
regard to DSPS staff, they often cited supportiveness, professionalism,
and the willingness to go far beyond the minimum required to serve
disabled students. Special classes were highly rated in terms of the
quality of instruction, the individualized instruction, and the relevancy of
the curriculum. Support services were positively rated for their efficiency
and timeliness of delivery although as indicated below various groups of
disabled students did cite the need for additional services.

(iv) Examples of commentsinclude:

“DSPS makes it possible for me to return to school and have assistance
available to me, leaving me with a feeling of -- it's really possible, ! can
doit. Thank you.”

"Their (DSPS) willingness to help disabled students feel independent and
their sincere concern for the needs of the individual has been of great
encouragement.”

“The service needs interpreters so badly .. . interpreters need to be paid
better ... so that more interpreters will be interested to work and more
deaf and hearing impaired students will attend.”

(v) Ratings by Disability

.The following data reports ratings of selected items srom the various
surveys for students with specific disabilities.

Physically Disabled (PD) Students

Physically disabled students were asked a series of questions about
services, campus accessibility, referral to community resources, and
special class instruction, if appropriate. The largest percentage (90 + ) of
PD students rated peer counseling and registration assistance highly (4 or
5 on a scale of 1 Poor to 5 Excellent). Academic counseling, personal
counseling and other help and advice (all from DSPS staff/counselors)
were rated highly by 88% of PD students. Adaptive P.E. classes also
received highly positive ratings from 88% of respondents. Campus
accessibility was rated highly by only 77% of the PD students. Interview
data, observation, and a significant number of specific student comments
frcm the Chancellor's Office study indicate that considerable work is still
needed by many campuses in this area. Additional areas where
improvements may be indicated and where 75% cr less uf the PD
students responding rated the items as 4 or 5 include: indepenaent
living skills classes (72%), special transportation (75%), referral to services

Qo
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in the community (71%), the availability of aides in the classroom to help
with tasks when needed (60%), job placement assistance (63%), and the
availability of tables, desks, and/or lab stations that are accessible (48%).

Deaf and Hearing Impaired Students

Overall, deaf and hearing impaired students gave high ratings on the
survays to services provided by DSPS. The availability of the DSPS office
for assistance, special class instruction, registration assistance, and the
availability of counseling were rated positively by 90% or better of
respondents. Areas where improvement was indicated, ratings of 75%
ot less, include: notetaker services, availability of interpreters, help in
finding a job, and financial aid assistance. The relatively low rating of
notetaker services (70%) was collaborated in the survey conducted by the
Chancellor's Office. Further, this study indicated differences in
willingness to refer a disabled friend to DSPS by deaf students based on
whether they were currently enrolled or not; enrolled students were
more willing to refer a friend than non-enrolled students. Interview
data, especially of DSPS staff, suggests gaps in services to deaf students
which require further study. Therefore, the PEP is planning further
intensive study into the needs of this disabled student popuiation with
supplementary evaluation techniques.

Learning Disabled 5tudents

Learning disabled (LD) students were asked a series of questions about
assessment, services, mainstream and special class instruction. Again,
overall ratings were positive. Rated most positively (97%) were
satisfaction with services from the LD Center/Class, increased confidence
as a student (94%), better completion of assignments (95%), and
willingness to reter an LD friend to the program (93%). Less than 50% of
LD students iesponding indicated they had been referred to on- and off-
campus resources. The provision of job/career counseling and availability
of textbook recording received ratings of 60% and 63% respectively.
Notetaker services, which were rated relatively low by deaf students,
were rated well by LD students. Although interviews and comments
revealed the request for additional services by selected students, overall
ratings were positive.

Speech and Language Disabled Students

Overall ratings were highly positive for this population. Students
indicated that testing was available to determine speech/language
difficulties (98%), that they could express themselves hetter after help
from the speech/language specialist (36%), and that they would willingly
refer a friend to the specialist (97%). The lowest ratings (77%) were

o . Program Evaluation Project 15

-~
~t s
-~
-




given for referral to campus resources such as financial aid and
vocational counseling.

Developmentally Delayed Learner Students

Developmentally Delayed Learner students were read a number of
survey questions about the effect of instruction on their lives and the
quality of the instruction. On both the Chancellor's Office survey and the
evaluation surveys and interviews, DDL students gave positive ratings to
such questions as, “Does your teacher treat you like an adult?” (96%);
“Can you do more things for yourself now?” (99%); and “"When you are
out cf class, do you have a chance to do things that you have learned in
class?” (91%) '

®  Non-DSPS Faculty and Staff Ratings

Both DSPS and mainstream faculty and staff were asked to complete surveys
and participate in interviews about their perceptions and involvement with
DSPS. The survey indicated overall similarity in response pattern between
DSPS and regular staff, with the exception of several items. Staff generally
agreed that the following areas were positive on the campus: DSPS staff
response to disabled students' needs, integration into regular classes,
assistance of students toward appropriate goals by DSPS staff, and the
promotion of student independence and responsibility. Regular and DSPS staff
indicated that they felt the colleges’ commitment to physical access as
evidenced by a barrier-free environment was fair to good, 77% and 82%, the
higher rating coming from regular staff. Both regular and DSPS staff ratings,
of the numbers of DSPS personnel relative to need were low, 55% and 54%,
respectively. Ratings of the adequacy of space/facilities for DSPS were also
low, 54% and 44% by DSPS staff , and 55% and 53% by other staff.

Publicity about programs, services, and classes in the community for disabled
persons also received less-than-favorable ratings, 59% DSPS and 64% other
staff. On-campus information was rated good or excellent by less than 80% of
respondents in either group. Interviewswith regular staff, conducted during
the site visits, revealed a large variance of familiarity with and attitude toward
disabled students. A typical comment of an instructor familiar with DSPS was,
“Excellent service; the Specialists are dedicated, staff is well educatec and
provides a caring atmosphere.” Numerous instructors requested additional
information about DSPS especially about adapted teaching tech..iques, legal
issues, and follow-up about individual students.

i)
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Evaluation of Recommendations

Recommendations from the evaluation reports of 47* colleges were analyzed by
program area. These areas are outlined below, along with a brief description of the
recommended actions. Where recommendations have been made for more than
one college, the total number of colleges for whom that recommendation was
made is indicated in parentheses immediately following the statement.
lHlustration 3 indicates the frequency of recommendations by program component.

Hlustration 3

Frequency of DSPS Evaluation Recommendations by Program Area

E 50 Components

Y 40 fe ] , | A = CampusAccessibility
ca 1M - 8 = Staff

— Y - -] C = Facilities

lu %0 ] D = Special Classes
| a 20 — —{ E = Services
et F = Coordination with College
9!l 10— — Staff
€0 . G = Recruitment

n 0 A ) H = Equipment

S A B CDETF G H I l

= Program Documentation

Areas of Recommendation

A. Campus Accessibility

The need for improving campus accessibility received the highest number of
recommendations; 47 evaluations addressed the need to improve campus
access. While the degree of this need showed great variability, as seen in the
types of recommendations made, a significant number of the
recommendations referred to major modifications including the need for ten
elevators to allow for access to second floors, at 10 individual colleges.

The summary of the recommendations listed below illustrates that continued
focus, including additional funding, is required if colleges are to have an
accessible environment for students with disabilities.

° Raised tablesin lab and lecture classes and cafeteria (16)

* Although survey data was available for all 52 colleges, final evaluation reports containing
evaluation recommendations by progrum area were available for 47 colleges at the time this report
was being prepared.

-
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° Increase amount of handicapped parking (13)

®  Monitor elevator use/lower buttons for access to disabled students (12)
® Lightweightdoorsto replace heavy ones (12)

® Install electricdoors in high-use buildings (11)

®  Elevators for second floor access (10)

®  Develop or complete Section 504 Transition Plan (9)

®  Braillesigns around campus (8)

o Non-skid ramps (7)

®  Provide campus accessibility maps (7)
o Lever handles on doors (5)

° Lower drinking fountains (5)

° Move handicapped lot to safer location (3)
® Pool lift (2)

° Lowear door thresholds (2)

° Repair former barrier removal projects that have deteriorated (2)

B. Staff

Forty evaluations reported the need for either additional or improved staffing.
The ability to maintain an adequate level of staffing to meet the needs of the
increased disabled student enroliment over the years was often cited as a
problem. Colleges have been faced with increased numbers of disabied
students at the same time that staff sizes were cut or frozen. The need for
increased staff with adequate, specialized training to work with the diverse
disabled student populations including the learning disabled, deaf, and
developmentally delayed learners was cited in the recommendations.

® . Hire a full-time counselor (7)

o Provide tutoring by those who are fluent in American Sign Language (6)

1
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° Pay student aides to ensure quality and continuity of service (6)
° Increase salaries of interpreters (5)

o Hire a full-time speech therapist (4)

° Hire a full-time learning disability specialist (4)

° Hire additional interpreters (4)

© Hire a full-time coordinator for interpreters (3)

° Do notallow classified’staff to perform certificated functions (3)

®  Colleges should assign instructors only to areas for which they have been
specifically trained (2) '

[ Provisions should be made for staff revitalization to counteract burnout

(2)
® Hire twelve month program director (2)
®  Hire a full-time mobility instructor (1)

® Train classified staff to work with developmentally delayed learner
students (1)

(] Need additional staff to reduce workload burn-out and eliminate
student waiting lists for services

° Replace hourly staff for program stability.

C. Facilities

Thirty-nine evaluation reports addressed the need to improve facilities:
specifically DSPS offices and classrooms for special classes. DSPS offices were
often observed to be too small to accommodate the increased numbers of
students over the years. In addition, offices often lacked private areas for
counseling and/or assessment. Space for special classes, especially adaptive
physical education classes was scarce and often inadequate. Programs
sometimes had to sacrifice growth of prograins due to lack of suitable space or
establish programs in substandard facilities. It was clear that the initial space
given to DSPS when it was established often was unable to keep up with the
growth of the program over the years.

l 1N
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The college needs to:

®  provide larger facilities, offices arnd work areas to house DSPS program
(20)

® provide a private area for DSPS assessment and counseling (13)
®  provide larger, quieter classroom facilities (12)

® mcedify space in classrooms to improve access for mobility impaired
students (6)

® improve poor physical conditions, i.e., lack of heat and ventilation,
chipping paint, poor lighting, and dirt (5)

® increase space for adaptive Physical Education Program (A.P.E.) (4)
° provide room to store A.P.c. equipment (3)

® provide a facility for special classes to avoid room sharing with other
disciplines (2)

o move A.P.E. to an accessible location (2)

® provide a centralized location to house all disabled programs

D. Special Classes

Improvement of special class instruction was recommended in 35 program
evaluations. As with staff and facilities, special class instruction has not been
able to keep pace with the increase in the number of disabled students. As
programs have grown and new instructional techniques have become
available for working with disabled students, colleges have sought to increase
special classes but may have been unable to do so for a number of factors. The

. recommendations in this area reflect the need for colleges to increase their
offerings to disabled students.

o Increase the variety of special classes offered (10)

® Increase the number and upgrade the quality of the Adaptive Physica]
Education classes (8)

° Increase the number of special classes for deaf/hearing impaired students

(5)
100
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° Increase the number of special classes for learning disabled students (5)

®  Provide services through a class format in order to collect average daily
attendance A.D.A.(4)

®  Remove thelimitation on course repetitions for developmentally cielayed
learner students (2)
E.  Coordination with College Staff
Thirty colleges addressed the need for improvements, particularly in providing
in-service awareness/understanding for mainstream faculty and staff. Faculty
and staff requested information about legal requirements and adapted
instructional techniques as well as follow up information about the disabled
students.

DSPS staff should:

° Provide in-service to mainstream staff to increase their understanding of
. the program (16)

®  Work closely with campus/district administration to encourage support
for the program (6)

o Encourage Campus administration to:
» communicate with DSPS on budgetary matters (3)
> meet with campus student services and counseling staff (2)

®  meetwith off-campus groups (2)

®  Serve oncampus committees (2)

o Conduct in-service meetings within the program to improve
communication among DSPS staff.

F.  Outreach and Recruitment
Thirty evaluations of DSPS programs called for improvements i.n recruitment
practices. Some programs showed considerable underrepresentation of

certain groups of disabled students and so outreach was recommended. The
accomplishment of effective outreach was often reported by DSPS staff to be

1065
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complicated by lack of staff to carry out the activity and lack of funds for
services for additional students. DSPS staff need to:

accelerate promotional campaign on campus to make students more
aware of services available (18)

promote the program off-campus (6)
develop arecruitment/referral plan (4)
increase efforts to recruit hearing impaired students (3)

Increase efforts to recruit learning disabled students (2)

G. Equipment

Twenty-seven college evaluations addressed equipment needs. In numerous
instances, colleges have been unable to maintain and/or acquire basic
equipment needed for disabled students per the requirements of Section 504
of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act. For example, eight evaluations noted the need
for updated or additional Teletypewriting Devices for the Deaf (TDDs). As
college DSPS programs have been impacted by lack of funding increases, the
repair and purchase of adaptive equipment has simply not been possible.

