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From the Editor

This issue of the Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability (JPED) reflects a new start for the Journal in many respects.  Most members of AHEAD were aware of the AHEADquarters’ move to Boston, Massachusetts this past year.  For any of you who have moved, either home or office, you can likely relate to the innumerable details, arrangements, and predictable chaos a new start entails!

As a part of this move, there were many “behind the scenes” changes for the Journal as well.  I began my transition into service as Editor and very much appreciate the assistance of Drs. Cyndi Jordan, Charlie Hughes, and Anna Gajar in this process.  AHEADquarters staff were hired and coordinated, and I am pleased to now be working with Stephan Smith of Dulcinea Communications in the logistical production of the Journal and Charlotte Corbett in getting information about the Journal on-line.  I would like to extend a particular note of thanks to the members of the JPED Editorial Review Board who have remained constant and supportive during this prolonged time of new beginnings.

Now that the logistical transitions are nearing completion, my term of service as Editor to the Journal has begun in earnest.  In keeping with the theme of new beginnings, this first issue showcases two landmark manuscripts for our profession.  The first, by Lyman Dukes, describes the process of the development of the AHEAD Program Standards. The companion article, by Stan Shaw and Lyman Dukes, discusses the implications of the Standards for the field.  The third article in this issue, by Jean Doña and Julie Horine Edmister, provides the results of an empirical study of faculty knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act—certainly an important topic for all disability service providers in the field. 

As another aspect of new beginnings, you will start to see some of the more visible changes related to the Journal as well.  First, the JPED has a new look.  The new cover is intended to visually link with the AHEAD website as well as provide a fresh image for the scholarly contents within.

Second, the Journal now has a presence on the AHEAD website.  If you haven’t already visited the Journal page (located at the AHEAD web site under Publications), be sure to view the new Journal overview and the revised author guidelines.  This will also be the location of upcoming announcements, calls for topical issues of the Journal, and invitations for other means of being involved with Journal activities. 

Another resource that will be provided through the web site is the posting of archived issues of the Journal.  Thanks to Sam Goodin and Dan Ryan for heading up this labor-intensive task that will provide a valuable resource in making our cumulative knowledge base more easily available.

As we continue to refine next steps for the Journal, I welcome your feedback and suggestions.  Please feel free to contact me at s.scott@uconn.edu.

Sally Scott, Editor

The Process: Development of AHEAD Program Standardstc "The Process\: Development of AHEAD Program Standards"
tc ""
Lyman L. Dukes IIItc "Lyman L. Dukes III"
University of Connecticuttc "University of Connecticut"
Abstracttc "Abstract"
During the past twenty years, the number of college students with disabilities has increased dramatically.  There has been a corresponding increase in the extent of services offered and the number of programs available for this cohort.  Unfortunately, little research has identified Office for Students with Disabilities administrators’ perceived importance of service components considered essential for assuring equal access to education for students with disabilities.  A 62-item survey was developed to identify those service components postsecondary disability practitioners consider essential for assurance of equal educational access for students with disabilities.  The survey development process is described and findings related to the study and its implications are presented.
The number of adults with disabilities choosing to pursue a college education has increased dramatically during the past 15 years. In 1994, the number of full-time, first-time freshmen in the United States reporting a disability was 9.2%, compared to only 2.6% in 1978 (Henderson, 1998). Similar trends have also been reported in Canadian institutions of higher education (Hill, 1992). Programs and services for college students with disabilities have proliferated in response to the dramatic growth in the numbers of students with disabilities accessing higher education.


Unfortunately, little research has been conducted to identify which service components are considered essential for ensuring equal access to education for students with disabilities by Office for Students with Disabilities (OSD) administrators. Disability services does have an existing set of program standards known as the CAS Standards and Guidelines for Disability Support Services (Miller, 1997). However, some professionals in disability services consider the standards to be somewhat general and lacking in specificity (L.S. Block, personal communication, July 18, 1997; D. Korbel, personal communication, November 19, 1997). More importantly, the CAS standards and guidelines have not been empirically validated. The only research that has empirically examined essential disability service components has been conducted specifically for programs for students with learning disabilities (Anderson, 1998; Geis, 1989). Given the legal justifications for assuring equal educational access, it is imperative that the profession determines necessary service components in order to promote equal educational opportunity for these individuals. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to identify those service components that OSD practitioners consider essential for assurance of equal educational access for students with disabilities. It is anticipated that the results of this study will enhance existing programs, aid in the development of future programs, improve students’ ability to make appropriate postsecondary selections, and assist in the development of comprehensive training curriculums for both present and future practitioners.
Historical Perspectivetc "Historical Perspective"

The climate for students with disabilities at institutions of higher education in North America has improved dramatically during the past 30 years. For example, in the late 1960’s, a study of U.S. institutions concluded that only 200 colleges or universities provided some degree of accessibility for students with physical disabilities (Blosser, 1984). In 1970, the first postsecondary program for people with learning disabilities was established at Curry College in Massachusetts (Brinckerhoff, Shaw, & McGuire, 1993). Today, however, after the passage of numerous statutes designed to protect the rights of persons with disabilities, the number of individuals with disabilities accessing postsecondary education is growing annually (Henderson, 1998).


In Canada, the rights of individuals with disabilities are protected by Section 15 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, passed in 1982 (Hill, 1992; Wilchesky, 1986). Its intent, like Section 504 in the United States, is to guarantee Canadians with disabilities an equal educational opportunity. The Human Rights Act, passed in 1991, expanded the coverage of the Charter to include both the public and private sector (Madaus, 1996). It is worth noting that each province in Canada is responsible for its public education, thus, laws addressing special education are different from province to province (Wiener & Siegel, 1992). As in the United States, special education legislation in Canada has prompted growth in the number of students entering postsecondary institutions (Hill, 1992).

Research Related to Postsecondary Service Components for Students with Disabilities


There have been numerous studies in the United States that have examined both the variety of services being provided to students with disabilities and institutional success meeting the legal mandates of Section 504 (Beirne-Smith & Deck, 1989; Bursuck, Rose, Cowen, & Yahaya, 1989; Marion & Iovacchini, 1983; Sergent, Carter, Sedlacek, & Scales, 1988). However, no research has identified those service components that are considered fundamental for assurance of equal educational access for college and university students with disabilities. In addition, researchers have stated that more effective procedures for service delivery must be established. For example, Kroeger and Schuck (1993) stated that service provision must be founded upon clear objectives and the inclusion of certain components. Albert and Fairweather (1990) have indicated that increased program specialization does not necessarily meet students’ needs. Thus, as the population of students with disabilities continues to expand, the corresponding growth in programs and services for these individuals must be vigilantly monitored and coordinated (Anderson, 1995).  Clearly, a necessary step in the development and refinement of services provided to students with disabilities is the identification of those elements considered essential for ensuring equal educational access.


Early examinations of services provided to students with disabilities at institutions of higher education found that there were few options for these individuals (Ayers, cited in Blosser, 1984; Scales, 1986). The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare noted that by 1968, only 200 institutions had some degree of accessibility for individuals with physical disabilities (Blosser, 1984). A survey of 80 universities in the United States, conducted in the mid-1970’s, found that the primary goal of most institutions was the improvement of the campus physical plant (McBee & Cox, 1974). Following the passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, services at postsecondary institutions began to expand to include not only coverage for students with physical and sensory disabilities, but also students with learning disabilities (LD).


It was at this time that more research-oriented studies were conducted. In 1983, Marion and Iovacchini found that most institutions were making a sincere attempt to meet the requirements of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. Bursuck et al. (1989) also assessed the efforts of colleges and universities in the United States as to their success in meeting the requirements of Section 504. The majority of respondents stated that services mandated by Section 504 constituted the focus of their institutions. In another study, Beirne-Smith and Deck (1989) examined the types of services available to students with learning disabilities. The authors gathered information regarding each institution’s referral and assessment procedures, the academic and nonacademic services provided, the length of time services were provided, and the type of population served by the college or university. Results indicated a lack of necessary services as well as variation from institution to institution regarding the availability of services. Finally, in 1988, Sergent et al. investigated Offices for Students with Disabilities over a 5-year span. These authors also concluded that the services being offered to students with disabilities were both wide-ranging and varied.


Studies of Canadian institutions of higher education have also focused on the variety of services available to students as well as the perceived needs of postsecondary service providers (Drover, Emmrys, McMillan, & Wilson, 1993; Hill, 1996). In 1993, Drover et al. examined the needs of LD program coordinators. The overall purpose of the study was twofold. First, the study was intended to determine what practitioners at postsecondary institutions in Canada perceive to be their most pressing needs, and, second, to identify future national initiatives for improving delivery of services. The authors concluded that service providers have numerous training needs and also recommended that the number of programs available to students with learning disabilities be increased.


Hill (1996) investigated the perceptions of students with disabilities regarding the adequacy of services available through the Office for Students with Disabilities and the willingness of faculty to meet students’ accommodation needs. Results indicated that both the quality of services provided to students and the willingness of faculty to accommodate this population need to be improved. In order to enhance existing programs, to aid in the development of future programs, to improve students’ ability to make appropriate postsecondary selections, and to develop comprehensive training curriculums for both current and future practitioners, it is necessary to determine those service components essential for assurance of equal educational access for persons with disabilities.

Methodologytc "Methodology"
This study was designed to examine essential service components of Offices for Students with Disabilities. The Association on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD), the professional organization for postsecondary disability service providers, funded the study. Professionals currently serving as administrators of OSD’s across North America rated the importance of 62 service components across twelve categories using a 5-point Likert scale (1 – Not Important, 2 – Slightly Important, 3 – Moderately Important, 4 – Very Important, 5 – Essential).

Sampletc "Sample"

Eight hundred disability service practitioners in North America served as the sample for the study. Eighty percent of the sample held membership in AHEAD and the remaining 20% were non-AHEAD members. Names of potential participants were selected from: (a) the 1997 AHEAD Membership Directory and, (b) a guide containing a list of college and university disability service providers. Survey recipients were OSD administrators or coordinators of specific disability programs (e.g., learning disability, attention deficit disorder, psychiatric disability). Only those individuals identified as the program administrator or coordinator were considered for participation. If a program administrator or coordinator was not identified, the survey was sent to the designated institutional contact (e.g., Dean of Student Services, counseling services director).


Three methods were used to ensure respondents were either OSD administrators, specific disability program coordinators, or the institutional contact (Madaus, 1996). First, surveys were only sent to those individuals identified as OSD directors, program coordinators, or institutional contacts. Second, the survey cover letter instructed any recipient who was not an OSD administrator or program coordinator to forward the document to the appropriate individual. Finally, each respondent was asked to provide a job title, thus serving as a final means of identifying appropriate respondents. 

Instrument Developmenttc "Instrument Development"

Content validity. The researcher and the AHEAD Program Standards Task Force collaborated to develop an instrument to identify those service components deemed essential for postsecondary students with disabilities. The design of the survey followed the guidelines described by Gable and Wolf (1993). These specifications included: (a) conducting an extensive literature review; (b) developing a list of statements (service components) that spanned the universe of content; (c) conducting a judgmental review of the statements; (d) preparing, piloting, and analyzing the data provided by the pilot instrument; and (e) making revisions to the final instrument based upon the results.  tc "
Content validity. The researcher and the AHEAD Program Standards Task Force collaborated to develop an instrument to identify those service components deemed essential for postsecondary students with disabilities. The design of the survey followed the guidelines described by Gable and Wolf (1993). These specifications included\: (a) conducting an extensive literature review; (b) developing a list of statements (service components) that spanned the universe of content; (c) conducting a judgmental review of the statements; (d) preparing, piloting, and analyzing the data provided by the pilot instrument; and (e) making revisions to the final instrument based upon the results.  "

The first step in the development of a survey instrument, an extensive literature review, resulted in an initial questionnaire consisting of 54 statements representing 13 categories judgmentally reviewed by disability service professionals. The instrument was then subjected to extensive expert review. First, the items were rated by three judges with expertise in the arena of postsecondary disability service provision (two special education professors and one special education doctoral student). Next, the survey was sent to 15 content experts who were asked to judge the proposed items using a content rating form. During each round of the survey review procedure, the content experts checked the items for word clarity, the appropriateness of the item, the goodness-of-fit of the item with the category, the elimination of any repetitive items, and the addition of missing items. Eleven of the 15 experts provided feedback regarding the categories and their corresponding items. The content experts represented postsecondary institutions across North America and were selected based upon their expert knowledge of service provision for college students with disabilities. Finally, the instrument as well as the suggestions made by the 11 content experts was reviewed by two special education professors and two special education doctoral students using a focus group format (Gable & Wolf, 1993). These four individuals also had extensive experience in the postsecondary disability services arena. Based upon the three levels of review, adjustments were made to the survey and at the time of pilot administration the instrument consisted of 66 items representing seven judgmentally defined categories.tc "
The first step in the development of a survey instrument, an extensive literature review, resulted in an initial questionnaire consisting of 54 statements representing 13 categories judgmentally reviewed by disability service professionals. The instrument was then subjected to extensive expert review. First, the items were rated by three judges with expertise in the arena of postsecondary disability service provision (two special education professors and one special education doctoral student). Next, the survey was sent to 15 content experts who were asked to judge the proposed items using a content rating form. During each round of the survey review procedure, the content experts checked the items for word clarity, the appropriateness of the item, the goodness-of-fit of the item with the category, the elimination of any repetitive items, and the addition of missing items. Eleven of the 15 experts provided feedback regarding the categories and their corresponding items. The content experts represented postsecondary institutions across North America and were selected based upon their expert knowledge of service provision for college students with disabilities. Finally, the instrument as well as the suggestions made by the 11 content experts was reviewed by two special education professors and two special education doctoral students using a focus group format (Gable & Wolf, 1993). These four individuals also had extensive experience in the postsecondary disability services arena. Based upon the three levels of review, adjustments were made to the survey and at the time of pilot administration the instrument consisted of 66 items representing seven judgmentally defined categories."

Pilot administration and sample. The pilot administration of the instrument was conducted to identify any other necessary adjustments. The survey included the 66 items pertaining to service components as well as demographic items related to practitioner, institutional, and programmatic variables. The pilot survey was sent to 825 OSD administrators selected from a published guide of programs and services for college students with disabilities, a mailing list from the University of Connecticut Postsecondary Education Disability Unit, and the 1997 AHEAD Membership Directory. In an attempt to achieve an appropriate sample to population ratio, a large sample size was used in the pilot administration of the instrument (Gable & Wolf, 1993).  A total of 330 surveys (40%) were returned, 254 of which contained complete sets of data. The remaining 76 surveys were missing responses for 1 to 2 items.


Analysis of pilot data. Factor analysis was conducted on the 254 complete sets of data using an exploratory common factor analysis with an oblique rotation. A total of 16 factors were derived; 6 of these factors had an alpha reliability level above .70. Upon review, these derived dimensions did not clearly reflect the judgmentally created categories. Further inspection of the item content did not support the development of dimensions for the instrument. Whereas the content experts successfully supported the instrument’s content validity on the basis of similarity of service components within each targeted category, the empirical relationships among these items were not present using the “importance” rating scale. Further examination of the item level response distributions indicated that skewness was present. Based on these findings, the analysis of the data in the final survey was conducted using individual item mean ratings and nonparametric chi-square analyses.


Based upon pilot analysis, five items were deleted and two categories were collapsed in the survey instrument. One demographic item was also deleted. The final survey instrument consisted of 62 items across twelve categories and 16 demographic items. The demographic items related to practitioner, programmatic, and institutional characteristics.

Data Collection


The final survey instrument was mailed to a random sample of 800 OSD administrators. Eighty percent of the recipients were affiliated with AHEAD, while the remaining recipients were non-AHEAD members. The inclusion of non-AHEAD respondents served as a check against bias that could potentially result from professional group affiliation (Cullen, 1994). Approximately five percent of the recipients represented Canadian institutions. A letter of support that was written on AHEAD letterhead from the organization’s Director of Professional Development was included in the mailing of the final survey. Respondents were assured that results were to be analyzed and reported at the group level only. A self-addressed, stamped envelope was included with the cover letter and survey (Isaac & Michael, 1981). Three weeks following the initial mailing, a follow-up letter and copy of the survey was mailed to those individuals who had not yet responded. Seventy percent, or 563, of the surveys were returned.

Resultstc "Results"

The research question guiding the determination of essential service components was: “What service components do practicing OSD administrators perceive as essential in order to ensure equal educational access for students with disabilities?” In order for an item to be considered an “essential service component,” it was determined that it must have a rating of 4.0 or greater on a 5.0 scale. Results related to each category and respective items can be found in Table 1.


Respondents indicated that 33 items were perceived as important (mean rating of 4.0 or higher). The remaining items (n=29) were all rated below 4.0. Nine service components received ratings between 3.75 and 3.99. The remaining items (n=25) all had ratings 3.74 or lower.


It is worth noting that there were significant differences in the ratings received by various categories. Some categories had all or nearly all of their items rated as essential. For example, the Policies and Procedures and Information Dissemination categories had all their items rated as essential. On the other hand, a number of categories had all or nearly all their items rated as non-essential. Examples include the Assessment and Special Courses/Workshops categories whose items were all rated non-essential.

Limitations


As with any study, no matter how well managed, there remain limitations. The fact that the 62-item survey did not wholly encompass the plethora of services offered by some institutions remains a potential limitation to the study. Certainly, there are services that are particular to an office or program. For example, programs directed by an administrator with a counseling background may offer extensive counseling services. This limitation, however, was addressed by ensuring that the 62 items included in the final questionnaire represented an adequate sample from the actual universe of content. Furthermore, when data were analyzed, no significant differences were found by demographic variables. For example, the mean ratings of respondents overseeing services at two-year institutions were not, as a group, significantly different than the replies from respondents at four-year schools.