Faulty equipment needs to be repaired or replaced (20)

Updated/additional Teletypewriting Device for the Deaf (8)

Purchase of additional updated Adaptive Physical Education equipment
(4)

Computers and software for data management and computer assisted
instruction (4)

More tape recorders (3)

Adaptive devices for visually impaired students
Updated diagnostic instruments

Additional equipment for all program areas

Staff should be in-serviced regarding state-of-the-art equipment
available. :

105
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H.  Program Documentation

- Nineteen evaluations reported the colleges need for improved program
documentation. Additional in-service and technical assistance may be needed
for colleges to meet these requirements. DSPS staff need to:

® increase follow-up and monitoring of student pragress (3)

° develop an Individualized Educational Flan (I.E.P.) for students in
adaptive physical education classes (3)

® collect and maintain medical verification of disability for students
enrolled in adaptive physical educatinn classes (3)

° include disabled students in the development of their I.E.P. (2)

® develop aformalized |.E.P. to be prepared by a certificated staff member

(1)

®  clarify theirstudentidentification process

Summary of Fiscal Impact Data

A survey was conducted in spring 1987 of the 52 colleges evaluated from 1985 -87 to
determine the fiscal factors that had affected the DSPS programs at the colleges.
These factors had clear imglications for the health of the orograms and affected the
ability of the colleges to implement the recommendaticns made in the evaluation
reports. The results indicated a severe negative impact on 46 DSPS programs
studied, due in large part to a fiscal crisis created by the annual rise in personnel and
other program costs which were not accompanied by any increase in DSPS funds.
Table 8 illustrates this pattern over the iast years. Six colleges reported that, o
date, their college had absorbed the rising costs at a level to maintain the integrity
of the DSPS program. Of these, three expected major cuts in the 1987-88 fiscal year.
Due to the fiscal crisis, DSPS programs had to reduce staff, discontinue or reduce
services, establish waiting lists, cease recruitment activities, and leave essential
equipment in a state of disrepair. Clearly, the ability of programs to meet federal
and state mandates for services to disabled students was in jecpardy for these
colleges.

The cost increases to DSPS programs were accounted for by several factors which are
outlined below.
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Table 9
COLA for Apportionment and DSPS

i Price Deflatlc o Apportiecnment
Year inflation % COLA % | DSPS COLA %

1987-88 3.4 34 3.4
1986-87 5.8 58 1.0
1985-88 6.0 7.0 4.0
1984-85 6.5 10.0* 3.0
| 1983-84 6.2 . 0.0 ' 0.0
1982-83 | 6.7 0.0 0.0
1981-82 7.8 5.0 0.0
1940-81 95 8.9 9.0
Total 51.9 4C .1 20.4

¥ Approximately 6% of this was catch-up COL for 1983-84.

o Salary increases

All 52 colleges reported that their personnel costs had risen over the fast thiee
years due to the need to meet COLAs granted through iocal collective
bargaining agreements. At the same time, no increase in state DSPS funds was
forthcoming. For example, one college repoited a 14% salary increase in one
year. As indicated above, these increased costs resulted in severe adverse
impacts for 46 colleges, while 5 colleges ruceived wemporary “bailout” from
the general college budget. Three of the colleges receiving the “bailout”
were notified it would not be available next year.

In addaition, although salaiies and their mandated increases accounted for the
largest portion of the DSPS budget, 35 colleges reported increased operatinnal
costs due to other factors:

° Increase in Disabled Student Enroliment

The most significant among these ather factors :mpacting wrograms wi; an
Increase in disabled student enrollment at 31 colleges. Thus increase included
students who have significant service needs or “high cost” studerts such as
deaf and acquired brain injured students. The pattern of this increase, by
disability group isshown in Tabie 10.
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Table 10
Notation of Enroliment Increase by Disability Group

Disability N =
All Disabilities
Deaf/Hearing Impaired 13
Learning Disabled 7
Acquired Brain Injury
Visually Impaired 2

o Equipment

Ten (10) colleges reported increased expenses in this category. Increases are
due to the age of program equipment which now requires constant
maintenance. Funding, over the last three years has not been available for the
purchase of new equipment. Over the last three years, 29 colleges responding
had utilized equipment funds to make up the deficit created by rising
inflation. As a result, they had little or no funds for equipment repair or
replacement. In addition, 13 reported reducing their supply budgets. The
most immediate impact this had on services was in the areas of iransportation
and equipment loan and repair.

. Learning Disabilities Standards

Ten colleges surveyed reported implementation of the new learning disability
standards had strained their financial resources. Expenses incurred here are
for the hiring of certificated personnel and the purchase of appropriate
assessment materials.

Effects on DSPS Programs

The 52 DSPS programs surveyed were required to cut program expenses in various
ways. These cuts are described in Table 11.

®  Staffing

Colleges reported a significant reduction in DSPS'staff due to budget cuts. For
example, in‘the certificated category, 36 colleges reported a reduction in staff
positions. A total of 14.5 contract positions were identified as eliminated. The
category suffering the largest toll was counseling where there was a loss of 5
full-time and 6 part-time positions. Full-time staffing reductions are indicated
inTable 12.

1ng
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Table 11
DSPS Program Areas Impacted by Budget Reductions

Number of
Area Colleges
[statting . %
Cquipment 29
Services 29
Special Classes ' 18
Recruitment _ 7
Travel ' 4
Table 12
Reductions in DSPS Contract Certificated Staff
Category I Number
Counseling 5
Speech 2.5
Learning Cisabilities 1
Developmentally Delayed Learner 1
Deaf/Hearing Impaired 1
O‘ther 4
Total 14.5

These positions were either filled with an hourly employee or duties were
reassigned to existing staff. Several colleges addressed the “burnout” effects
such load reassignments have had on DSP&S staff. This “burnout” factor was
also observed and noted in evaluation reports of the individual colleges.

In the classified category, 2.5 contract positions were eliminated. While this
figure may appear small, it is important to point out that the majority of DSPS
staff in this category are hourly support staff providing auxiliary aid services
required by Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act e.g., Tutors, Readers,
Aides, Notetakers and Interpreters. In the hourly classified category, 22
colleges reported steadily replacing these paid staff with volunteers. While
this may ease the budget burden, the damaging effects on program quality
was frequently cited in the colleges’ Program Evaluation Peports where DSPS
students complained that volunteers lacked appropriate skills and were sery
unreliable, as reflected by their high absenteeism rates.

116
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* Services

A total of 34 colleges reported a reduction or elimination of services to
students. These decreases are directly tied to cutbacks in the staffing and
equipment categories. Table 13 reflects the types of services and the number
of colleges reporting a reduction and/or elimination.

Table 13
Reductions in Service to Disabled Students: 1984-87
Service | Reduced Eliminated
G2neral (notetaking, tutoring, aides, 20
readers, etc).
Counseling 13
Speech therapy 3 1

In addition, three colleges reported their total number of student enroliments
had declined as A result of their reduction in services and establishment of
waiting lists.

o Special Classes

Special classes have been impacted on 21 of the campuses. Fifteen reported
raising their student teacher ratio in special classes in an effort to meet the
demand for services. In addition, 10 colleges reported the establishment of
waiting lists tor students wishing to enroll in these classes.

o Recruitment

The lack of sufficient funding to serve currently enrolled students resulted in
the termination of all recruitment activities by 7 of the colleges. Colleges
reported they cannot afford the expenditure of time and money to conduct
these activities, nor can they afford to serve any additional students.

[ Travel

While this has been a very small segment of the DSPS budget, 4 of the colleges
reported total elimiration of this part of their budget. As a result, their
participation in professional meetings and workshops is limited, which makes
it difficult for DSPS staff to keep updated on current program policies,
regulatory changes and educational practices in their field.

113
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0 Other

Some colleges reported increased expenses because the department of
rehabilitation reduced support of its clients who are community college
students.

Additional Revenues

Colleges were asked to identify what other sources of revenue they sought to
compensate for the funding shortage. Thirty-five colleges answered this question.
Their responses are listed below in descending order of frequency.

# of colleges - Sources of Additional Revenues
14 Outside fund raising (approached community
service clubs, and conducted fund raising events).
13 Vocational Education Act funds
12 Applied for projects and special grants
10 College general fund absorbed costs
5 Increased ADA in special classes
4 Reorganized staffing of DSPS
3 Department of Rehabilitation support
3 Reduced services
2 Use of inter-agency agreements

DSPS managers identified the following obstacles in their search for additional
revenues: '

®  Lack of time to conduct fundraising activities (4)

° Lack of funds to try for matching grants (2)
° College will not allow the use of VEA - Handicapped funds (1).

113
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5. POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The aggregate of information from the 52 DSPS programs evaluated indicates
directions for policy initiatives systemwide. These include:

Renewed full attention to the state of campus accessibility, including the
identification by campuses of remaining architectural barriers and costs for
their removal. It is recommended that the status of implementation of campus
access be reported annually to the Board as well as periodic reporting to other
control agencies as required by Assemi.iy Bill 746, which was recently signed
into law by Governor Deukmejian.

Additional funding must be provided for DSPS program staff, services and
equipment so that colleges can meet the requirements of Section 504 of the
1973 Rehabilitation Act and Assembly Bill 803. Without these additional
funds, colleges will clearly be out of compliance with state and federal law.

The facilities for DSPS programs must be evaluated and improved, where DSPS
facilities are found unequal to other facilities on campus. The Board should
encourage colleges to meet this need.

Increased representation of disabled persons in community college

employment should be actively pursued by the colleges and encouraged by
the Board.

11
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6. ADDITIONAL EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

In addition to ongoing PEP activities, the Chancellor's Office is working on
additional evaluation activities related to DSPS. These include student outcome
studies which show what hanpens to disabled students after they leave the
community colleges. The first of these reports, a study of disabled students who
completed an AA degree or Certificate from 1983-86, is available from the
Chancellor’s Office, DSPS Unit. A second report, an exit study of DSPS students who
left college for any reason including graduation between 1981 and 1986, will be
available shortly.

Additional evaluation activities also include a DSPS evaluation process unique to off
campus programs for students with disabilities, and an intensive evaluation/needs
assessment of the status of programs and services for Deaf/Hearing Impaired
students. The latter two initiatives have arisen from the experience of the Program
Evaluation Project to date.

)
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7. SUMMARY

Over the past 11 years, the number of students with disabilities in the California
Community Colleges, has grown substantially. Programs and services have
expanded, from an emphasis on access for physically disabied students to a wide
array of services and instruction for students with a variety of disabilities including
the emerging populations of learning disabled and acquired brain injured students.
Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSPS), r.sponding to both a legislative
mandate and an educational imperative, has played a central role in providing
access to academic instruction, vocational preparation, and training for increased
independent living for disabled students.

In 1983, the Chancellor's Office, respondina to the requirements of the Title 5
regulations, the 1982 Legislative Budget Language, and requests for quantitative
and qualitative data to be used in program planning, initiated the DSPS Program
Evaluation Project (PEP). The information contained in this repcrt 1s the result of
one of the most comprehensive assessment of DSPS, since its beginning in 1976. This
data was obtained primarily from the 52 DSPS programs evaluated since the
inception of the PEP Project. It has been augmented by data obtained in separate
Chancellor’s Office surveys of current and former disabled students.

The evaluation results reported here attempt to provide detailed information on a
sample of disabled students in the community colleges; their numbers,
demographic characteristics, goal attainment and satisfaction with services. Data
has also been presented on staff and faculty who work with thase students, on the

institutions attended by them and on the programs and services designed to assist
them.

The results of these studies tell us that while we have much to be proud of, our
record of achievement has been uneven and continuing problems with inadequate
funding threaten to erode hard won gains.

This information will be used to establish future policy directions. It will also outline
acditional study into the levels and quality of services for all disabled students with
emphasis on deaf and hearing impaired students, outreach to underserved disabled
students, the continuing need to improve campus accessibility and facilities, the
effects of delayed maintenance and replacement of essential equipment and other
fiscal impacts on programs.

This report also represents the beginning of a data base upon which future
investigations can be built; a research base that will be used to promote further
development of DSPS proarams and public policy that responds to the emerging
educational needs of disabled adults in California.
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The challenge to provide sound documentatio - . f the results of our efforts on
behalf of disabled students is as important as any that DSPS will face in the 1990’s

and beyond. PEP and this report represent our seminal step in addressing that
challenge.
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Appendix B
Programs by College
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
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SACRAMEMIO o BANDMEENARDING « GANDIRGO o SAN FRANCMOOD + SAN JORL © SAN LUM ORMPO .

LO§ ANGILES ¢ NORTENRIDGE ¢ POMONA
SAN MARCOS o SONOMA o STANMSLAUS

OMCE OF THE CHANCILLOR

ToLzrEONE: 213-590-5501 TELEFAX:

January 26, 1990

The Honorable George Deukmejian
Governor

State of California

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Governor Deukmejian:
Assembly Bill 746 (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987) includes the following language:

67312. (a) The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges and the
Trustees of the California State University shall, for their respective systems, and
the Regents of the University of California may do the following:

(1) Work with the California Postsecondary Education Commission and the
Department of Finance to develop formulas or procedures for allocating
funds authorized under this chapter.

(2) Adopt rules and regulations necessary to the operation of programs funded
pursuant to this chapter.

(3) Maintain the present intersegmental effort to work with the California
Postsecondary Education Commission and other interested parties, to
coordinate the planning and development of programs for students with
disabilities, including, but not limited to, the establishment of common
definitions for students with disabilities and uniform formats for reports
required under this chapter.

(4) Develop and implement, in consultation with students and staff, a system
' for evaluating state-funded programs and services for disabled students
on each campus at least every five years. At a minimum, these systems
shall provide for the gathering of outcome data, staff and student
perceptions of program effectiveness, and data on the implementation of
the program and physical accessibility requirements of Section 794 of
Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

o
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The Honorable George Deukmejian
January 26, 1990
Page Two

(b) Commencing in January 1990, and every two years thereafter, the Board of
Governors of the California Community Colleges and the Trustees of the California
State University shall, for their respective systems, and the Regents of the
University of California may, submit a report to the Governor, the education policy
comnmittees of the Legislature, and the California Postsecondary Education
Commission on the evaluations developed pursuant to subdivision (a). These
biennial reports shall also include a review on a campus-by-campus basis of the
enrollment, retention, transition, and graduation rates of disabled students.