Table 1

Ratings of Service Delivery Components for Students with Disabilities

                                                   Item




Mean

        Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Admissions

1. 
Promote the inclusion of a statement in the institutional catalog that
4.055


YES


encourages students with disabilities to submit an application for

     
admittance.

2. 
Use a cooperative admissions procedure between admissions staff

3.857


NO

     
and staff that provide services for students with disabilities (i.e.,

     
collaborative admittance decisions).

3. 
Include a statement on the admissions application through which

3.815


NO

     
students may voluntarily self-identify as having a disability in order


to request additional information about disability services.

Assessment

1. 
Provide screening services for students who refer themselves for a

3.225


NO

       diagnostic evaluation (e.g., ADHD, LD, psychiatric disabilities).

2. 
Provide a diagnostic evaluation for students who are suspected of

2.854


NO

       having a disability (e.g., ADHD, LD, psychiatric disabilities).

3. 
Provide an evaluation to update a previous diagnosis of a disability
2.746


NO

    
for a self-identified student (e.g., ADHD, LD, psychiatric disabilities).

Table 1 (continued)





Item





Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Consultation/Collaboration/Awareness

1. 
Serve as an advocate for students with disabilities to ensure equal

4.592


YES

    
access.

2. 
Provide disability representation on relevant campus committees

4.278


YES

    
(e.g., academic standards, policy development).

3. 
Provide representation on a campus-wide disability advisory

4.088


YES


committee consisting of faculty, students, administrators, and

    
community representatives.

4. 
Have the primary responsibility for enforcing legal mandates

3.508


NO

    
(e.g., Section 504, the ADA, Provincial Charters of Rights and

    
Freedoms) on campus.

Information Dissemination

1. 
Provide services that promote access to the campus community (e.g.,
4.493


YES


TDD’s, alternative materials formatting, interpreter services, adaptive

     
technology).

2. 
Disseminate information regarding disability services and how to

4.483


YES

     
access them through institutional publications.

3. 
Provide referral information to students with disabilities regarding
4.349


YES


available campus and community resources (e.g., assessment,

     
counseling).

4. 
Network with community resources (e.g., vocational rehabilitation,

4.174


YES

     
mental health).

Table 1 (continued)





Item





Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Faculty/Staff Awareness

1. 
Provide consultation with faculty regarding academic accommodations,
4.598


YES


compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional,


programmatic, physical, and curriculum modifications.

2. 
Provide consultation with administrators regarding academic

4.461


YES


accommodations, compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as

      instructional, programmatic, physical, and curriculum modifications.

3. 
Provide a disability awareness handbook to faculty.


4.123


YES

4. 
Provide feedback to faculty regarding services rendered by the office
4.042


YES

      
that provides services to students with disabilities.

5. 
Provide individualized disability awareness training for campus

3.592


NO

      
constituencies (e.g., faculty, staff, administrators).

Table 1 (continued)




Item






Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Academic Adjustments

1. 
Determine with students appropriate academic adjustments and

4.674


YES

       auxiliary aids based upon documentation.

2. 
Maintain records that document the plan for the provision of selected
4.492


YES

      
accommodations.

3. 
Have final responsibility for determining academic accommodations.
4.211


YES
  

4. 
Encourage faculty to determine academic-related accommodations

3.784


NO


with recommendations from the office or program responsible for


providing services to students with disabilities.

5. 
Advocate for the availability of priority registration.


3.732


NO

Special Courses/Workshopstc "Special Courses/Workshops"
1. 
Provide special course/workshops specifically for students with

3.404


NO

disabilities (e.g., social skills, test anxiety, test-taking strategies,

      
career planning).

2. 
Provide a summer transition program for incoming students with

2.996


NO

      
disabilities.

3. 
Advocate with administrators for course sections specifically

2.748


NO


designed to meet the needs of students with disabilities (e.g.,


smaller student-to-staff ratio).

Table 1 (continued)




Item






Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Instructional Interventions

1. 
Advocate for instruction in learning strategies (e.g., attention and

4.096


YES


memory strategies, planning, self-monitoring, time management,


organization, problem-solving).

2. 
Provide instruction in learning strategies (e.g., attention and

3.770


NO


memory strategies, planning, self-monitoring, time management,


organization, problem-solving).

3. 
Advocate for the availability of content tutoring for students with

3.599


NO

      
disabilities.

4. 
Provide content tutoring to students with disabilities as a component
3.207


NO

       of disability services.

5. 
Advocate for the remediation of basic skills (e.g., math, reading,

3.125


NO

      writing) for students with disabilities.

6. 
Provide remediation of basic skills (e.g., math, reading, writing) to
3.120


NO

       students with disabilities.

7. 
Work with academic administrators to offer remedial courses for

2.588


NO

     
credit.

Table 1 (continued)




Item






Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Counseling and Advocacy

1. 
Assist students with disabilities to assume the role of self-advocate.
4.545


YES

2. 
Provide academic advising in conjunction with faculty or other

4.384


YES

     
academic personnel to students with disabilities.

3. 
Work with other campus resources that provide individual

3.991


NO


counseling (e.g., interpersonal relationships, school adjustment)


to students with disabilities.

4. 
Work with other campus resources that provide career counseling

3.958


NO

      
to students with disabilities (e.g., collaborative workshops).

5. 
Provide individual counseling (e.g., interpersonal relationships,

3.763


NO

     
school adjustment) to students with disabilities.

6. 
Provide services to students with disabilities regarding transition

3.592


NO

     
to employment or graduate school.

7. 
Provide academic advising directly to students with disabilities.

3.494


NO

8. 
Establish support groups for students with disabilities.


3.412


NO

9. 
Provide a separate orientation session for new students with

2.907


NO

     
disabilities.

Table 1 (continued)




Item






Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Policies and Procedures

1. 
Establish guidelines for student rights and responsibilities with

4.667


YES

      
respect to service provision (e.g., documentation of a disability,

      
course substitution/waiver).

2. 
Establish guidelines for institutional rights and responsibilities with
4.630


YES


respect to service provision (e.g., documentation of a disability,

     
course substitution/waiver).

3. 
Develop written policies and guidelines regarding confidentiality

4.608


YES

      
of disability information.

4. 
Encourage the development of policies and guidelines for settling

4.590


YES

      
a formal complaint regarding the determination of a “reasonable

      
accommodation.”

5. 
Develop written policies and guidelines regarding procedures for

4.550


YES

     
determining and accessing “reasonable accommodations.”

Table 1 (continued)




Item






Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Program Development and Evaluationtc "Program Development and Evaluation"
1. 
Coordinate services for students with disabilities through a full-time
4.543


YES

      
professional.

2. 
Collect student feedback to measure satisfaction with disability

4.347


YES

     
services.

3. 
Collect data to monitor use of disability services.



4.296


YES

4. 
Provide services that are based on the institution’s mission or service
4.180


YES

     
philosophy.

5. 
Initiate efforts to increase funding from institutional resources for

4.147


YES


required services.

6. 
Report program evaluation data to administrators.


4.087


YES

7. 
Collect data to measure effectiveness of disability services (e.g.,

3.993


NO


graduation rates, grade point averages, retention rates).

8. 
Provide specific services to students with disabilities on a


2.323


NO


fee-for-service basis (e.g., diagnostic testing, personal care

     
attendants, individualized tutoring by a trained specialist, special

     
courses).

Table 1 (continued)




Item






Mean

    Essential

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should…

Training and Professional Development

1. 
Adhere to the Association on Higher Education and Disability

4.479


YES

     
(AHEAD) Code of Ethics.

2. 
Provide services by a professional with training and experience

4.384


YES


working with college students/adults with disabilities.

3. 
Provide disability services staff with on-going opportunities for

4.357


YES


professional development (e.g., conferences, credit courses,


membership in professional organizations).

4. 
Apply relevant aspects of the Association on Higher Education and
4.245


YES


Disability (AHEAD) Professional Standards.

5. 
Schedule regular staff meetings/training for disability services

3.951


NO

     
personnel.

The degree to which results may be generalized is a potential limitation of any study. In order to address this concern, all appropriate instrument development techniques were used to ensure the validity of the survey instrument. Content validity was addressed through the use of a content rating form and the use of focus group meetings to discuss modifications to the questionnaire. In order to assess construct validity, the survey was piloted and the resultant data was subjected to a factor analysis. In an effort to address external validity, the inclusion of non-AHEAD respondents served as a check against bias that could potentially result from professional group affiliation (Cullen, 1994).


Several means of maximizing response rate were also used. For example, respondents had the opportunity to win one of two random drawings of $25.00 each (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). Respondents were assured that results would only be analyzed and reported at the group level. A self-addressed, stamped envelope was also included with the cover letter and survey (Isaac & Michael, 1981). Other methods used to improve response rate included the use of a clear and concise survey instrument, follow-up mailings to non-respondents, and a survey cover letter from a recognized authority of AHEAD, the sole professional organization representing postsecondary disability service providers. Given that all appropriate research methods were used, the author believes that the potential limitations of the study have been minimized.