I telieve the enclosed report is responsive to the request of the bill. If you have any
questions regarding this material, please contact Dr. Charles W. Lindahl, Assistant Vice
Chancellor, Academic Affairs, Educational Support under whose direction the report
was prepared.

Sincerely,

) Copnn /éozm A
W. Ann Reynolds
Chancellor

WAR:sm
Enclosures

.cc: The Honorable Teresa Hughes, Chairman

Assembly Education Committee (2)

The Honorable Gary Hart, Chairman
Senate Education Committee (2)

Dr. Kenneth O'Brien, Director
The California Postsecondary Education Commission

Ms. Elizabeth G. Hill, Legislative Analyst
Office of Legislative Analyst

Mr. Jesse R. Huff, Director
Department of Finance

Vice Chancellor Kerschner

Director Warner

Assistant Vice Chancellor Lindahl
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RESPONSE TO ASSEMBLY BILL 746
Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987

Services to Students with Disabilicies
Jaauary 1990

In spring, 1989, representatives from California Postsecondary
Education Commission, the University of <California, the
California Community College system, and the California State
University met to discuss the reports mandated by this law.
Based on our deliberations with staff . rom Assemblyman Hayden's
office, it was agreed to modify certain deadlines included in
the bill to allow the segments sufficient time to develop the
appropriate instruments and mechanisms to gather the required
data.

Below are revisions which were agreed on pertaining to
Education Code Section 67312, as amended by AB 746:

1. The first biennial report, due in January, 1990 to the
Governor, education policy committees, and the
Postsecondary Education Commission from the three
segments of public postsecondary education, will
contain the following sections:

a) An update of their work with the California
Postsecondary Education Commission and Department of
Finance on the development of formulas and procedures
for allocating funds for disabled students services
[Section 67312.(a)(1l) and (b)];

b) A summary of the adoption of rules and regulations

necessary to operate the programs for disabled students
funded pursuant to this chapter [Section 67312.(a)(2)

and (b)];

c) A brief statement on the maintenance of
intersegmental efforts to coordinate the planning and
development of programs for students with disabilities
[Section 67312.(a)(3) and (b)];

d) A workplan and outline of the five-year
comprehensive evaluations of state-funded programs and
service for disabled students [Section 67312.(a)(4)].

2. The biennial reports are to include a review on a
campus-by-campus basis of the enrollment, retention,
transition, and graduation rates. Due ¢to the
complexity of developing appropriate and compatible
information assimila:ion and assessment mechanisms,
this report compornent will be first contained in the
biennial report due in January, 1992z [Section
67312.(b)].
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3. The initial evaluation reports (due every five years)
will be submitted in January, 1993 and will contain the
following information:

A report on the development and implementation of a
system for evaluating state-funded programs and
gservices for disabled students on each campus. These
evaluations (developed in consultation with students
and staff) will provide data on outcomes measures (to
be developed), staff and student perceptions of program
effectiveness, and data on the implementation of the
program and physical accessibility requirements of
Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 [Section 67312.(a)(4)].

I. Development of Formulas and Allocation Procedures

The California State University submitted a budget change
proposal for fisca) year 1989/90 totalling $967,000 to
implement formulas developed pursuant to AB 746. The CSU
received partial funding of the request ($489,000) with
instructions from the Department of Finance to provide further
information to justify full £funding. Staff from the
Chancellor's Office have worked closely with the CSU Department
of Finance analyst and informed CPEC staff to define and gather
the precise informatica needed to justify further funding of
this program. All information requested by the Department of
Finance analyst was provided by October, 1989.

In response to our deliberations with the Department of
Finance, the California State Un -ersity submitted a budget
change proposal for fiscal year J90 in the amount of
$723,000. Unfortunately, the 1990 Governor's Budget does not

‘include any funding for the budget change proposal.

CSU is continuing to work with the Department of Finance to
establish permanent funding formulas which will address the
intent and l«vel of services outlined in AB 746.

II. Policy Revision

In response to AB 746, CSU began an extensive review of its
Poli _the Provision of Services to Students with
Disabilities (SA 80-17(P)/BA 80-14). The consultation process
in the development of a revised policy was comprehensive. The
Disabled Student Systemwide Advisory Committee, consisting of
administrators, representatives of the Academic Senate, Vice
Presidents/Deans of Students, Disabled Student Services Program
Directors, and students with disabilities, and all directors of
the Disabled Student Services were provided the opportunity to
review drafts of the proposed policy. Tn addition, the
California Postsecondary Education Commission was consulted to
determine appropriate dates in which required reports should be
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submitted to ensure compliance with AB 746. Using the
consultative process, the final policy was developed with
Chancellor's Office staff and a sub-committee of directors of
the Disabled Student Services program.

Upon completion of the review and consultation process, the CSU
distributed the new i
Students With Disabilities [(AAES 89-07/BP 89-08) see
Attachment (1)]. It includes several important changes to
conform with AB 746:

1. Students with learning disabilities shall pe provided
diagnostic assessment, including both individual and
group assessment, necessary to determine the functional
or educational levels or to certify specific
disabilities.

2. Disability-related counseling and advising may be
offered.

3. Students with oisabilities may receive specialized
tutoring services related to their disability not
available to all students through learning assistarnce
programs.

4. Requests for State funding shall be based on relatively
fixed costs for administrative and operational costs,
variable costs for direct support services, and
one-time costs for equipment and specialized supplies.

5. Several reports and program evaluation requirements (as
specified in AB 746) are delineated in the policy.

'he policy requires on-going review by both the Systemwide
Advisory Committee on Services to Students with Disabilities
and the Directors of the Disabled Student Services program. It

‘also prescribes that substantive review occur every five years

beginning in 1990.

ITI. Maintenance of Interseagmental Efforts

Through the formation of the AB 746 Task Force on Disabled
Student Services, the California Postsecondary Education
Commission created a most helpful vehicle for ensuring
intersegmental cooperation in implementing AB 746. Since March
of 1988, the committee, consisting of representatives from the
University of California, California State University and the
California Community College systems, has met several times to
develop and ensure intersegmentally compatible guidelines,
interpretation of law, and staff/student surveys.

The committee also established methods for surveying campuses

to identify architectural barrier removal needs. A training
session for all three segments was developed through a meeting
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with the AB 746 Task Force and members from the Califorria
State Architect's office. Training sessions were held in
November 1988 and provided information regarding physical and
program accessibility requirements to assess cCampus barrier
removal needs based on Title 24 of the State Architect Code.

CSU has been involved in a number of intersegmental efforts
mandated in 2B 746. These include, but are not limited to:

o the development of formulas or procedures for
allocating funds authorized for disabled student
services;

¢ coordination, planning and development of programs for
students with disabilities, including common
definitions for students with disabilities and uniform
formats for reports; .

] a system for evaluating State-funded programs and
services for disabled students on each campus, at least
every five years; and

° reports from each segment's systemwide office on the
campus evaluations, as well as a campus by campus
review of the enrollment, retention, transition, and
graduation rates of disabled students.

The AB 746 Task Force has met to plan and develop comparable
program evaluation instruments in order to provide consistent
reporting information on programs and services.

CSU has been involved in severa. meetings with the California
Community Colleges (CCC) in establishing comparable definitions

‘and eligibility criteria for students with learning

dicsabilities. One important result of these meetings has been
the inclusion in CSU's Palicy for the Provision of Serwvices to
Students with Disabilities of the following provision:

*Any CSU student who has transferred and received services
from a California community college or University of
California campus as a disabled student will be eligible
for disabled student services provided by the CSU."

CSU will continue to work with the California Community
Colleges, the University of California, and the Californi:
Postsecondary Education Commission to ensure that the level and
provision of services to students with disabilities is
comparable between the three ~egments.
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IV. Workplan - Comprehensive Evaluation

The comprehensive workplan requested in AB 746 includes two
major areas of evaluation: perceptions of the program and
physical accessibility. Each segment is required to develop and
implement a system for evaluating state-funded programs and
services for students with disabilities on each campus at least
every five years. These systems are required to provide outcome
data, staff, faculty and student perceptions of program
effectiveness and data on physical accessibility requirements as
mandated by State code. The systems' method and procedures for
evaluating Disabled Student Sevvices programs and services, as
well as its efforts to remove architectural barriers, are
descrived below.

A. Student, Staff and Enrollment Program Evaluation

A3 746 requests that CSU develop and implement a svstem for
evalua:ing Disabled Student Services programs, s.:/icas and
activities. Specifically, the intent of tiis law is to gather
information on program effectiveness, student and staff
perceptions and rating of services, and data on the
effectiveness in efforts to enhance the enrollment and retention
of students with disabilities. Below is CSU's workplan for
implementing evaluation from three areas: student evaluation,
staff evaluation and outcome evaluation (data on enrollment,
retention, transition, and graduation rates of disabled
students).

1. Development of Student and Staff Evaluation Forms

CSU began its work on developing a process and method for
‘evaluating student/staff satisfaction in Disabled Student
Services programs in March 1983. Campuses were surveyed on
methods utilized to meet current program evaluation needs. In
addition, copies of survey instruments used to track
student/staff satisfaction of this program were requested.

The CPEC AB 746 Task Force Committee is currently developing
surveys to be used by the California Community Colleges,
University of California and the California State University.
Those surveys are in the draft stages and will be shared with
the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

2. Enrollment Data Report
Representatives from the University of California, California

State University, and California Community College system have
discussed the definitions of retention, transition, and
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graduation to ensure comparable information will be submitted
biennially. In addition, CSU staff from Analytical Studies have
been instrumental in defining data outcomes to ensure CSU
compliance with the intent of AB 746.

3. Timelines

The timelines endorsed by the AB 746 Task Force committee for
each postsecondary system are as follows:

Pate
January 1990

March 1990
June 1990
August 1990

September 1990
June 1991

September 1991

January 1992

June 1992

August 1992

January 1993

item

Submit draft of program evaluation
instruments to campuses for review and
comments.

Finalize evaluation instruments.
Finalize method of evaluation.

Send program evaluation instruments to the
campuses.

Begin to survey staff satisfaction.

Compile results of staff satisfaction
survey.

Begin to survey student satisfaction.

Submit report on enrollment information to
CPEC.

Compile results of students satisfaction
survey.

Compile systemwide report on both student
satisfaction and staff evaluations.

Each system to submit comprehensive report
on compilation of systemwide data on
student and staff satisfaction data.
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B. Physical Accessibility Evaluation

The CSU initiated a campus-by-campus evaluation of its
architectural barrier removal needs in spring 1989. A request
was sent to all campuses seeking a comprehensive list of
accessibility projects. The Directors of Disabled Students
Services were also surveyed to develop consistent criteria for
establishing the most critical access projects for funding. As
a result of these two surveys, a list of access projects
systemwide was compiled and priorities for funding these
projects were established.

In addition to surveying the campuses, the CSU developed
standards and timelines for evaluating and ensuring physical
accessibility. They are as follows:

o Established Title 24 of the California Administrative
Code, the State Building Code, as the standard used by
the campuses when surveying architectural barrier
removal needs.

° Set aside 20-25% of Minor Capital Outlay funds for
access projects in 1990/91. This program is intended to
continue for at least three years.

° Initiated an annual review of the 1989 Barrier Removal
Project 1list for updating and reassessment of campus
needs.

o Established a systemwide ad hoc committee to review all
procedures and criteria_pertaining to barrier removal.

° Funded training for Facilities Planning and Disabled
Student Services personnel on Title 24 Access Compliance.

[ Established procedures for assuring physical access in
new construction and renovation projects.

Plans are in jlace to continually review policies and
requlations to ensure that the campuses maintain a high standard
of providing physical accessibility to students with
disabilities.

1925



C. Method of Evaluation

Data will be collected from each campus regarding such topics as
student satisfaction, student progress, and progress toward
removing architectural barriers. In addition, trends 1in
enrollment and retention rates obtained from institutional data
sources will be analyzed Ly the Division of Analytic Studies.

Once collected, summarized, and analyzed, this information will
be submitted to the Governor, appropriate state agencies and
committees, in accordance with AB 746.

D. Program Action Plans

Results of the surveys and analysis of enrollment trends will be
distributed and discussed by tha CPEC AB 746 Task Force
Committee, the CSU Disabled Student Systemwide Advisory
Committee, and directors of the Disabled Student Services
program. When appropriate, the results of the survey will also
be dissaminated to campus officials to better serve students
with disabilities.

In summary, the CSU has responded to AB 746 requirements by
submitting budget requests with appropriate formula changes to
justify its funding; improving its services to students with
disabilities through a revision of existing policies; actively
participating in the AB 746 Task Force sponsored by CPEC to
maintain intersegmental cooperation; and developing a
comprehensive evaluation work plan with timelines to provide
data that will assist in determining program effectiveness.
These efforts reflect CSU's continued commitment to students
with disabilities.
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
Office of the Chaacellor
400 Golden Shore
Long Beach, California 90802-4275
(213) 590- 5992

Code: AAES 89~ C7
BP 89- 08

Date: January 9, 1989

To:  Presidents W@e/f/w

From: Lee R. Kerschn D. Dale Hanner
Vvice Chancellor vice Chancellor
Academic Aff Business Affairs
Subject:
Po J//, ‘Se i Disabil
Attached is a copy of The California State University Policy
D Sery Stu Dis .