Implications and Discussion of Results

 
The principal purpose of this article was to describe the research process used to determine what service components disability service providers consider essential for promoting equal educational access for college students with disabilities. This section of the article will briefly describe the implications of the results, as well as the value of developing program standards (Also see Shaw & Dukes, this issue).


In the categories entitled Policies and Procedures and Information Dissemination all program elements were rated as essential. The fact that service providers considered the establishment of policies and procedures of considerable importance speaks to the evolving nature of the OSD. No longer does the OSD work in isolation. It has become a necessary part of the campus community at many institutions of higher learning. It appears that practitioners believe that the establishment of clear and legal parameters for both the OSD and its students is a priority. 


Service providers also verified the considerable importance of the information dissemination component of the OSD. Schuck and Kroeger (1993) listed outreach services as a key element of a program for students with disabilities. Interestingly, Blosser (1984) found public relations, which incorporated services similar in nature to those in the Information Dissemination category in the present study, to be a high priority among practitioners. It appears that circulating information about the OSD on campus and in the community remains a high priority.


A number of other tentative conclusions may be drawn from the mean data collected for the research question. First, the fact that all or nearly all service components in the categories Consultation/Collaboration/Awareness, Information Dissemination, and Faculty/Staff Awareness were rated as essential may speak to the evolving role of the OSD. Specifically, it appears that OSD administrators may perceive the OSD as a campus and community resource regarding disability related issues rather than simply a direct service provider available solely for use by students with disabilities. Second, though some institutions provide program elements such as assessment services or summer programs, they were not rated as essential. It is clear that these services can consume scarce staff time and sometimes require creative fundraising or extensive financial resources. Third, service providers in this study did not rate remedial services or content tutoring as essential. In addition, service components that stated that the OSD should provide students with disabilities with services provided elsewhere on campus (e.g., counseling, academic advising) also received low mean ratings. Yet, when items specified that the OSD should provide services such as counseling and academic advising in collaboration with other personnel on campus the items were then rated much more highly. This is noteworthy because traditionally many OSD’s have, in fact, been resources for services such as remedial assistance, content tutoring, counseling, and academic advising.

Value of Program Standardstc "Value of Program Standards"

The identification of components considered to be essential elements of a disability service program will serve as a critical step in the process of developing an empirically validated service delivery system for postsecondary level students with disabilities. Given the dramatic increase in the population of students with disabilities and the corresponding growth in postsecondary programs to ensure equal educational access, it has become vital that the components and procedures used to secure access be validated empirically. It is important to note that numerous factors contribute to the fact that, presently, programs “vary widely in the quality and consistency of services they provide” (Schuck & Kroeger, 1993, p. 59).


It is anticipated that the development of program standards will enhance programs already in existence. Minimal research has been conducted to determine those services that are either effective or essential for students with disabilities. At present, the parameters of service delivery are rarely based upon systematic planning (Sergent et al., 1988). This is a serious concern given the fact that programming for students with disabilities is under scrutiny. Economic downsizing and challenges regarding the legality of certain service practices are becoming more commonplace on campuses today. The clarification of those service components deemed essential for assurance of equal educational access will help demonstrate the importance of specialized programs in higher education for students with disabilities (Blosser, 1997).


Furthermore, the changing demographics of students pursuing postsecondary education additionally tax already burdened practitioners. The rapid increase in college students with learning disabilities (Henderson, 1998), the recent influx of students with psychiatric disabilities on college campuses (Loewen, 1993), and new developments in medical technology that have made postsecondary education an option for people with serious physical impairments (Blosser, 1984) all challenge existing programs. In short, postsecondary disability programs are faced with the responsibility of providing individualized and flexible services to students with a wide range of disabilities (Madaus, 1996). These services, to be most effective, should be based upon reliable empirical data (Anderson, 1995).


Program standards can be used to develop training curricula for both present and future OSD staff and should also enhance the professional status of the office for students with disabilities. “More than ever, our programs require highly trained and experienced staff, and this requires program, as well as campus, commitment to staff development...” (Blosser, 1997, p. 46). Next, standards for OSD programs and resultant training curricula will serve to enhance the status of this emerging profession. Moreover, it will clarify for other campus administrators the complexity of the responsibilities of the OSD. The promulgation of program standards will clearly aid in the development of equitable and effective service delivery systems. 


In this era of rampant litigation, program standards may help to shift the focus from what is required of a program by law to what will best engender equal educational opportunity for students with disabilities. “...OSD professionals need to be proactive in developing appropriate accommodations and services” (Shaw, 1997, p. 3), rather than simply reacting to what a judge believes is required (Kincaid, 1996). To this end, program standards will serve as a tool that allows practitioners to proactively develop appropriate services, rather than responding to legal judgments.


Perhaps most importantly, program standards will improve the chances that students will make a suitable postsecondary choice for themselves. Presently, available services vary widely from institution to institution (Bursuck et al., 1989; Hill, 1992; Sergent et al., 1988). This is not only problematic for practitioners and campus administrators (Anderson, 1995), but also poses a dilemma for students with disabilities. Clarification of the services that may be available at a particular college or university will simplify the selection of an appropriate postsecondary choice for students. As institutions implement the program standards, more consistency with respect to the range of services that may be expected at an institution should result. Due to the fact that OSD programs exist to enhance equal educational opportunity for students with disabilities, it is imperative the disability services profession implement program standards so that the students themselves may make appropriate choices for their postsecondary education (See Shaw & Dukes, this issue).

Development of Program Standardstc "Development of Program Standards"

A summary of the status of the project was presented to the AHEAD Program Standards Task Force at the 1997 AHEAD Annual Conference in Boston, Massachusetts. The task force meeting was also open to organizational members interested in discussing the development of the standards. A discussion ensued regarding potential changes to the final questionnaire. As the final survey was developed, consideration was given to the suggestions made by the task force and the AHEAD members in attendance.


The results of the study were presented at the 1998 AHEAD Annual Conference in Las Vegas, Nevada. The meeting was attended by a wide cross-section of the organizational membership. The attendees debated each item and its respective category. During this initial presentation of the data, no changes were made to the items or their categories.


The AHEAD Board of Directors then reviewed the proposed standards. It was decided that the criteria for inclusion as an AHEAD Program Standard would be more rigorous than the criteria used within the study.  As in the original study, items must have had a rating of equal to or greater than 4.0.  However, in addition the items must have also had a rating of 4.0 across all four of the following demographic variables:  2 or 4-year status, competitive or open enrollment admissions standards, public or private status, and whether located in the United States or Canada.  Twenty-seven items met this more rigorous criteria.  Further, during this review, two items were reworded and the stem that precedes each item was also slightly modified. Following these changes, the Executive Board tentatively approved the standards pending a final vote by the membership of AHEAD. The standards were formally adopted by AHEAD after the organization’s constituents overwhelmingly approved them. The approved AHEAD Program Standards for Offices for Students with Disabilities were formally presented to the membership at the organization’s annual conference in Atlanta, Georgia in June 1999. (See Shaw & Dukes, this issue)


It is worth noting that the approved standards have undergone an extensive three- year review. At each stage in this process, AHEAD’s leadership and its membership have played a vital role in this process. In total, approximately 1,000 OSD administrators have participated in the development of these standards, with AHEAD membership representing approximately 80% of this total.

The Author

Lyman L. Dukes III is currently completing final edits of his dissertation  and teaching students with learning disabilities in the school system of  Tampa, Florida. He will begin an Assistant Professorship in Special Education at The University of South Florida in Fall 2001.
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The promulgation of Program Standards for disability services in higher education provides a research-based direction for postsecondary institutions, consumers and governmental agencies with respect to the services necessary to provide equal access for college students with disabilities. Twenty-seven Program Standards across nine categories are presented. Myths challenged by these Standards and the implications of the Standards for the future of disability services in postsecondary education are discussed.

Following the process described by Dukes (this issue), Program Standards for disability services in higher education were overwhelmingly approved by the membership of the Association on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD) in June 1999. Although postsecondary services to students with disabilities has been growing rapidly in recent years, little research has addressed the planning and organization of these services (Bursuck, Rose, Cowen & Yahaya, 1989; Sergent, Carter, Sedlacek & Scales, 1988; Shaw, McGuire & Brinckerhoff, 1994). Service providers in both the United States and Canada have, therefore, been left to develop programming for their students based on little or no empirical evidence (Gajar, 1992). Many studies have called for a more systematic approach to service provision for students with disabilities (Hill, 1996; Sergent et al., 1988). Though the growth in services for these students likely indicates a sincere desire to meet the needs of this cohort, services must be “grounded in theory or supported by evaluation data” (McGuire, Norlander, & Shaw, 1990, p. 71) in order to be most effective. The purpose of this article is to discuss myths about disability services which have been challenged by the development of these Standards, present the Program Standards, and discuss implications of their use for postsecondary disability services.
                           Myths

Myth 1: Postsecondary Disability Services are Driven by Federal Laws
The creation of the field of postsecondary disability services in the United States was based on a series of federal laws providing access for individuals with disabilities (Brinkerhoff, McGuire & Shaw, in press). The very prescriptive Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), originally passed in 1975, provides detailed information on how elementary and secondary schools are to serve students with disabilities. The passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in 1990 expanded access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities. Subsequent court decisions were the basis for shaping postsecondary disability services through the 1980’s and into the 1990’s due to a lack of empirical data on best practices (Brinckerhoff et al., in press).  It is, therefore, not surprising that postsecondary disability personnel saw themselves primarily as implementers of the law rather than professionals providing data-based services (Bursuck, et al., 1989). 