The policy has undergone extensive review by the systemwide
Advisory Committee on Services to Students with Disabilities,
campus directors of the disabled student services program, and
appropriate staff within the Chancellor's Office to ensure full
compliance with AB 746 (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987), Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and the Report of The
Trustees’' Audit Staff entitled "#88-08 Handicapped Access
Systemwide, July 26, 1988."

'This policy, which supercedes SA 80-17(P)/BA 80-14, includes
several important changes:

1. Students with learning disabilities shall be provided
diagnostic assessment, including both individual and group
assessment, necessary to determine the functional or
educational levels or to certify specific disabilities.

2. Disability-related counseling and advising may be
offered.

3. Students with disabilities may receive specialized
tutoring services related to their disability that are not
available to all students through learning assistance
programs.

(more)

Dlistribution:

ATTN: VICE PRESIDENTS/DEANS OF STUDENT AFFAIRS
DIRECTORS, DISABLED STUDENT SERVICES
Vice Presidents, Academic Affairs
Vice Presidents, Administration
Business Managers
Deans/Directors, Admissions and Records
Registrars
Chancellor's Qffice Staff

134




AAES 89~ 07

BP 89~ 08

Page Two
Januacry 9, 1989

4. Request for State funding shall be based on relatively
f£ixed costs for administrative and operational costs,
variable costs for direct support services and one-time
costs for equipment and specialized supplies.

5. Savaral reports and evaluations are uow required by
State law.

The CSU is committed to serve the needs of students with
disabilities. Staff will continue to actively participate in
statewide committees and communicate with other state agencies
to ensure the needs of students with disabilities are being met.

In recognition of the serious need for adequate support for
disabled students, especially those with learning disabilities,
campuses have been using miscellaneous resources to provide a
modicum level of the three newly identified essential.
services. For the time being, it is expected that campuses
will continue to provide services within existing resources.
However, since 1987 the CSU has received a minimal amount of
funding from the State to provide diagnostic assessment and
intensified levels of recognized services to students with
learning disabilities. Additional funds are necessary to serve
the growing number of students with learning disabilities. For
that reason, the 1989 Trustees' budget includes a request for
an additional $967,000 to more adequately fund services for

_ students with learning disabilities and comply with AB 746.

This policy will be reviewed on a reqular'basis by the
systemwide advisory committee. Questions relating to this
policy should be addressed to Ms. Judy Klein Osman, Acting
Systemwide Coordinator (213) 590-5992 or ATSS 635-5992.
LRK/DDH/JKO: bn

Attachment
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POLICY FOR THE PROVISION OF
SERVICES FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

January, 1989
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POLICY FOR THE PROVISION OF SERVICES TO STUDENTS WITH
DISABILITIES

I. BACKGROUND

This peclicy is in response to State and Federal resolutions and
legislation regarding the provision of services to students
with disabilities in postsecondary education. These include
Assembly Bill 746 (1987), ACR 3 (1985), ACR 201 (1976), and
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

II. PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The California State University is committed to provide
opportunities for higher education to students with
‘disabilities, to increase the representation of persons with
disabilities in its student enrollment, and to make its
programs, activities and facilities fully accessible to persons

with disabilities.

The specific objectives to achieve these goals fall into the
areas of mainstreaming, awareness and access, support services,

and resources.

A. Mainstreaming

1. To provide opportunities for students with disabilities
to satisfy their academic, cultural, and social interestc
and to prepare them for further education or employment;

2. To ensure that campus and systemwide policies address
the needs of students with disabilities; and

3. To assist students with disabilities to maximize their
independence and become integrated into the campus
community.

B. Awareness and Access

l. To ensure that all students have full access to campus
facilities and programs;

2. To increase the awareness and responsiveness of the
campus community to students with disakilities;

3. To encourage the review and adartation of educational
policies and curricula to ensure full access for students
with disabilities; and



4. To increasas uff-campus outreach efforts (e.g. to
community collayar) to encourage qualified persons with
disabilities to pursue postsecondary education.

C. Support Services

1. To provide adequate support services for students with
disabilities to participate in the full range of campus
programs and activities; and

2. To involve students in assessing current needs and to
recommend new and expand services as needed.

D. Resources

1. To initiate and direct efforts to increase the
effective utilization of available campus resources to
benefit students with disabilities; and

2. To provide liaison with external agencies serving the
needs of students with disabilities.

III. PROGRAM COORDINATION

A. Systemwide Coordination

The Chancellor's Office shall be responsible for the systemwide
planning, implementation, and coordination of all programs and

services for students with di;ahilities within the California

State University.
B. Campus Coordination

One person on each campus shall have the primary responsibility
for planning, implementing and coordinating all campus programs
and services for students with disabilities.

IV. DEFINITIONS

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 provides the
following definition of handicapped: '

...any person who (i) has a physical or
mental impairment which substantially
limits one or more major life activities,
(ii) has a record of such impairments, or
(iii) is regarded as having such impairment.

N r
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A *qualified handicapped person” with respect to postsecondary
education services is defined in the same regulations as:

...a handicapped person who meets the
academic and technical standards requisite
to admission or participation in the
recipient's education program or activity.

Discrimination is prohibited by the following paragraph
included in Section 504:

No qualified handicapped person shall,

on the basis of handicap, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits

of, or otherwise be subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity...

The California State University has established the following
categories for reporting purposes:

1. Visual Limitation: blindness or partial sight to the
degree that it impedes the educational process and
necessitates procurement of supportive services or
programs.

2. Communication Disability: limitation in the processes of
speech and/or hearing which impedes the educational process
and necessitates the procurement of supportive services or
programs. Students in this category shall not require
interpreting services.

3. Deaf: 1limitation in the process of hearing which impedes
the educational process and necessitates the procurement of
supportive services or programs. Students in this category
shall require oral or sign language interpreters.

4. Mobility Limitation: 1limitation in locomotion or motor
functions which indicates a need for supportive services or
programs. Included in this category would be persons who
have asthma, cardiovascular problems, or who do not have
motor functions necessary to lift or carry items normally
used in an academic setting (i.e., books and supplies).

5. Learning Disability: a generic term that refers to the
heterogeneous group of disorders manifested by sSignificant
difficulties in the acquisition and use of listening,
speaking, reading, writing, reasoning or mathematical
abilities. These disorders occur in persons of average to
very superior intelligence and are presumed to be due to
central nervous system dysfunction. Even though a learning
disability may exist concomitantly with other handicapping
conditions (e.g., sensory impairment) or environmental
influences (e.g., cultural/language differences) it is not
the direct result of those conditions or influences.
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6. Other Functional Limitations: any other dysfunction of a
body part or process which necessitates the use of
supportive services or programs, and which does not fall
within the categories listed above.

For reporting purposes, an individual should be counted in
one category only -- that of tae primary dysfunction.
Temporary disabilities do not constitute a separate
category, but shall be placed in one of the above
categories, based on the nature of the disability.

V. VERIFICATION OF DISABILITY

State funds allocated to the campuses for support services and
programs shall be based on the number of professionally
verified disabled students who request approved services and
are regularly enrolled. A professionally verified disability
means a condition certified by a licensed physician,
psychologist, audiologist, speech pathologist, registered
nurse, social worker, rehabilitation counselor, physical
therapist, corrective therapist, learning disability
specialist, or other appropriate professional. Where the
nature and extent of the disability is obvious (e.g. amputee,
blind, quadriplegic) the Director of the Disabled Student
Services or designee may verify the disability. In those cases

.where the Director is unable to verify the disability, the

student shall either provide the verification documentation to
the Nirector, or sign a release authorizing the campus to
obtain necessary documentation from one of the above
professional persons or agencies. A student with a learning
disability must provide testing/evaluation results that are
dated no more than three years prior to the date of request for
learning disability services.

Any CSU student who has transferred and received services from
a California community college or University of California
campus as 3 disabled student will be eligible for disabled
student services provided by the CSU.

Fach campus shall maintain confidential records identifying its
students with professionally verified disabilities. These
records shall indicate the student's name, address, social
security number, nature of disability, supportive services

needed, and:

1. verifying statement by the Disabled Student Services
Director, or

2. documentation supplied by the student, or

3. documentation obtained through u release form sSigned by the
student, or
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4. documentation signed by a California community college or
University of California Director of Disabled Student
Services or his or her desig-ee.

VI. FUNDING

State funds allocated to the campuses shall be based on
formulas approved by the Department of FPinance. State funding
shall be used to meet goals and ohjectives and provide services
as specified by AB 746 (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987)
including relatively fixed costs associated with the basic
ongoing administrative and operational costs of campus
programs, continuing variable costs for direct support
services, and one-time variable costs such as equipment and
specialized supplies.

State funds shall be utilized to support activity which is
consistent with the stated goals and services indicated in this
policy. Funds shall not be used to duplicate services

available to all CSU students.
A. FPIXED COSTS FOR ADMINISTRATION/OPERATION

It shali be the responsibility of each campus to provide for
the following administrative and operational functions:

1. Access to, and arrangements for, adaptive educational
equipment, materials, and supplies required by disabled
students.

2. Liaisons with campus and community agencies, including
referral and follow up services to these agencies on behalf
"of disabled students.

3. On-campus and off-campus registration assistance, including
priority enrolliment, assistance with applications for
financial aid, and related college services.

4. Special parking, including on-campus parking registration,
temporary parking permit arrangements, and application
assistance for students who do not have state handicapped
placards or license plates.

5. Supplemental specialized orientation to acquaint students
with the campus environment.

6. Activities to coordinate and administer specialized
services including consultation with faculty for students
with special academic needs associated with their

disabilities.

7. Activities to assess the planning. implementation, and
effectiveness of these services and programs.

8. Liaison with campus outreach personnel to increase the
representation of students with disabilities.

139 17



9. Activities to increase general campus awareness of students
with disabilities.

B. VARIABLE COSTS FOR DIRECT SUPPORT SERVICES

The following support services for students with disabilities
shall be provided by each campus. Availability of these
services may vary depending upon the needs of students and
available funding. The use of such services by any student
with a disability shall be voluntary.

1. Diagnostic sssessment, including both individual and group
assaessment not otherwise provided by the institution to
determine functional, educational, or employment levels or
to verify specific disabilities.

2. On-campus mobility assiétance to and from college courses
and related educational activities;

3. Disability-related counseling and advising, including
specialized academic, vocational, personal and peer
counseling, that is developed specifically for students
with disabilities and not duplicated by regular counseling
and advising services available to all students.

4. Interpreter services including manual and oral interpreting
for hearing impaired students.

5. Reader services to coordinate and provide access to

information required for equitable academic participation
if this access is not available in other suitahle modes.

6. Test taking facilitation, including adapting tests for and
proctoring test taking by, students with disabilities.

7. Transcription services such as providing Braille and large
print materials not available through other sources.

8. Specialized tutoring services not otherwise provided by the
institution.

9. Notetaker services for writing, notetaking, and manual
manipulation for classroom and related academic activities.

C. ONE-TIME COSTS
One-time variable costs shall include expenditures for the

purchase of supplies or the repair of equipment, such as
adapted educational materials, equipment or vehicles.
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Attendants, individually prescribed devices, readers for
personal use, or other devices or sarvices shall not be
provided. Additional services may be offered based on the
nature and resources of each campus and the need of its
population of students with disabilities.

VII. RECRUITMENT, SELECTION AND SCHEDULING OF SUCH SUPPORT
SERVICES STAFF AS INTERPRETERS, READERS AND SIMILAR

PERSONNEL

The Director of Services to Students with Disabilities or his
or her designee shall be responsible for the recruitment and
selection of persons to serve as interpreters, readers,
notetakers and similar support service personnel. Students
with disabilities needing assistance of such persons shall have
an opportunity to be involved in the selection process to
datermine their appropriateness and ensure that the level of
skills of the person under consideration is adequate.

VIII. PROVISION OF SERVICES

Student requests for services should be made to the Office of
Disabled Student Services as early as possible in order to
facilitate scheduling or acquisition of —ersonnel, equipment
and/or materials. Disabled Student Services Directors shall
establish campus guidelines to implement the provision of
services. Students with disabilities denied a requested
service may appeal the decision to the campus Vice President or
Dean of Student Affairs, utilize the campus student grievance
procedure, or utilize the Federal 504 grievance procedure.

IX. ADVISORY COMMITTEES

A. Systemwide

A systemwide Advisory Committee on Services to Students with
Disabilities shall be established by the Chancellor's Office.

Purpose: The Systemwide Advisory Committee on Services to
Students with Disabilities shall review, evaluate, and
recommend systemwide educational and administrative policies
that affect students with disabilities and advise the
Chancellor on needs and concerns of students with disabilities.

The Systemwide Advisory Committee shall meet a minimum of once

per year and shall maintain and disseminate minutes of these
meetings.

141

2/



Memhership and Terms of Office

a. Chair, to be appointed by the Chancellor (1) two year
term;

b. Vice President/Dean of Student Affairs (1) two year term;

c. Directors, Disabled Student Services (3) two year

overlapping terms;

d. Students with Disabilities (3) one year term;

e. Academic Senate Representatives (3) two year terms;

£. Chancellor's Office Coordinator, Services to Students
with Disabilities (1) indefinite term;

g. Representative, Division of Budget Planning and
Administration, Chancellor's Office (1) indefinite term;

h. Representative, Division of Physical Planning and
Development, Chancellor's Office (1) indefinite term;

i. Dean, Academic Affairs/Educational Support, or Designee,
Chancellor's Office (1) indefinite term.