The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and various human rights statutes provide for equal access to Canadian colleges but do not have the national impact of U.S. laws because individual provinces are responsible for education (Wiener & Siegel, 1992). The assumption has been that the focus on 504 and the ADA has lead postsecondary institutions in the U.S. into different directions than Canadian programs, which are not “burdened” or “blessed” with federal mandates.

The research, which was the basis for the Program Standards (Dukes, this issue), demonstrated remarkable agreement on essential program elements across Canadian and U.S. colleges. This occurred in spite of the hypothesis of the researcher that the data would demonstrate differences across countries. Agreement on the Standards related to issues such as teaching learning strategies and fostering self-advocacy across countries with different laws make the case that data on “best practices” was more influential than divergent legal precedents.


Myth 2: The Type of Institution Determines the Approach to Disability Services

In a similar vein, Myth 2 suggests that institutional characteristics such as public/private, 2 year/4 year, and competitive/non-competitive admissions are critical components requiring different types of institutions to have different approaches to service delivery (McGuire et al. 1990; Nelson & Lignugaris-Kraft, 1989). Taken at face value, this makes sense because of apparent differences in student characteristics, admissions policies and funding (Bursuck et al., 1989). However, the conventional wisdom was proven wrong by the data (Dukes, this issue). Responses by practitioners indicated that the same services were essential across types of institutions. The point is not that programs are the same, but that essential services can be delineated across institutions. There are essential services that each college should provide regardless of specific institutional characteristics. Each institution, however, can individually determine how and by which department the service will be provided. There is now a clear Standard within which institutions can flexibly develop specific services. In addition, it should be noted that colleges could decide to provide services that go beyond those specified in the Standards.

Myth 3: There is No One Approach to Disability Services


Myth 3 is a generally accepted mantra of disability services. For example, Cox and Walsh (1998) noted as a conclusion from their research “What might be appropriate to implement in one institution might not be suitable in another” (p. 60). This myth has allowed individual practitioners and higher education administrators to provide whatever services they chose based on fiscal constraints (Hill, 1996) or professional training (e.g., “I’m a counselor so I’ll feature counseling services”). It has also allowed higher education personnel to side-step research on best practices by noting, “we do it differently here at Iconoclastic College”.  Schuck and Kroeger (1993) acknowledged this issue stating “inconsistent services are a significant problem in higher education programs for students with disabilities” (p. 60). Recently, Johnson, Sharpe, and Stodden (2000) specified the problem noting, “there is no standard set of criteria for what constitutes effective postsecondary support services” (p. 26). Although the Program Standards described below still give postsecondary institutions great latitude in determining how they will meet the Standards and who will provide the services, they do set expectations for what services each institution will provide.

The myths discussed above were understandable given that services for college students with disabilities is a developing field which has grown rapidly in response to consumer expectations supported by legal mandates (Sergent et al., 1988). The fact that no one discipline “owns” postsecondary disability programs has encouraged variability in service delivery (Brinckerhoff et al., in press). Most important, until now, there has been little in the way of research to specify minimum components necessary to provide equal access. Dukes’ research (this issue) provided the basis for AHEAD to develop databased Program Standards for disability services in higher education, which replaces myth with knowledge.


AHEAD Program Standards

Twenty-seven Program Standards (presented in Figure 1) across nine categories have been identified as essential regardless of type of school (two- or four-year), funding source (public or private), location (U.S. or Canada), or admissions policy (open enrollment or competitive). Their implementation will provide consistency across institutions and help students with disabilities by simplifying the selection of postsecondary services.


Consultation/Collaboration/Awareness

Scott (1996) has described both the importance of collaboration and the challenges in implementing collaboration and consultation across a postsecondary institution. Advocating for students with disabilities (Standard 1.1) and providing disability representation on appropriate campus committees (Standard 1.2) are clearly essential elements of disability services. It is important to reiterate here that the Program Standards do not require that this responsibility be housed solely in the Office for Students with Disabilities 
( OSD). It could be provided through a disability access committee, the 504 or ADA office or some other campus department(s). The point of the Standards is that the service should be provided and both the institution and the individual or department responsible should be aware of that role.

 
Information Dissemination

The focus of this category is communication across the institution regarding disability access. The three elements of communication relate to institutional publications (Standard 2.1), access to communication for individuals with disabilities (Standard 2.2), and providing information to students about available resources (Standard 2.3). It is important to note that the referral to resources specifies both campus and community agencies. This reinforces the need for an experienced, trained professional who is “networked” with other professionals and knowledgeable about the needs of students with disabilities.

Faculty/Staff Awareness 

One of the most critical needs at most institutions relates to involving faculty and staff in meeting the needs of individuals with disabilities (Brinckerhoff et al., in press). The four Standards in this category deal with providing consultation and training for college faculty, administrators, and staff. Traditionally, this has involved training and support for faculty to encourage them to “accept” students with disabilities and make necessary accommodations.  A more recent approach has been to enhance the ability of faculty to more effectively teach their content (Foley, Ruban, Scott & McGuire, 2000). Staff development which helps faculty plan instruction (e.g., delineate outcomes, construct syllabi), deliver instruction (e.g., multi-media presentations, use of technology, cooperative learning, scaffolding) and evaluate learning outcomes (e.g., alternative modes of demonstrating mastery, test format and item construction) will reduce the need for disability related accommodations and modifications (Shaw, 1999). Over twenty grants recently funded through the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 (Demonstration Projects to Ensure Students with Disabilities Receive a Quality Higher Education Program, CFDA No. 84.333) will provide state-of-the-art staff development materials and resources to help institutions fulfill these Standards (Brinckerhoff et al., in press).

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:


1.  Consultation / Collaboration / Awareness
1.1
Serve as an advocate for students with disabilities to ensure equal access.

1.2
Provide disability representation on relevant campus committees (e.g., academic standards, policy development).


2.  Information Dissemination
2.1
Disseminate information through institutional publications regarding disability services and how to access them.

2.2
Provide services that promote access to the campus community (e.g., TDD’s, alternative materials formatting, interpreter services, adaptive technology).

2.3
Provide referral information to students with disabilities regarding available campus and community resources (e.g., assessment, counseling).


3.  Faculty / Staff Awareness
3.1
Provide consultation with faculty regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, physical, and curriculum modifications.

3.2
Provide consultation with administrators regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, physical, and curriculum modifications.

3.3
Provide individualized disability awareness training for campus constituencies (e.g., faculty, staff, administrators).

3.4
Provide feedback to faculty regarding general assistance available through the office that provides services to students with disabilities.

4.  Academic Adjustments
4.1
Maintain records that document the plan for the provision of selected accommodations.

4.2
Determine with students, appropriate academic adjustments consistent with the student’s documentation.

4.3
Have final responsibility for determining effective academic accommodations which do not fundamentally alter the program of study.


5.  Instructional Interventions
5.1
Advocate for instruction in learning strategies (e.g., attention and memory strategies, planning, self-monitoring, time management, organization, problem-solving).


6.  Counseling and Advocacy
6.1
Assist students with disabilities to assume the role of self-advocate.


7.  Policies and Procedures
7.1
Develop written policies and guidelines regarding procedures for determining and accessing “reasonable accommodations.”

7.2
Establish guidelines for institutional rights and responsibilities with respect to service provision (e.g., documentation of a disability, course substitution/waiver).

7.3
Establish guidelines for student rights and responsibilities with respect to service provision (e.g., documentation of a disability, course substitution/waiver).

7.4
Develop written policies and guidelines regarding confidentiality of disability information.

7.5
Encourage the development of policies and guidelines for settling a formal complaint regarding the determination of a “reasonable accommodation.”


8.  Program Development and Evaluation
8.1       Provide services that are based on the institution’s mission or service philosophy.

8.2
Coordinate services for students with disabilities through a full-time professional.

8.3
Collect student feedback to measure satisfaction with disability services.

8.4
Collect data to monitor use of disability services.

8.5
Report program evaluation data to administrators.


9.  Training and Professional Development
9.1
Provide disability services staff with on-going opportunities for professional development (e.g., conferences, credit courses, membership in professional organizations).

9.2
Provide services by professional(s) with training and experience working with college students/adults with disabilities.

9.3
Adhere to the Association of Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD) Code of Ethics.
Colleges receiving funding for such projects include the University of Arizona, University of Minnesota, Columbia University (for an Ivy League consortium), University of Washington, Utah State University, University of Kentucky, University of Kansas, and the University of Connecticut (Grant abstracts and links to individual institutions are available through the grant web site at www.ed.gov/offices/OPE/disabilities/).

Academic Adjustments

The focus of this category is on the determination of appropriate academic adjustments to provide equal access for students with disabilities. It includes having a policy to determine accommodations (Standard 4.1) and determining academic adjustments on an individual basis (Standard 4.2). Standard 4.3 is an example of the rapidly changing nature of postsecondary disability services and the need to continually review and revise these Program Standards. It indicates the need for “final responsibility for determining effective academic accommodations”. It seems that when this was identified as an essential component of disability services by practitioners (Dukes, this issue), the intent was that personnel from the Office for Students with Disabilities knew more about “reasonable accommodations” than anyone else on campus and needed to have the clout provided by this “final authority” to assure equal access for students. At this point in time, however, recent litigation and the move toward collaborative decision-making has modified this Standard to mean that a person or a team has the responsibility to make such a determination, subject to any review procedures. Postsecondary disability personnel who fulfill AHEAD’s Professional Standards (Shaw, McGuire & Madaus, 1997) clearly possess the skills to have a significant role in making those decisions.

Instructional Interventions

The one Standard in this category indicates that students with disabilities should have access to instruction in learning strategies (Standard 5.1). As noted previously, this is research-based (Deshler, Ellis & Lenz, 1996)—not a product of legal decisions. Edmunds (1999) has noted “the research is quite clear that once students with learning disabilities receive instruction in the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies, they typically do better in school” (p. 69). While these strategies have been extensively used for students with learning disabilities for years, they can also be effective for the organizational and psycho-social problems of students with ADHD and psychiatric disabilities, among others. 


It is interesting to note what is not listed under instructional interventions. There is no expectation that content tutoring will be provided. This is appropriate for a number of reasons. Many academic departments have content tutoring available to any student who is having problems in a subject area. More important, Decker, Spector and Shaw (1992) report that the research on the efficacy of content tutoring for students with disabilities is not encouraging. Since content tutoring provides few long-term benefits, its ethical appropriateness is questioned. The data indicate that while it may provide short-term help, it does not enable students to become effective, independent learners capable of remembering, 
maintaining and applying any knowledge or skill initially learned.


Counseling and Advocacy

Although there is only one item in this category, that does not diminish its importance. Its focus is that students with disabilities will be taught the skills necessary to self-advocate (Standard 6.1). This Standard may be perceived as being in conflict with Standard 1.1, which calls for the office to serve as an advocate for students. In reality, it is a progression. While there must be institutional advocacy (i.e., on committees, decision-making, resource allocation), the primary goal is for each individual student to become self-determined. Self-determination includes decision-making, problem solving, goal setting and attainment, self-evaluation and self-knowledge as well as self-advocacy (Brinckerhoff et al., in press). It is, therefore, important to support students in setting goals, taking control of decisions involving their future, personal decision-making and developing positive outcome expectancy. Details regarding elements included in fulfilling this requirement can be found in the Direct Service category of the Professional Standards (Shaw et al., 1997), which specify the role of postsecondary disability personnel. The continuity between these Program Standards and the previously developed Professional Standards is clearly illustrated by comparing Standard 6.1 with the Professional Standard “Provides counseling/advisement to enhance student development (e.g., self-advocacy)” (Shaw et al., 1997, p. 29).



Policies and Procedures

There are five Standards in the Policies and Procedures category that deal with critical issues regarding reasonable accommodations, student and institutional rights and responsibilities (such as disability documentation and course substitutions), and appeal procedures. In discussions of the Standards at professional meetings, the question has been raised whether policy development is a one-time concern or whether it is an on-going process. Given the relative youth of the field, the limited research base from which to make decisions, the need to respond to judicial rulings, and the developmental process most institutions experience with respect to administrative policy regarding disability issues, it appears necessary to review policies and procedures on a regular basis. There are a number of resources which simplify this process. Brinckerhoff et al., (in press) not only discuss policy development but also include model policies from two- and four-year colleges that relate to this Program Standard in the appendix of the new edition of Postsecondary Education and Transition for Students with Learning Disabilities. National and state chapters of AHEAD, the HEATH Resource Center, and published postsecondary disability newsletters (e.g., AHEAD’s ALERT, Disability Compliance in Higher Education) also provide significant direction for practitioners.

Program Development and Evaluation

The first Standard in this category provides a rationale for diversity in disability services within the context of Program Standards. It indicates that disability services should relate to the institution’s mission or service philosophy (Standard 8.1). Therefore, which department(s) 
provide the services described by the Standards, where they are housed (e.g., academic affairs or student affairs), whether they are distinct and separate (e.g., OSD) or integrated with other services (e.g., Learning Center) are among the many permutations driven by mission and philosophy. 

Standard 8.2, indicating that services for 
students with disabilities are provided through a full-time professional, has created some controversy. It may be the first time that disability 
services has been specified as a full-time position.  It also indicates that this full-time person is a professional. This is a strong indication that this 
individual should have the competencies specified in the Professional Standards for postsecondary disability personnel (Shaw et al., 1997). It is, therefore, no longer acceptable to simply add the disability “hat” to a college administrator’s other job responsibilities. 

The last three items in this category (Standards 8.3-8.5) all relate to data collection and evaluation. Both process data (i.e., documenting hours of service, type of service) and outcome data (i.e., grade point averages, graduation rates) should be collected. These Standards reinforce that given our limited research base, threat of litigation, and constant battle for limited institutional resources, it is critical that evaluation data be collected, organized and disseminated to all relevant constituencies. Brinckerhoff et al., (in press) provide an entire chapter on program evaluation methodology for disability services, which can be used by professionals who do not yet have experience implementing the Standards related to program evaluation.

Training and Professional Development
This last category of the Program Standards provides a direct link to the previously promulgated Professional Standards (Shaw et al., 1997) and Code of Ethics (Price, 1997). Standards 9.1 and 9.2 indicate the need for trained and experienced professionals and for on-going professional development for disability personnel. These elements are detailed in the Professional Standards. Postsecondary institutions, to be in compliance with the Program Standards, need to hire and continually provide training for personnel according to the specifications in the Professional Standards. The need for trained professionals has taken on added meaning given the decision in the Guckenberger v. Trustees of Boston University case (1997) which noted that appropriately trained professionals were required to make disability related decisions.

The final Standard (9.3) specifies that programs and related personnel must adhere to the AHEAD Code of Ethics (Price, 1997). This Standard formally puts disability professionals and their supervisors on notice that professional ethics are a part of program efficacy. The many challenging decisions regarding eligibility, service delivery and confidentiality must be dealt with in an ethical manner. In addition, this category has linked the trinity of standards (i.e., program, professional, ethics) into one comprehensive presentation of the role and responsibility of postsecondary disability services.

Limitations

Although these Program Standards are based on research involving more than 1,000 postsecondary professionals, limitations must be acknowledged. Even the most rigorous survey has limited generalizability. To overcome this limitation, this study followed all the current conventions regarding survey research including a very large sample and a high return rate (Dukes, this issue). Nevertheless, subjects providing responses to a single questionnaire at one moment in time must be considered in discussing these results.  Specifically, given that postsecondary disability services is a rapidly developing field with a relatively short history these results have a limited “shelf life”. All of the Standards will, therefore, need to be monitored and revised on an on-going basis to keep them abreast of state-of-the-art practice based on current research.

Conclusion

These Program Standards represent service components that are fundamental for assuring equal educational access for postsecondary students with disabilities. They set parameters for essential services that postsecondary institutions need to provide to meet the needs of students with disabilities. They provide direction to the Office for Students with Disabilities (OSD) and other campus departments to identify which office in the institution is responsible for each Standard. The Program Standards are a research-based vehicle for professionals when helping their institutions provide all the necessary elements to effectively meet the needs of college students with disabilities. As noted previously, they also enhance the status of disability programs and personnel and clarify the responsibilities of higher education institutions for program development, staff development and program evaluation. They provide consumers with a baseline of what to expect from postsecondary disability services, a format for evaluating potential colleges, and a clear expectation of what may or may not be available (i.e., special classes, preferential treatment). In addition, governmental agencies (e.g., courts, Office for Civil Rights, state and provincial higher education agencies) now have a standard which can be used for program development as well as to assess the efficacy of services. These Program Standards in conjunction with the previously developed Professional Standards (Shaw et al., 1997) and Code of Ethics (Price, 1997) gives the field a firm professional base for what it should do, who they should be, and how they should act.
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The purpose of this study was to examine faculty knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) policies and guidelines. The Assessment of Faculty Knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 Policies and Guidelines, adapted from an assessment research study of university faculty conducted by Thompson, Bethea, and Turner (1997), was administered to 300 full-time academic and vocational/technical faculty at the 15 community colleges in Mississippi. Assessment items related to the three thematic areas of the Americans with Disabilities Act: (a) treatment of individuals with disabilities, (b) modifications to college programs, and (c) academic adjustments. Findings suggest that Mississippi community college faculty have very limited knowledge of the ADA’s implications for faculty, student, and staff responsibilities or rights.  Recommendations for increasing faculty awareness of ADA polices and guidelines are proposed.   