Membership should include representation from a variety of
campuses and disability groups.

B. Campus

Each campus shall establish an Advisory Committee on Services
to Students with Disabilities.

Purpose: The Campus Adviscry Committee shall assist in the
evaluation of current campus policies and procedures relating
to students with disabilities, develop plans relating to
programs and services for students with disabilities, recommend

priorities, and develop timelines.

Membership: Members of the Campus Advisory Committees shall
include students, staff, faculty, and administrators. Members
of the committee shall be appointed by the campus president or
designee. Additional members may be appointed from the
off-campus community. Membership shall include representation
from a variety of disability groups and academic disciplines.

X. REPORTS AND EVALUATIONS
A. Enrollmert Data and Use of Services

Each campus shall submit data annually on verified disabled
enrollment, which shall include the student's name, social
security number, disability category, and services provided.
This data will be submitted by the campus Disabled Student
Services Director to the Chancellor's Office and be used for
developing budget requests and preparing systemwide reports.
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B. Systemwide Program Evaluation
Pursuant to AB 746, the Chancellor's Office shall:

1. Develop and implement, in consultation with students
and staff, a system for evaluating state-funded programs
and services for students with disabilities on each campus
at least every five years beginning in 1990. At a minimum,
the evaluation shall provide for the gathering of outcome
data, sta’f and student perceptions of program
effact.vuness, and data on the implementation of tu.
program and physical accessibility requirements of Saction
794 of Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

2. Commencing in January 1990, and every two years
thereafter, submit a report to the Governor, the education
policy committees of the Legislature, and the California
Postsecondary Education Commission on the evaluations
developed pursuant to Section X.B.l. This biennial report
shall also include a review on a campus-by-campus basis of
the enrollment, retention, transition, and graduation rates

of disabled students.
C. Architectural Barrier Removal Review

Reviews of campus architectural barriers shall be conducted
every five years beginning in 1990 by Physical Planning and
Development to improve access for students with disabilities.

D. Campus Program Review

Annual written evaluation of services to students with
disabilities shall bes conducted by each campus. Such
evaluations shall include student input and summaries will be
forwarded for inclusion in the systemwide review.

E. Policy Review

‘The Policy for the Provision of Services to Students with
Disabilities shall be reviewed by the Systemwide Advisory
Committee every five years beginning in 1990. A xeport
including recommendations shall be prepared for the Chancellor
of the California State University. '

(1462h)
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‘ Report of the University
Appendlx D of California




University of California
Office of the President
February 1990

Report to the Legislature on Assembly Bill 746:
SBervices to Students with Disabilities

Introduction
Assembly Bill 746 (chaptered 1987, Hayden) states, in part, that:

(a)

(b)

The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges
and the Trustees of the California State University shall,
for their respective systems, and The Regents of the
University of California may do the following:

(1) Work with the california Postsecondary Education
Commission and the Department of Finance to develop
formulas or procedures for allocating funds authorized
under this chapter.

(2) Adopt rules and regulations necessary to the operation
of programs funded pursuant to this chapter.

(3) Maintain the present intersegmental efforts to work
with the California Postsecondary Education Commission
and other interested parties, to coordinate the
planning and development of programs for students with
disabilities, including, but not limited to the
establishment of common definitions for students with
disabilities and uniform formats for reports required
under this chapter.

(4) Develop and implement, in consultation with students
and staff, a system for evaluating state-funded
programs and services for disabled students on each
campus at least every five years. At a minimum, these
systems shall provide for the gathering of outcome
data, staff and student perceptions of program
effectiveness, and data on the implementation of the
program and physical accessibility requirements of
Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitation
Act of 1973.

Commencing in January 1990, and every two years thereafter,
the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges
and the Trustees of the California State University shall,
for their respective systems, and The Regents of the
University of california may, submit a report to the
Governor, the education policy committees of the
Legislature, and the California Postsecondary Education
Commission on the evaluations developed pursuant to
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subdivision (a). These biennial reports shall also include
a review on a campus-by~campus basis of the enrollment,
retention, transition, and graduation rates nf disabled
students.

In response to these requests, the University of California has
prepared this initial report describing the progress the
University has made to date in implementing the activities set
forth in Assembly Bill 746.

In the Fall of 1988, the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC) converied an AB 746 Intersegmental Planning
Committee for Services to Students with Disabilities composed of
campus and systemwide staff from each segment to plan the
implementation of the new State policy on disabled student
services and proyrams in California postsecondary education. The
University's representatives are the Director of the San Diego
Disabled Student Services program and the Universitywide
Coordinator for Disabled Student Services. Specifically, the
Intersegmental Planning Committee was asked to devise a strategy
for evaluating the effectiveness of services for students with
disabilities and to develop uniform formats for the reports
required under AB 746.

Subsequently, the AB 746 Intersegmental Planning Committee for
Services to Students with Disabilities met or. uune 6, 1989 with
Mr. Curtis Richards, consultant to Assemblymember Hay<en, to
review the content of the reports and reporting deadl.nes as
required by statute. Z full description of the agrezments
reached at that meeting is enclosed (Attachment 1). In summary,
the agreements call upon the three segments of public
postsecondary education to provide the following:

1) The first biennial report, due to the Governor, the
Legislature, and CPEC by January 31, 1990 will contain:

(a) an update on the development of formulas and procedures
for allocating funds for disabled student services:;

(b) a summary of the adoption of rules and regulations
needed to operate campus disabled student services programs:

(c) a statement on the maintenance of intersegmental efforts
to coordinate the planning and development of programs for
students with disabilities; and

(d) a workplan and outline of the comprehensive evaluations
of State-funded programs.




2) Commencing in January 1992, the biennial reports will
include a review on a campus-by-campus basis of the
enrollment, retention, transition, and graduation rates of
students with disabilities.

Procedures for the oca =) S

AB 746 delineates a common foundation for public postsecondary
education institutions to seek funding from the State for
services to students with disabilities. As chaptered, the
statute requires that funding requests be based on the actual
costs of providing services using three cost categories: (1)
fixed costs associated with the ongoing administration and
operation of the programs; (2) continuing variable costs that
fluctuate with chang2s in the number of students served or the
number of units in which students are enrolled; and (3) one-time
variable costs associated with the purchase or replacement of
equipment. The University incorporated into its budget request
methodology recommendations, made at an AB 746 Intersegmental
Planning Committee meeting on October 17, 1988, that budget
requests be based on actual costs for services. The University's
1990-91 funding request was based on 1987-88 actual costs for the
three cost categories and was submitted through the normal
University budget process. It is anticipated that all future
University budget requests for these services will follow this
methodology.

Adoption o gulations Necessary to the Operation of State-
funded Programs

:In 1979, the University established guidelines to implement the
"Report of the Statewide Task Force on Services to Students with
Disabilities" (Attachment 2). These guidelines provide
eligibility criteria, define disabilities and the types of
services to be provided, establish campus and Universitywide
advisory committees, specify evaluation requirements, and outline
various administrative and accountability procedures. The
University began a comprehensive review of the guidelines in 1987
to determine whether changes in campus procedures were needed and
to incorporate the University's "Guidelines for Assessment and
Accommodation of Students with Learning Disabilities." The
funding methodology, scope of services, and evaluation provisions
of AB 746 also are being incorporated. The revised quidelines
will be submitted to the campuses and the President's Advisory
Committee on Services to Students with Disabilities for comment
before the end of the 1990 calendar year.



Intersegqmental Planning and Deve] .pment of Programs for Students

As noted earlier, the University has been an active participant
in the AB 746 Intersegmental Planning Committee since its
inception. To date, the Intersegmental Planning Committee's
efforts to implement AB 746 have focused on:

1) the development of segmental formulas or procedures for the
allocation of State funds authorized for services to
students with disabilities to the segments;

2) intersegmental coordination of programs for students with
disabilities, specifically the development of common
definitions of types of disabilities and services and the
establishment of comparable formats for reports;

3) the development of procedures and instruments for evaluating
State-funded programs and services for disabled students on
each campus; and

4) the identification of methods for evaluating architectural
barrier removal needs, including co-sponsorship of two
training workshops on the physical accessibility
requirements of Title 24 conducted by the State Architect's
Office for postsecondary education personnel.

Workplan and outline of the Unjversity's Comprehensive Evaluation

of state-funded Programs and Services

AB 746 requires each segment to develop a system for evaluating
at least every five years the State-funded programs and services
.for students with disabilities on each campus. The legislation
specifies that a minimum of three components be included: (1)
staff and student perceptions of program effectiveness; (2)
outcome data such as enrollment, retention, transition, and
graduation rates; and (3) data on the program and physical
accessibility of campuses. The progress the University has made
to implement these evaluation components is described below.

1) staff an tudent perce s of pr e tiveness. In
consultation with campus officials, the University is
developing a universitywide plan for assessing the
perceptions of staff and students regarding the
effectiveness of services and programs for students with
disabilities. The evaluation plan includes development of:
(a) uniform questionnaires that assess program
effectiveness; (b) timelines for administering the
questionnaires; and (c) procedures for compiling and
reporting the data.



During the 1988-1989 academic year, a uniform questionnaire
assessing students' perceptions of program effectiveness was
developed and pilot-tested. The qQuestionnaire assesses
students' perceptions of the adequacy, effectiveness, and
availability of the services provided. Campuses may choose
to add questions or sections to the questionnaire that
reflect unique campus needs or program issues.

Following pilot-testing, the questionnaire was revised and
submitted to the Intersegmental Planning Committee for
consideration as an intersegmental instrument for assessing
student perceptions of program effectiveness. Based on the
Planning Committee's recommendations, the instrument was
revised again, and a copy of the revised instrument is
enclosed (Attachment 3).

To capture staff and faculty perceptions of the
effectiveness of disabled student services and programs,
community college representatives to the CPEC Intersegmental
Planning Committee drafted a separate intersegmental
instrument that addresses the specific concerns of staff and
faculty. The instrument was reviewed and is being revised
by the Intersegmental Planning Committee. The University
plans to pilot-test the instrument on at least two campuses
during the 1990 Spring term.

Both instruments will be reviewed in the spring, 1990 by the
President's Advisory Committee on Services to Students with
Disabilities, which is composed of students, faculty, and
staff, in the Spring 1990. Following any necessary
revisions, the University plans to assess annually staff and
student perceptions »f program effectiveness ~n all campuses
beginning in 1990-91.

Outcome data. The campuses annually report the number of
enrolled students, by disability, who receive State-funded
services during each academic year (Attachment 4). The
University currently is developing an implementation plan to
report additional outcome data such as the retention,
transition, and graduation rates of disabled students.

The University is exploring whether existing data bases such
as the Universitywide Student Longitudinal System or other
data sources may be used to obtain outcome data. For
example, a preliminary study conducted by the University in
1989 determined that self-reported data from the admissions
application information system was not sufficiently accurate
to be used in creating a disabled students data base.
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The University will continue to develop its implementation
plan for reporting outcome data and to identify the most
suitable data source and the financial and technical
requirements associated with it.

puses.
ty on

at2 . n and physical access Y _© AR
The University plans to evaluate physical accessibili
each campus. To comply with Federal law, each campus
prepared a transition plan in 1979 that identified the
physical obstacles limiting accessibility, described how the
facilities would be made accessible, and specified the
timetable for achieving program accessibility. The final
steps for making the capital improvements listed in the 1979
campus transition plans are expected to be initiated in
1990-91, and it is anticipated that budget requests to meet
future campus accessibility needs will be made through the
normal University capital improvements budget process.

Though campus transition plans are nearing completion, the
physical environment of the campuses and the legal
requirements for achieving physical accessibility as
prescribed in architectural codecs have changed since the
plans were developed initially. Moreover, some access
projects remain to be funded. Campus and Office of the
President staff met in June 1989 to discuss the factors that
affect the physical access needs on each campus and to
outline how the physical accessibility on each campus should
be evaluated. Campuses will be asked to describe campus
procedures for: (1) making corrections to facilities and
surrounding sites when problems are identified; and (2)
ensuring that renovations to evisting facilities and new
construction comply with current code requirements. The
results of the study will be reported to the Governor, the
Legislature, and CPEC by January 1993.



ATTACHMENT 1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA GEQRGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

1020 TWELFTH STREET, THIRO FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814.2985

(916) 445.7933

June 16, 1989

Mr. Curtis Richards, .
Consultant to Assemblymember Tom Hayden
State Capitol, Room 3091

Sacramento, California

Dear Curtis:

At the June 6th meeting of the AB 746 Advisory Committee on services for disabled
students, several agreements were reached regarding timelines for and contents of
these reports. As you know, this legislation (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987) required
the University of California, California State University and California Community
Colleges to perform specific tasks related to disabled students services by times certain.
You attended this meeting, and know of most of these agreements, so this summary is
just a formal transmittal of these agreements. Below, we present the agreements
which pertain to Education Code Section 67312., as amended by AB 746:

1. The first biennial report, due to the Postsecondary Education Commission
and others for review and comment in January, 1990 from the three
segments of public postsecondary education will contain the following
sections:

a) An updaté of their work with the Postsecondary Cornmission and Department of
Finance on the development of formulas and procedures for allocating funds for
disabled students services [ sect. 67312. (a) (1) and (b)];

b) A summary of the adoption of rules and regulations necessary to operate the
progrecximﬁ Iior disabled students funded pursuant to this chapter [ sect. 67312. (a)
(2) and (b)];

c¢) A briefstatement on the maintenance of intersegmental efforts to coordinate the
planning and development of programs for students with disabilities [ sect.
67312.(a)(3) and (b)]; and

d) A workplan and outline of the 5-year comprehensive evaluations of state-funded
programs and service for disabled students [ sect. 67312. (a) (4) .

o

. The biennial reports are to include a review on a campus-by-campus basis of
the enrollment, retention, transition, and graduation rates. Due to the
complexity of developing appropriate and compatible information
assimilation and assessment mechanisms, this report component will be first
contained in the biennial report due in January, 1992 [ sect.67312. (b) ].