With the passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, federal law prohibits postsecondary institutions from subjecting students with disabilities to discriminatory acts. The ADA mandates that postsecondary educational institutions provide accommodations that offer students with disabilities equal opportunities to those available to non‑disabled students (Frank & Wade, 1993).  More specifically, the ADA requires accommodations that include modifications to academic programs, such as a time extension for completion of degree requirements, and academic adjustments, such as interpreters or notetakers (ADA, 1990).

Postsecondary institutions are reporting increased difficulty in providing college students with disabilities with the academic accommodations that meet federal regulations (Almeida, 1991; Brinckerhoff, Shaw, & McGuire, 1992; Burns, Armistead, & Keys, 1990; Enright, 1993; Heyward, Lawton, & Associates, 1995).  More than 10% of all complaints received by the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) between October 1, 1993 and September 30, 1995 alleged disability discrimination at a postsecondary institution (OCR Finds, 1996). The increase in discriminatory complaints may be the result of more students with recognized disabilities enrolling in postsecondary education (Brinckerhoff, Shaw, & McGuire, 1992).  Henderson (1993) found, for example, that 8.8% of all college freshmen reported having some type of disability in 1991, an increase from 2.6% in 1978. In a report prepared for the American Association of Community Colleges, Barnett and Li (1997) noted that the largest proportion of postsecondary students with disabilities attend community colleges. Barnett and Li analyzed data provided by 672 colleges in the United States, U.S. territories, and Canada and found that 71% of students with disabilities attend community colleges, while only 29% of students with disabilities enroll in public four‑year colleges or universities. As a result, community colleges face greater challenges than other postsecondary institutions in providing appropriate accommodations for students with disabilities. 

The literature indicates a correlation between the increase in disability discriminatory complaints filed against postsecondary institutions and a lack of faculty awareness of ADA requirements (Kincaid, 1996; Shea, 1994; Rothstein, 1986).  In a study of 124 state university faculty conducted 16 years after the passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Leyser (1989) found that 46.5% of faculty were somewhat familiar, 40.4% were very familiar, and 13.1% were not familiar with federal and state disability laws.  In contrast, Thompson, Bethea, and Turner’s (1997) study of 400 southeastern university faculty members found that only 56% of faculty responded correctly to 19 items of a 25-item assessment on disability law. 

Numerous disability related court cases have been filed since the passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. A sample of early court cases related to educational systems and the ADA will be provided in three thematic areas: (a) treatment of individuals with disabilities, (b) modifications to college programs, and (c) academic adjustments.  

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 provides individuals with disabilities protection from discriminatory treatment based on handicap.  In Howe v. Hull (1994), for example, the U.S. District Court, Northern District of Ohio, established a precedent by ruling that persons with disabilities are permitted to sue individuals as well as public institutions.  The U.S. District Court found that if any person in a position of authority performs a discriminatory act that is at odds with an institution’s guidelines, then that person may be held personally liable.  

In the area of modification to college programs, the court case of Southeastern Community College v. Davis (1979) is representative.  Davis was denied admission to a nursing program based on a communication disability.  The U.S. Supreme Court ruled that there was no violation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 when Southeastern Community College found that Davis failed to meet the specified requirement that nursing students understand speech without reliance on lip-reading for admission to its nursing program.  Southeastern would have been forced to make a fundamental modification in its nursing program in order to admit Davis. 

The Americans with Disabilities Act, under mandated academic adjustments, prohibits the instigation of rules that limit participation of students with disabilities in educational programs.  Academic adjustments such as notetakers or interpreters must be provided by postsecondary institutions.  In Crawford v. the University of North Carolina (1977), for example, a deaf student claimed that the university failed to provide the accommodation of employing an interpreter for the student.  The United States District Court of North Carolina, Durham Division, directed the university to provide sign language interpreters at no cost to the student.  

Since these early legal disputes, court cases have continued to increase, indicating a need to better understand faculty awareness of ADA related to these three thematic areas.  The purpose of this research study was to examine community college faculty members’ knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 policies and guidelines.  Three research questions were examined:

      1.  How knowledgeable are full‑time academic and vocational/technical community college faculty members of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 policies and guidelines?


2.  Do full‑time community college faculty members receive college‑sponsored training on the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act that require special accommodations?


3.  Are full‑time academic community college faculty members more knowledgeable of ADA policies and guidelines than full‑time vocational/technical community college faculty members?

Method

Participants  

     The participants in this study were selected from a population of 1,816 community college faculty members employed full-time during the 1997-1998 school year; 996 were full-time academic and 820 were full-time vocational/technical faculty members. Faculty were proportionately selected from each college. A random sample of 150 academic faculty members and 150 vocational/technical faculty members was selected using a table of random numbers.  The majority of faculty (78%) had over six years of experience in higher education. 55 % of the faculty were female and 39% of the faculty were male, reflective of the gender distribution of the faculty population  (6% of the respondents did not specify gender). Each Mississippi community college president designated a campus contact person to assist the researcher in identification of participants. 
Instrumentation

A modified version of an assessment instrument developed by Thompson, Bethea, and Turner (1997) at Mississippi State University was used in the study. The Thompson et al. instrument showed a Cronbach coefficient alpha of 0.96 for internal consistency.  A pilot study of the modified Faculty Assessment of Knowledge of Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 Policies and Guidelines was conducted at Hinds Community College.  Five full-time academic and five full-time vocational/technical faculty participated in the pilot. Using a classical split half correlation between even and odd items on the pilot study assessment, a Pearson’s r-value of .63 was obtained.  The Spearman Brown Prophecy statistic yielded a relative coefficient of .77, which indicates a correlation between the two halves and is indicative of acceptable reliability.  The decrease in internal consistency measures between the Thompson et al. assessment and the modified version may be attributable to differences in the samples and the number of items. 


The instrument (see Appendix) consisted of two sections: 1) an eight item demographic page, and 2) a 23-item ADA assessment.  The first section requested the following standard demographic information from faculty: (a) title (academic, vocational, technical), (b) gender, (c) years of experience in higher education, (d) number of students with disabilities taught or advised during the last four years, (e) identification of types of students’ disabilities (communication disorder, learning disability, mobility impairment, psychiatric disability, hearing impairment, deaf, vision impairment, other), (f) resources used to increase knowledge of disability legal requirements (video, workshops, faculty resource guide, newsletters), (g)  college-sponsored training about the provision of special accommodations for students with disabilities (yes or no), (h) description of  college sponsored training.  

The second section of the instrument requested faculty response (“yes,” “no,” or “don’t know”) to items related to ADA policies and guidelines. The items yielded an overall score for each faculty member based on the number of items answered correctly. Each item of the assessment section related to three thematic areas of the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The three thematic areas included: (a) treatment of individuals with disabilities, (b) program modifications, and (c) academic adjustments.  The Americans with Disabilities Act (1990) prohibits discriminatory treatment of individuals with disabilities.  Modifications to college programs include extended time to complete degree requirements, course substitutions, or change in the methodology of conducting courses.  The ADA (1990), under required academic adjustments, prohibits the instigation of rules that limit participation of students with disabilities in educational programs.  ADA academic adjustments include provision of special accommodations such as sign-language interpreters, notetakers, or readers. 
Data Collection


The Executive Director of the Mississippi Association of Community and Junior Colleges (MACJC) arranged for the researcher to give a brief presentation to the community college presidents at the November, 1997, MACJC meeting.  The researcher made three requests of the presidents: (a) the signing of a personal letter of support for the study, (b) the identification of a contact person at the institution who would assist the researcher with distribution and collection of assessments, and (c) the provision of a list of all full‑time academic and vocational/technical faculty. All college presidents voted to support the study. The University of Mississippi Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research granted approval for the study.

      Copies of the Assessment of Faculty Knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 Policies and Guidelines, cover letters from the appropriate community college president, and self‑addressed return envelopes were mailed to the designated campus contacts for distribution to each of the 300 faculty members. Faculty were advised in the cover letter that the assessment was anonymous and that individuals and institutions would not be identified in the study. The return date for the assessment instrument was included on the instruction page and in the cover letter.  Subjects were directed to return the assessment to the designated contact person on the college campus. The contact person returned all completed assessments to the researcher. A total of 233 faculty across campuses completed assessments, resulting in a response rate of 78%.