3. Theinitial evaluation reports (due to the Postsecondary Commission and
' =
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Curus Richards, June, 1989 ATTACHMENT 1
2.B 746 Agreements

Page Two

other. for review and commentevery five years) will be submitted in
January, 1993 and will contain the following information:

a) Areporton the development and implementation of a system for evaluating
state-funded programs and services for disabled students on each campus. These
evaluations (developed in consultation with students and stafl) will provide data
on outcomes measures (still to be developed), staff and student perceptions of
program effectiveness, and data on the implementation of the program and
physical accessibility requirements of Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 ( sect. 67312. (a) (4) ].

Atour June 6 meeting, the AB 746 committee also reached the following agreements:

1.

ro

A subcommittee of the full AB 746 committee will meet here at the Commission on
July 17th to develop intersegmentally consistent guidelines and definitions to be

used in their evaluations of architectural barriers and accessability.

Another subcommittee of the: AB 746 committee will also meet here on July 17th to
develop comparable staff and student surveys, as called for in this legislation.

The three segments will use intersegmentally consistent definitions of "enrollment”
in their reports. Data in the category “retention” is currently not availablein the
University and ic still being developed in the community colleges. Information on
“graduation” is also a problem for the University and community colleges at
present, but the community colleges may be able to provide more outcomes
information than this. Both segments will keep the committee apprised of their
work in these two areas. The fi..al category "transfer” has a specific meaningin
each segment and more work will have to be done to determine if their respective
information collection systems can produce reconcilable transfer information.

The segments will keep the committee apprised of their efforts to seek additional
state furnding for disabled students services thiough the State budget process and

- ensure the use of the funding formulas developed for this purpose.

All of the parties involved in this process have worked very diligently to implement the
~equirements of this legislation, and I expect our efforts to pay off in terms of
eventually improving the quality of public higher education for disabled students.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
. 7 .
/‘é =2 %/"’Zk_

Kevin G. Woolfork,
Chair, AB 746 Advisory Committee

cc: Members, AB 746 Advisory Committee

Kenneth B. O'Brien, Executive Director, CPEC

P—c
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ATTACHMENT 2

Office of the Academic Vice President
Student Affairs and Services
September 28, 1979

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA GUIDELINES
IMPLEMENTING THE REPORT OF THE STATEWIDE TASK FORCE
ON SERVICES TO STUNPENTS WITH DISABILITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, both the Federal government and the State
Legislature have adopted measures which recognize the needs
of students with disabilities.

The first, Assembly Concurrent Resolution 201, was adopted

by the State Legislature in September 1976. It directed the
three public segments of California postsecondary education
to "prepare a plan that will provide for addressing and over-
coming, by 1980, the underrepresentation of handicapped stu-
dents in the makeup of the student bodies of institutions

of public higher education." The University's plan and those
of the other two segments were submitted to the Legislature
and the Governor in June 1978. (The University's plan is
available from the Systemwide Student Affairs and Services
Office.)

The second, the Federal regulations implementing Sect.on 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, was enacted in June 1977.
These regulations provide that "no qualified handicapped
person shall, on the basis of handicap, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or otherwise

be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
which receives or benefits from Federal financial assistance."”
The University's interim guidelines implementing Section 504
were issued in July 1977 and revised in January of the follow-
ing year. (See the University o, California Policies Applying
to Campus Activities, Organizations, and Students, Part B,
Section 20.00.)

To date, no funds have been provided by the Federal government
or the State Legislature to implement Section 504 or ACR 201l.
However, in June 1979, language was added to the 1979-80
Budget Act to provide funding for specified services for
students with verified disabilities, and the California Post-
secondary Education Commission was instructed to convene a
Task Force to develop a common set ¢f policy guidelines for
the provision of such services.




II.

These guidelines implement the Task Force report, which was
submitted to the Legislative Budget Committees and the Depart-
ment of Finance in August 1979. (See Appendix A.)

(Parenthetical notations following headings and gsubheadings
in these guidelines refer to related paragraphs in the Task
Force report.)

DEFINITIONS

A. Student (Appendix A, Page 3)

The term "student" means one who has been admitted to,

and is currently enrolled at, a campus of the University

of California or, during the recess period between quar-
ters or the summer period, one who has completed the
immediately preceding term and is eligible for reenrollment.

A 'qualifiéd handicapped student" is one who meets the
academic and technical standards requisite to admission

or participation in the education programs of the Univer-
sity. The term "technical standards" refers to nonacademic
admissions criteria that are essential to participation

in such programs or activities,

B. Student with a Disability (Appendix A, Page 3)

For general statistical purposes, "student with a disabil-
ity" means any student who has a physical or mental impair-
ment which substantially limits one or more major life
activities; one who has a record of such an impairment;

or one who is regarded as having such an impairment.

Cc. Disability (Appendix A, Pages 3 and 4)

For State funding purposes, the following categories and
subcategories of disabilities shall be used:

1. "Physical Disability"--Disability attributable to
vision, mohility, orthopedic, or other functional
impairment, to the extent that the impairment neces-
sitates procurement of supportive services or programs
to provide access to the educational process.

2. "Communication Disability"--Disability attribatable
to speech or hearing impairment, to the extent that
the impairment necessitates procurement of supportive
services or programs to provide access to the educa-
tional process.

k.
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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 conven-
tional instruction, adequate intelligence, and socio-
cultural 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.

Professionally Verified Disability (Appendix A, Page 4)

A "professionally verified" physical, communication, or
learning disability means:

1. A condition certified by a licensed physician, psychol-
ogist, audiologist, speech pathologist, rehabilitation
counselor, physical therapist, corrective therapist,
or learning disability specialist; or

2. Where the nature and extent of the disability is obvious
(e.g., amputee, blind, quadraplegic), a condition
verified by the Campus Coordinator of the disabled
students services program.

In those cases where the Campus 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, state-
ment, or certification shall be made available to the
campus upon request to the appropriate professional or
agency.

Core Supportive Services (Appendix A, Pages 4 and 5)

The following services are considered "core supportive
services":

1. Interpreter services, which allow students to complete
the academic program;

2. Reader services, which allow students to complete the
academic program;

3. Notetaker services, which allow students to complete
the academic program;

4. Mobility assistance;

5. Registration assistance;



6. Priority enrollment;

7. Special parking;

8. Facilitation of access to all programs;
9. Access to special adaptive equipment;

10. Referral to appropriate on- or off-campus resources,
services, or agencies:

11. Arrangements for specialized educational materials;

12. Establishment and maintenance of a list of availakle
readers, interpreters, notetakers, mobility assistants,
and attendants:

13. Supplemental orientation as determined by individual
needs; and

1l4. Test-taking arrangements.

Basic Administrative Services

"Basic administrative services" are those services necessary
to provide the core supportive services required for this
program. Basic administrative costs include direct costs
only, such as that portion of the salary of a Campus
Coordinator which is necessary to implement the program

and costs for related supplies and expenses. Indirect
costs, such a‘ accounting services and space, should not

be included in program costs.

Special Equipment

The term "special equipment" means new equipment to meet
program needs, which is unrelated to a construction project,
and replacement of existing equipment, even if the rzplace-
ment is to be used in a new facility.

Examples of the types of special equipment that may be
purchased with State funds allocated for this prograa
include: tape recorders, teletypewriters for the deaf,
reading machines, manual and electric wheelchairs for
loan, battery chargers, braillers, taped texts, and
adaptive athletic equipment. Vans may be purchased as
"special equipment"” or may be leased through the Univer-
sity garage, so long as there is a demonstrable need that
the van is essential for access to campus prog.ams.



State funds allocated for this program may not be used for
new construction; alteration, extension, or betierment of
existing structures; or for the purchase of equipment
related to a construction project.

III. DESIGNATION OF RESPOMSIBLE EMPLOYEE OR OFFICE

A. Campus Coordinator (Appendix A, Page 7)

There is to be one person or office on campus responsible
for planning, developing, and coordinating all programs

and services for sturents with disabilities. The objectives
of the Campus Cocrdinator's office should be to encourage
independence and self-reliance on the part of the students,
while at the same time helping them to evaluate their

needs for support services.

B. Systemwide Coordinator (Appendir A, Page 6)

The Systemwide Student Affairs and Services Office is

responsitle for the systemwide planning, development,

and coordination of all University-funded programs and
services for students with disabilities.

IV. ADVISORY COMMITTEES

( A. Campus Advisory Committee (Appendix A, Page 7)

This committee should be advisory to and recognized by
the Chancellor. The committee should have substantial
representation of studrnts, faculty, and staff who are
representative of as wide a variety of disabilities as
possible.

The committee :.ay «J :0 include representatives of appro-
priate community or State agencies, consumer groups, and
any other appropriate organizations or individuals.

Functions of the Campus Advisory Committee should include
assisting in the evaluation of current campus policies

and procedures relating to students with disabilit.es,
developing plans relating to programs and services for
students with disabilities, setting priorities, developing
timelines, and assisting in the estimation of costs asso-
ciated with supportive services.

B. Systemwide Advisory Committee (Appendix A, Page 7)

This committee should be appointed by the President and
should be advisory to the Academic Vice President. The
committee will be comprised of ten members: three stu-
dents, nominated by the Student Body Presidents' Council




in consultation with the Campus Coordinators; three members
of the faculty; three administrators, one of whom shall be

‘a Campus Coordinator; and, as chairman, the Special Assistant
for Student Affairs and Services. Its members should be
representative of as wide a variety of disabilities as
possible.

Advice may also be sought on specific topics from represen-
tatives of appropriate community and State agencies,
consumer groups, and 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 revision of
systemwide policies for students with disabilities; and
advising the Systemwide Administration on the needs and
concerns of students with disabilities.

V. EVALUATIONS

A. Annual Campus Evaluations (Appendix A, Page 7)

Each campus is to conduct an annual evaluation of its
programs and services for students with disabilities,
according to guidelines adopted by the campus. The eval-

(_ uations shall include, at a minimum, data on the number
of students served, the nature of the services provided,
the quality of the services, and their cost. These eval-
uations shall be submitted to the Systemwide Student
Affairs and Services Office on aa annual basis, beginning
July 1, 1980.

3. Biennial Systemwide Evaluations (Appendix A, Pages 7 and 8)

Every other year, the Systemwide Student Affairs and
Services Office will prepare a narrative evaluation of
how well the University is meeting the needs of students
with disabilities, the problems encountered (whether
programmatic or budgetary), and the steps to be taken

to resolve the problems. These evaluations will be sent
to the California Postsecondary Education Commission on
a biennial basis, beginning August 1, 1980.

VI. VERIFICATION OF DISABILITY (Appendix A, Page 4)

State funding of core supportive and basic sdministrative
services for students with disabilities wh: are enrolled in
the University shall depend upon the number of students
with professionally verified disabilities who request such
services.
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The Campus Coordinator may verify the disability where the
nature and extent of the disability is obvious; otherwise,

the condition may be certified by a licensed physician,
psychologist, audiologist, speech pathologist, rehabilitation
counselor, physical therapist, corrective therapist, or learning
disability specialist. Students may be asked to provide
verification documentatic., or to sign a release guaranteeing
that the documentation, statement, or certification will be

made available to the campus upon request to the appropriate
professional or agency.

Campuses should develop record keeping procedures to ensure
that the provision of core services is consistent with these
guidelines. At a minimum, these procedures should provide
that individual files be kept for all students which include
verified disability information.

COSTS OF CORE SUPPORTIVE AND BASIC ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

A. General Guidelines (Appendix A, Pages 4, 5, and 6)

Core supportive and basic administrative services (see
Sections II.E. and II.F.) to be provided by 2ach campus
shall be funded by the State.

State funds for services to students with disabilities
shall be kept in a separate account and shall not be used
for any other purpose.

Wherever feasible, core supportive services should be
integrated into the regular campus studert services,

and in all cases, their use should be entirely voluntary.
Availability of these services to any particular student
may vary depending upon the nature of the individual's
verified disability.

Students needing the assistance of core services, including
readers and interpreters, should be involved in the selec-
tion process to determine the appropriateness of the
services and to ensure that the level of skills of any
personnel under consideration is adequate.

B. Funding (Appendix A, Page 6)

The appropriation in the 1979-80 Budget Act to provide
core supportive and basic administrative services to
students with verified disabilities was allocated on a
per capita basis, at $465 per student, using census
figures for Fall Quarter 1978. If the actual costs for
providing these services exceed that amcunt, a supple-
mental appropriation shall be allocated to the Systemwide
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Administration for distribution to the campuses, so that
no student with a disabili‘y will be denied appropriate
services during the remainder of the 1979-80 fiscal year
due to lack of funds.

After the 1979-80 budget year, refinements in the reporting
process may be made, as necessary, following consultation
and agreement between the Department of Finance and the
Systemwide Administration.

Cc. Additional Supportive Services (Appendix A, Page 5)

additional services beyond those core supportive services
funded by the State, may be offered and may be funded by
the State based upon campus resources and the nature and
needs of its disabled student population.

VIII. ADMINISTRATION/ACCOUNTABILITY (Appendix A, Pages 6 and 7)

A. Campus

The Campus Coordinator should be responsible for planning,
developing, and coordinating all campus programs and
services for students with disabilities.

The Campus Advisory Committee's functions should include

( assisting in the evaluation of current campus policies
and procedures relating to students with disabilities,
developing plans relating to programs and services for
students with disabilities, setting priorities, develop-
ing timelines, and assisting in the estimation of zosts
associated with supportive services.

B. Systemwide Administration

The Systemwide Student Affairs and Services Office will
be responsible for the systemwide planning, development,
and coordination of all University-funded programs and
services for students with disabilities, and for review-
ing budget requests for these programs ani services,

The Systemwide Advisory Committee's functions will include
assisting in the implementation and evaluation of Univer-
sity-funded, systemwide programs for services to students
with disabilities; developing proposals, as necessary,

for the revision of systemwide policies for students with
disabilities; and advising the Systemwide Administration
on the needs and concerns of students with disabilities.




IX. GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES (Appendix A, Page 8)

Procedures to resolve grievances by students claiming to have
been the subject of discriminatory practices based upon handicap
under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, or under
the Interim University Guidelines Applying to Nondiserimination
on the Basis of Handicap, may be found in campus regulations
implementing Section 91.30 of Part A of the University of
California Policies Applying %o Campus Activities, Organizations,
and Students.
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REPORT OF THE STATEWIDE TASK FORCE ON
SERVICES TO STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

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 77 (Lanterman, Chapter 275, Statutes of
1976) into law, which provided special funding for services to
students with 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 postsecondary institution, if any, they
attend.”

Also, in 1976, the Legislature adopted Assembly Concurrent Resolu-
tion 201, which directed the three public segments of California
postsecondary education to ". . . prepare a plan that will provide
for addressing and overcoming, by 1980, the underrepresentation of
handicapped students in the make-up of the student bodies of in-
stitutions of public higher education." The California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission was to integrate these plans and transmit
them to the Legislature and Governor with commepts. The resulting
document, entitled A State Plan for Increasing the Representation of
Students with Disabilities in Public Higher Education was adopted by
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 May 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 participation in,
be denied 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 things, a broad range of postsecondary education services, the
federal government, to date, has not allocated funds to institutions
of higher education to implement the regulations.

Given both the federal regulations and the pre-existing State poli-

cies regarding services to postsecondary education students with
disabilities, in June 1979, both houses of the Legislature, with the
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support of the Department of Finance, approved the following as
supplemental budget language:

The California Postsecondary Education Commission shall
coavene 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
otker 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) the
number of verified disabled students by campus, the types
and costs of services to be provided.

The Task Force shall report to the Legislative Budget
Committees and che Department of Finance: (1) by Sep-
tember 1, 1979, on the number of students to be served in
each segment in 1979-80 at 5465 ver 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 iu
place for students with disabilities by Fall 1979, the Task Force
should finish its work and make its final report to the Legislature
by September 1, 1979. This is particularly important in light of the
fact hat the State Department of Rehabilitation has taken the
position that such services as interpreters for deaf students 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 a2 common set of policy guidelines for the
provision of services to students with disabilities in each of the

public segments of California postsecondary education.

STATEWIDE OBJECTIVE: INTEGRATION

The Task Force believes that the objective of all statewide and seg-
mental planning to provide educational and supportive services to
students with disabilities should be to integrate or "mainstream"
the student into the genmeral campus programs and activities as far
and as quickly as possible. The ability of the student to function
independently in the educational environment is the ultimate goal.

-2-
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DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this report, the following definitions are
adopted: .

Campus - Any California Community College, any campus of the f.ii-
fornia State University and Colleges, or any campus of the University
of California.

Systemwide Administration - The Office of the Chancellor of <%he
Califoruia Community Colleges, the Offi-e of the Chancellor of the
California State University and Colleges, and the Office of the
President of the University of California.

Student - A person is a student as defined by the public postsec-
ondary institution in which he or she is 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-
ment which substantially limits one or more major life ac-
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 services is defined in the same federal regulations as:

a handicapped person who meets the academic and
technical standards requisite to admission or
participation in the recipient's educational program or
activity.

Disabilities - For State funding purposes, 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 or
prcgrams to provide access to the educational 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.
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(3) Learning Disability ~ Specific learning disabilities are
disorders in which the individual's ability to process
language, re2ad, spell, and/or calculate is significantly
below expectancy as measured by an appropriate
professional or agency despite conventional imstruction,
adequate intelligence, and sociocultural opportunity.
Specific learning disabilities include dyslexia,
dyscalculia, dysgraphia, agnosia, and dysphasia.
Limititions caus:d by specific learning disabilities must
impede access to the educational process im order to be
considered a disability.

VERIFICATION OF DISABILITY

State funding of supportive gervices and programs for students with
disabilities shall depend upon the number of students with profes-
sionally verified disabilities who are enrolled im each public
segment and who request such services. A professionally verified
physical, communication or learning disability means a condition
certified by a licensed physician, psychologist, audiclogist, 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
certification shall be made available to the college upon request to
the appropriate professional or agency.

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 thise services tc 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.
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(1) Interprete- su.rvices

(2) Reader services

(3) Notetaker services

(4) Mobility assistance

(5) Registration assistance

(6) Priority enrollment

(7) Special parking

(8) Facilitation of access to all programs
(9) Access to speci.ul adaptive equipment

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

(11) Arrangements for specialized educational materials

(12) Establisbment and maintenance of a list of available
readers, interpreters, notetakers, mobility assistaats,
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

based on the resources of each campus and the nature and needs of its
disabled student population.

Attendants, individually prescribed devices, supportive sarvices for
personal use, or ot!«:r devices or services of a personal nature shall
not be provided.

Students with disabilities needing the assistance of supportive
services, including readers and interpreters, shall be involved in
the selection process to determine the appropriateness of the
services and to ensure that the level of skills of any personnel
under consideration is adequate.

Each systemwide administration shall ensure that the provision of
services has been appropriately verified.

"‘5"‘ L I
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COSTS OF SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Since the provision of services to students with disabilities has
been funded by the State primarily in only the California Community
Colleges, and since it is pot known whether the costs associated with
such services may vary by segment, depending upon such things as the
class level of the student ind 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 for supportive services in
each segment.

Accordingly, each systemwide administration shall report by November
1, 1979 to the Department of Finance on (1) the estimated number of
verified disabled students served (by disability category and sub-
category), (2) the estimated annual costs of the core supportive
services, and (3) the estimated annual costs of the basic
administrative services for these programs. These estimates shall
be revised during the budget process based upon the actual o=« r of
verified disabled students served in each segment and upon th2 ~.cual
costs incurred during the first term of the 1979-80 acadmeic rear.
Thereaiter, such reports shall be part of the v:gular budget process.

If the actual costs for providing these core services and basic
2 ‘aistrative services exceed the $465 per student allocated to a
particular 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 vemainder of the 1979-80 fiscal year, so that po student
with a disability will be denied appropriate services during that
period due to lack of fuands.

After the 1979~80 budget year, refinements in the reporting process
may be made as necessaxy, after consultatioc and agreement between
the Department of Finance and the systemwide administrations.

State fuads 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 restricticn.

ACCOUNTABILITY/ADMINISTRATION

The Task Force believes that the following accountability mechanisms
should be instituted (if not already preseant) in each segment:

Systemwide Coordinator ~ There should be one person or office within
the systemwide administration responsible for the systemwide
planning, develupment, and coordination of all programs and services
for studeats with disabilities.
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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 for support services.

Systemwide Advisory Committee - This committee should be advisory to
and recognized by the chief administrative officer of each segment.
The committee should have substantial representation of students,
faculty, and staff who are representative of as wide a variety of
disabilities as possible. The committee may also include
representatives of appropriate community or State agencies, consumer
groups, and any other appropriate organizations or individuals.
Functions of the 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 revision of systemwide policies for students with
disabilities; and advising the systemwide administration on the
needs and concerns of students with disabilities.

Campus Advisory Committee - This coummittee should be advisory to and
recognized by 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. The committee may also include
representatives of appropriate community or State agencies, consumer
groups, and any other appropriate organizations or individuals.
Functions of the Campus Advisory Committee should include:
assisting in the evaluation of current campus policies and
procedures relating to students with disabilities; developing plans
relating to programs and 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 aa 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.

Systemwide Evaluations - In addition to the one-time, cost-of~
services report to the Department of Finance (November 1, 1979), each
systemwide administration shouid prepare, every other year, a
narrative evaluation of how well their campuses are meeting the needs

h?n
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of students with disabilities, the problems encountered (whether
programmatic or budgetary), and the steps to be taken tv resolve the
problems. These segmental evaluations a.e to come to th- California
Postsecondary Education Commission on a biennial basis, w. :h the
first such evaluation due August 1, 1980.

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

Each systemwide administration should ensure that the grievance
procedures in operation on each of its campuses are sufficient to
meet the needs and concerns of students with disabilities.

mj/n/3-9
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o ;if California’ Health and Welfars Agency

.emorandum

Judy Agan . Date : April 20, 1979
File No.:

Telephone: ATSS ( g16)485-3971
: ( 916)445-3971

n : Department of Rehabilitation
OFFICI OF THE DIRICTOR

. POLICY STATEMENT - POST SECONDARY EDUCATION - REVISED

The Department of Rehabilitation 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 cleariy 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 that no eligible person with a dis-
(" ability becomes the casualty of what may appear to be conflicting
" responsibilities. -

In accordance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
ACR 201 of 1976 and Chapter 275, Statutes of 1976 (AB 77), Depart-
ment of Rehabilitation clients are entitled to receive supplemental
services from the educational system on an equal basis with all
other disabled students.

Examples of "supplemental services" that are the responsibility of
tiie edUTational system are:

1. Iuterpreter services for the deaf and reader and note
taker service for the blind related to educational
programs

2, On-campus mobility assistance
3. On-campus transportation

These services arc in addition to other responsibilities of the
educatioqa} system to accomplish complete program and service
accessibility, iacluding redesign of equipment, reassignment of

programs or activities to accessible buildings, and removal of
architectural and communication barriers.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Judy Agan -2~ Apiil 20, 1979

We understand that the UC and CSUC systems may need time to assume
their responsibilities for dis.bled 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 supplemental services to all disabled students to parallel the
services rendered by the community college system.

The Department of Rehabilitation will continue to provide its tradi-
tional services to disabled students who are its clients. Examples
of such services are: =

1. Medical/psychiatric evaluation of disability

2. Physical, psychia}ric or ¢peech therapy

3. Individual diagnostic testing

4. Vocational rehabilitation counseling

5. Costs of off-campus transportation

6. Maintenance (supplemental Rehabilitation expense)
7. Mobility instruction

8. Prosthetic/orthotic maintenance and repair

9. Reader service for the blind and interpreter service
for the deaf oth.r than for edutational programs

10. J,b placement services

11. Paymgnt of college fees (registration, books, supplies,
etc. *

We strongly recommend that each college and university have an
advisory comnittee concerning services to disabled students. Such
an advisory committee should include a majority of disabled persons
and should recommend guidelines and nbjectives to ensure full
accessibility and monitor and evaluate the delivery of services

to dieabled students.

Further, ve strongly recommend each educational system assign a
full-time staff member to assist campuses in developing their
program of services to disabled studepts.

4,7 - r oL
,/‘-féa-%(t’r'( ¢\ RKardezls
‘EDWARD V. ROBERTS
Director

by 7y
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ATTACHMENT 3
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
EVALUATION OF SERVICES
DISABLED STUDENT SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

Adequacy of Services

Not Somewhat Very
Timely Timely Timely Timely
Were the services you 1 2 3 4

receivad provided in a
timely manner? (See the
Quality of Services
list.)

If not, please list which
ones were not.

e ——— e ——— e e e eee—————————— e —,————————— — — —

Were Disabled Student
Services staff who
assisted you:

Not Somewhat Know~ Very
Knowl. Knowl . ledgeable knowl.
a) knowledgeable about 1 2 3 4
disability related
issues?

If not, please explain.

———

Not Somewhat Very

Avail, Available Available Available
b) available to help 1 2 3 4
you when you needed
help?

If not, please explain.

et e ebeeeeeee—— ——
— — p—— —_—

Not Somewhat Very
Respon. Responsive Responsive Responsive
c) responsive to your
needs? 1l 2 3 4

If not, please explain.
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Adequacy of Services -

N-t Somewhat Very
willing Willing wWilling Willin
Were your instructors 1 , 2 3 4

willing to work out class-
room accommodations with
you, such as testing accom-
modations, adjustment of
teaching style, etc.?

If not, please describe
the problems you encountered.

—_——

Not Somewhat Very
Respon. Responsive Responsive Responsive
Is the campus respons- 1 2 3 4
ive and timely in re-
moving architectural
barriers once they are
identified?
If not, please describe
the circumstances.
Not Somewhat Very
Effect. Effective Effective Effective
Are ofher campus depart- 1 2 3 4
ments effective in
assisting students with
disabilities?
If not, please describe
the situations.
Needs Needs Some- Needs Needs very
Unmet what met Met Well met
Do you have any academ- 1 2 3 4
ically related needs that
the campus has not been
able to meet?
If so, please explain.
;Tanuary 1990 17?&
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U OF SBERV

Please read each item and rate the availabilty and effectiveness of each service
provided by circling a number to the right. Available means you could obtain the
service when you needed it. Effectiveness means the service was useful to Yyou.

Service
Did Not Use Poor Fair Good Excellent

a. Readers

Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4
b. Notetakers

Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4
c. Interpreters

Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectivness 0 1 2 3 4

d. Test-taking assistance
Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4

e. Tutorial assistance
Available 0 1 2 3 4
Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4

f. Transcription (Brailled

& taped materials, sec-
retarial assistance)

Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4
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Quality of Services

g.

k.

Sexvice

On-campus trans-
portation

Available 0

Effectiveness 0

off-campus transportation
Available 0

Effectiveness 0

Access to adaptive

equipment and materjals
(computers, recording &

listening devices, etc)
Available 0

Effectiveness 0

Equipment repair
Ava@lable 0

Effectiveness 0

Registration

Assistance
Available 0
Effectiveness 0

Liaison with campus

& community agencies
(including information,
referrals, and assis-
ance with problems)

Available 0

Effectiveness 0

Did Not Use

Poor

17
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Quality of Service -3-

Service Did Not Use Poor air Good Excellent

m. Special parking
coordination

Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4

n. Disability related
counseling and

advising (discussing
with staff disability

needs and concerns)

Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4

o. Diagnostic assessment
Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4

p. Specializ orientation
to campus and programs

Available 0 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness 0 1 2 3 4

January 1990
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About Yourself
(Completing this information is optional)

Age:

Please check all the following information which apply to you.

Gender: —_ female —_—male
Disabilities:
Vision Specific Learning Disability
______Hearing ______Speech/Other Communication Disability
_____ Mobility Acquired Brain Injury

Manual Dexterity Other Functional Impairment
Is/was your disability:
Permanent Temporary

Class Level:

_______Freshman _____ Senior
____ Sophomore — __ Graduate
___ Junior

Ethnicity:
______Native American Indian _ Asian/Pacific Islander
_____Black/African American _____ Chicano/Latino
______White/Caucasian _____ Other

How long have you been enrolled at this camp’ s?

Less than a year Four y.u.rs

——._One year Five years

Two Yyears More than five years

_ Three years

January 1990




TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS REPORTED1

ATTACHMENT 4

University of California
Total Number of Students With Verified Disabilities Reported for
Funding Purposes for

1979~-80 to 1988-89

DISABILITY ucs uceD ucl UCLA UCR ucsD UCSF ucss ucsc TOTAL
vision 1979-80 29 6 17 19 7 8 0 6 12 104
1980-81 30 9 14 2.9 3 4 0 14 11 104
1981-822 36 12 14 17 6 8 0 15 11 119
1982-83° 23 10 15 20 5 8 1 14 10 106
1983-84° 21 12 15 25 6 6 0 18 6 109
1984-857 19 10 17 23 L 6 0 15 9 105
1985-86 29 9 19 22 6 4 0 14 14 117
1986-87 37 3 18 17 11 5 0 13 14 118
1987-88 44 11 22 21 16 6 1 9 10 140
1988-89 49 14 23 21 16 4 0 10 15 152
¥ bility 1979-80 164 100 34 54 59 20 4 57 72 564
(including 1980-81. 227 105 12 72 50 65 2 79 65 697
orthopedic) 1981-82% 211 147 55 94 50 141 4 89 74 865
1982-833 77 170 94 173 43 151 2 100 138 948
1983-843 92 190 99 124 37 168 1 100 131 932
1984-85° 142 278 105 116 46 241 2 125 169 1,224
1985-86 191 286 162 261 69 325 4 179 225 1,732
1986-87 196 403 207 113 70 269 2 153 155 1,968
1987-88 205 347 196 282 79 311 4 167 245 1,936
1988~09 189 435 213 2913 105 143 8 144 319 2,049
Other Functional 1979-80 53 22 22 13 20 38 0 18 19 225
Impairment 1980-81 18 23 28 42 18 22 1 28 13 193
1981-82§ 28 21 22 32 19 19 0 15 16 172
1982-83 14 3 20 16 17 10 1 13 4 98
1993-943 14 7 42 12 19 9 0 18 0 121
1084 -85 28 3 26 1) 22 4 0 30 14 138
19845-86 49 1) 316 31 29 17 0 1)} 77 265
1986-87 B0 7 15 5% J1 24 0 39 39 280
1K1
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Attachment 4 (continued) Page 2

DISABILITY uCB uco ucr UCLA UCR ucsD ucsy ucsB ucsc TOTAL
Other Functional 1987-88 a1 28 44 72 25 11 0 a1 42 304
Impairment (cont'd)1988-89 73 37 49 144 29 21 o kY] 55 446
Acquired Brain 1979-80 - - - - - - - - - -
1980-81 - - - - - - - - - -
1981-82° - - - - - - - - - -
1982-833 - - - - - - - - - -
1987-843 - - - - - - - - - -
1984-857 - . - - - - - - - -
1985-86 - - - - - - - - - -
1986-87 - - - - - - - - - -
1987-88 3 3 2 4 4 4 0 1 3 24
1988-89 8 3 3 6 4 4 0 1 3 32
Speech 1979-80 0 1 2 0 0 3 0 1 0 7
1980-81 0 0 1 11 0 1 0 0 0 13
1981-82 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
1982-833 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
1983-84; 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
1984 -85 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 6
1985-86 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 5
1986-87 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 6
1987-88 1 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
1988-89 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 6
Hearing 1979~80 9 1 5 6 k] 4 1 5 ? 41
1980-41 16 5 9 7 4 1 0 7 7 52
1981-~62§ 15 2 5 1 8 3 0 6 5 45
1982-83) 9 8 5 4 1 5 0 4 2 8
1983-847 7 10 10 9 1 6 0 4 2 49
1984-85 13 9 12 8 1 6 0 8 7 64
1985-86 26 26 15 6 4 9 3 7 11 107
1986-87 28 19 12 6 3 g 1 6 8 92
1987-88 30 22 19 11 5 il 2 6 13 119
1988-89 14 22 15 20 6 12 2 7 15 133
A}
T 1?*‘\,
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Attachment 4 (continued) Page J

DISABILITY UCB ucp ucr UCLA UCR ucsD UCSF ucsB ucsc TOTAL
other 1979-80 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 8
Communication 1980-81 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Disability 1981-822 0 o p 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
1982-833 0 0 r 0 n 0 0 0 0 0

1983-84° 0 0 Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1984~85" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

198%-86 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1986-87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

1987--88 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1988-89 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

‘earning 1979-80 5 2 2 8 3 7 1 3 2 k|
Disability?® 1980-81 7 2 1 4 0 2 0 10 3 29
1981-82§ 14 2 4 3 0 2 0 9 3 37

1982-83Y 23 5 7 5 1 3 0 8 3 55

1983-842 21 6 7 3 3 5 0 13 2 60

1984-857 33 2 7 5 5 4 0 19 10 85

1985-86 65 12 13 11 4 6 0 25 25 161

1986-87 101 02 19 15 10 8 0 25 28 248

1987-88 123 68 26 25 P 12 0 38 45 343

1988-89 148 136 32 36 13 23 0 45 78 511

Total Number 1979-80 260 132 83 127 92 80 6 90 112 982
of Students 1980-81, 298 144 85 151 75 91 3 138 101 1090
1981-82°% 304 . 184 100 153 84 173 4 134 109 1245

1982~833 146 197 142 218 67 177 4 139 157 1247

1983-847 155 225 174 173 66 184 1 153 141 1272

1984-85> 235 302 168 16/ 80 261 2 197 210 1622

1985-86 360 148 247 331 112 161 7 238 183 2387

1986-87 413 Q74 293 406 125 315 3 237 448 2714

1987-88 447 a9l 315 415 135 35¢ 7 262 158 2775

1988-89 502 647 339 520 173 407 10 245 486 3329

1. Unduplicated numbers. Includes cnly students whose impairments necessitate procurement of supportive services or programs
to provide access to the educational process.

2. The University reported only the number of students who received services on 25 or more working days.

3. The University reported only the number of students who received services on 3 or more working days.

4. Acquired brain injuries was a new reporting category established in 1987-8&.

5. Learning disabilities include dyslexia, dyscalculia, disgraphia, agnosia, and dysphasia. Students with cerebral palsy
and epilepsy are reported in the categry Physical Disability,
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts
of California’s colleges and universities and to pro-
vide independent, non-partisan policy analysis and

recommendations to the Governor and Legislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly.
The other six represent the major segments of post-
secondary education in California.

As of February 1990, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are:

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles;

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach;

Henry Der, San Francisco;

Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco,
Rosalind K. Goddard, Los Angeles;
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach;

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero; Vice Chair;
Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles; Chair; and
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto.

Representatives of the segments are:

Meredith J. Khachigian, San Clemente; appointed
by the Regents of the University of California;

Theodore J. Saenger, San Fr: r:ix 0. appointed by
the Trustees of the California St:.f«: { 'niversity;

John F, Parkhurst, Folsom; appointed by the Board
of Governors of the C'alifornia Community Colleges,

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational In-
stitutions;

Joseph D. Carrabino, Orange; appointed v+ ‘he
California State Board of Education; and

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by
the Governor from nominees proposed by Califor-
nia’'s irdependent colleges and universities.

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of pub-
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness
to student and societal needs.”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
community colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any in-
stitutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other State
agencies and non-governmental groups that per-
form these functions, while operating as an indepen-
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du-
ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisia-
tion affecting educa*ion beyond the high school in
California. By !aw, its meetings are open to the
public. Requests to speak at a meeting may be made
by writing the Commission in advance or by submit-
ting a request befr .« .he start of the meeting.

The Commi: “or uuy-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Szc.a= ~* 4, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap-
pointed by the Cominission.

The Commission publishes and distributes without
charge somr: 39 to 40 reports each year on major is-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover.

Further information about the Commaission, its
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob-
tained {rom the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985;
telephone (9186) 445-7933.
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SERVICES FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES
IN CALIFCARNIA PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION, 1990

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 90-15

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 25814-3985.

Recent reports of the Commission include:

89-28 Funding for the California State University’s
Statewide Nursing I rogram: A Report tc¢ the Legis-
lature in Response to Supplemental Language to the
1988-89 Budget Act (October 1989)

89-29 First Progress Report on the Effectiveness of
Intersegmental Student Preparation Programs: One
of Three Reports o the Legislature in Response to
Item 6420-0011-001 of “he 1988-89 Budget Act (Octo-
ber 1989)

89-30 Evaluation of the Junior MESA Program: A
Report to the Legislature in Response to Assembly
Bill 610 (Hughes) of 1985 (October 1989)

89-31 Legislation Affecting Higher Education Dur-
ing the First Year of the 1989-90 Session: A Staff Re-
port of the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission (October 1989)

89-32 California Colleges and Universities, 1990: A
Guide to.Degree-Granting Institutions and to Their
Degree and Certificate Programs (December 1989)

90-1 Higher Education at the Crossroads: Planning
for the Twenty-First Century (January 1990)

90-2 Technical Backgrour.d Papers to Higher Edu-
cation ot the Crossroads: Plaining for the Twenty-
First Century (January 1990)

90-3 A Capacity for Learning: Revising Space and
Utilization Standards for California Public Higher
Education {January 1990)

90-4 Survey of Space and Utilization Standards and
Guidelines in the Fifty States: A Report of MGT Con-
sultants, Inc., Prepared for and Published by the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission (Jan-
uary 1990)

90-5 Calculation of Base Factors for Comparison In-
stitutions and Study Survey Instruments: Technical
Appendix to Survey of Space and Utilization Stan-
dards and Guidelines 1. he Fifty States. A Second
Report of MGT Consultar.ts, Inc., Prepared for and
Published by the California Postsecondary Education

Commission (January 199%)
Q

90-6 Final Report, Study of Higher Education Space
and Utilization Standards/Guidelines in California:
A Third Report of MGT Consultants, Inc., Prepared for
and Published by the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commiission (January 1990)

90-7 Legislative Priorities of the Commission, 1990:
A Report of the California Postsecondary Education
Comrmission (January 1990)

90-8 State Budget Priorities of {° * Commission,
1990: A Report of the California Pos.secondary Edu-
cation Commission (January 1990)

90-9 Guidelines for Review of Proposed Campuses
and Off-Campus Centers: A Revision of t's- ~'ommis-
sion’s 1982 Guidelines and Procedures for tzview of
New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers (January
1990)

90-10 Faculty Salaries in California’s Public Uni-
versities, 1990-91: A Report to the Legislature and
Governor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No. 51 (1965) (March 1990)

90-11 Status Report on Human Corps Activities,
1990: The Third in a Series of Five Annual Reports to
the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1820
(Chapter 1245, Statutes of 1987) (March 1990)

90-12 The Dynamics of Postsecondary Expansion
in the 1990s: Report of the Executive Director, Ken-
neth B. O'Brien, March §, 1990 (March 1990)

90-13 Analysis of the 1990-91 Governor’s Budget:
A Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Edu-

‘cation Commission (March 1990)

90-14 Comments on the California Community Col-
leges’ 1989 Study of Students with Learning Disabil-
ities: A Second Report to the Legislature in Response
to Supplemental Report Language to the 1988 State
Budget Act (April 1990)

90-15 Services for Students with Disabilities in
California Public Higher Education, 1990: The First
in a Series of Biennial Reports to the Governor and
Legislature in Response to Assembly Bi!l 746 (Chap-
ter 829, Statutes of 1987) (April 1990)

90-16 Standardized Tests Used for Higher Educa-
tion Admission and Placement in California During
1989: The First in a Series of Biennizal Reports Pub-
lished in Accordance with Senate Bill 1416 (Chapter
446, Statutes of 1989) (April 1990)
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