Data Analysis

      Demographic data were analyzed using descriptive statistics.  An overall score was calculated for each faculty member based on the number of items answered correctly. For research question 1, an overall correct response rate of 80% or higher on the 23 item assessment was defined by the researcher as an acceptable knowledge of ADA policies and guidelines. Incorrect or “Don’t know” answers were combined to indicate lack of knowledge of ADA policies and guidelines. For research question 2, simple percentages were used to delineate faculty receiving college-sponsored training on the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The t test of independent samples was used to test the means of academic and vocational/technical faculty responses for research question 3. An alpha level of 0.05 was used for all statistical tests. 
Results

Faculty Knowledge of ADA

      The first research question examined faculty knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Approximately two fifths (39%) of community college full-time academic and vocational/ technical faculty demonstrated an acceptable level of knowledge (correct response rate of 80% or higher) of ADA policies and guidelines. The percentage of correct faculty responses for items within each of the three thematic areas is shown in Table 1. 

In the thematic area, Treatment Of Students, approximately one fourth (23%) of the overall faculty demonstrated an acceptable level of knowledge of ADA policies and guidelines by responding correctly to six of seven items (86%).  This thematic area represented the lowest level of faculty knowledge of ADA policies and guidelines.  Specifically, less than half of the overall faculty responded correctly to the five items shown in Table 2 indicating a need for greater faculty awareness in these areas.

 In the thematic area, Modification To Programs, half of the overall faculty (49%) responded correctly to seven of nine items (78%).  In the thematic area, Academic Adjustments, roughly three fifths (61%) of the overall faculty responded correctly to six of seven items (86%).  The three questions answered correctly by less than half of the overall faculty are shown in Table 3.   These question items indicate a need for greater faculty awareness in the specific areas.
Faculty Training on ADA
      The second research question examined college sponsored training on the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Sixty-seven faculty members (29%) indicated that they had received college-sponsored training on the provision of special accommodations for students with disabilities, while 161 faculty members (69%) indicated that they had not received college-sponsored training.  Five faculty members (2%) failed to respond to the item.  Faculty members who indicated that they had received college-sponsored training were asked to describe their training.  The following quotations illustrate the types of training faculty members received:

•
(The) college provides workshops concerning ADA and ways to provide services.

•
I have attended three college-sponsored staff development sessions on learning disabilities and have been adequately informed about the ADA.

•
Workshops, division meetings, faculty meetings, special committee meetings.  I myself have a hearing impairment and use two hearing aids.  Even so, I don’t hear all that is said in meetings.  No one gives a tinker’s damn about my disability and I have not been held back by lack of concern.


These statements are a sampling of responses from faculty participants concerning the training received on the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Of the 67 faculty members who indicated that they had received ADA training as part of college staff development activities, only three faculty members indicated that they had received additional ADA training while attending conferences and workshops sponsored by state or national organizations.  


A one-tailed t test, used to compare the two means (academic faculty  (0 = 55.985) and vocational/technical faculty (0 = 53.212)), showed no significant difference between academic and vocational/technical faculty mean scores [t = 1.146 (df = 231),  p = .126]. An alpha level of 0.05 was used for all statistical tests. Therefore, there was no significant difference between community college academic and vocational/technical faculty knowledge of policies and guidelines of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Conclusions


The following conclusions may be drawn from the results of this study:

•
The majority of academic and vocational/technical faculty at the 15 community colleges in Mississippi do not demonstrate the designated “acceptable level” of knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 policies and guidelines.

•
Lack of sufficient knowledge of the ADA may be related to the fact that only 29% of faculty had received college-sponsored training on the ADA.

•
There is no significant difference in the knowledge of the ADA policies and guidelines between academic and vocational/technical community college faculty.

Discussion of Results

      The first research question examined academic and vocational/technical faculty knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act policies and guidelines.  Results showed that only two fifths (39%) of faculty responded correctly to 18 of 23 questions (78%) on a 23-item assessment. These findings support earlier findings by Thompson, Bethea, and Turner (1997).  Thompson, Bethea, and Turner examined university faculty knowledge of the ADA policies and guidelines and found that 56% of university faculty responded correctly to 19 of 25 items (76%) on a 25-item assessment.  In contrast to Thompson, Bethea and Turner’s study, the community college faculty’s knowledge of the ADA policies and guidelines in this study was noticeably lower.  This finding suggests that community college faculty is not as knowledgeable of ADA policies and guidelines as the university faculty in Thompson, Bethea, and Turner’s study.
      Only 29% of faculty members indicated that they had received college-sponsored training about provision of special accommodations for students with disabilities.  Consistent with prior research (Aksamit, Morris, & Leuenberger, 1987; Frank & Wade, 1993; Leyser, 1989; Matthews, Anderson, & Skolnick, 1987; Smith, 1997; Thompson, Bethea, and Turner, 1997), the findings of this study indicate that additional faculty training on ADA issues is needed at community colleges in the U.S. Results show that there is no significant difference between academic and vocational/technical faculty knowledge of the ADA policies and guidelines.

Limitations of the Study
     This study was limited to faculty members at the fifteen Mississippi community colleges, specifically full‑time academic and vocational/technical faculty. Further this study was limited to Title III, Subpart E of the Americans with Disabilities Act, which specifically refers to postsecondary education programs and activities.

Summary

      In summary, community colleges need to enhance faculty training on the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.  Findings of this study and previous research suggest that the majority of community college faculty do not demonstrate an acceptable level of knowledge of ADA policies and guidelines.  Institutions need to increase faculty awareness of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 in order to help mitigate the increasing number of disability discrimination complaints and related court cases filed against postsecondary institutions. Increased faculty awareness of ADA policies may also positively impact the recruitment, retention, and completion of students with disabilities in postsecondary settings.    


Further research is recommended to examine effective methods of providing ADA training to community college faculty including ways to determine faculty preferences for receiving training on ADA issues.  In Mississippi, further research is needed to examine community college administrative and support staff knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act as well as the role of the Disability Support Services Office in training college personnel to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  
Table 1tc "Table 1"
Percentage of Correct Responses by Faculty to ADA Survey

Theme
        Item          Overall Faculty
     Academic Faculty         Vo-Tec Faculty 



                         Correct Responses            Correct Responses      Correct Responses
   
Treatment of 
            
        1                    81%

 76%
              87%


Students

  2

34%


      34%
              35%




  3

39%


      42%         
              35%




14

23%


      24%
              22%



20

20%


      23%                        16%

22
75%


      76%                        72%

23                   38%


      39%    
              35%

Academic 
              4                    54%


      52%       
              57%

Adjustments 

  5

66%


      67% 
              63%




  6

63%


      65%
              60%




  7

86%


      83%
              90%
        




15

73%


      75%
              70%

16
61%


      64%
              57%

19

75%


      78%
              69%

Modification 
              8                     58%


      58%
              60%

to Programs 

  9

35%


      33%
              37%




10

66%


      67%
              64%




11

62%


      63%
              61%




12

63%


      61%
              65%




13

63%


      61%
              66%

17
80%


      81%
              78%

18                   46%


      52%
              38%

21                   49%


      52%
              45%

Note.  n=233

Table 2tc "Table 2"
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Items with the Lowest Correct Response Rate in the Thematic Area, Treatment Of Students 

Item

Assessment Instrument Question
Number

  2
Faculty and staff in higher education are required to provide a  student with a disability accommodation even if the student does not request it.

  3

A student with a disability may ask for and expect accommodation in a classroom even though the student has not provided documentation that the disability exists.

14

Faculty members have the right to access diagnostic information regarding a student’s disability.

20

The instructor must meet with a student with a visual impairment before class to make sure the student has resources to complete the course requirements.

23

An institution of higher education must follow a grievance procedure that includes a grade change if appropriate disability-related accommodations were not provided.  

Table 3tc "Table 3"
tc ""
Items with the Lowest Correct Response Rate in the Thematic Area, Modification To Programs

Item

Assessment Instrument Question
Number

  9
        
Student requests for accommodation must be granted even when the accommodation would result in a fundamental alteration of the program.

18

Faculty must restructure the presentation of their courses and their course requirements if a student with a disability requests it.

21

Nothing within the ADA or Section 504 requires a college to waive essential course requirements, however a refusal to grant a waiver must be justified. 

Assessment of Faculty Knowledge of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 Policies and Guidelines

The statements below are part of a research project to determine faculty/staff knowledge of disability laws.  This assessment is anonymous and your name will not be included in any way.  Please return this assessment to ____________________ in the enclosed addressed envelope by __________________.

1.
Your title: (Please check one.)





Instructor:
___Academic  ___ Vocational  ___ Technical 

2.
Your gender:





___
Female 
              ___
Male 

3.
Years of experience in higher education:


___Less than 1 year                                                                                                                               
___ 1-5 years      ___ 6-15 years   
  ___ more than 15 years     

4.
The number of students with disabilities whom you have taught/advised during the last four years:

      ___ 0 students 

    ___ 1-5 students     ___ 6-10 students 

      ___ 11-15 students        



     ___ More than 16 students  

5.
If you have taught students with disabilities during the past four years, please place a

      check next to the types of disabilities your students have or have had.

   ___  
Communication disorder
      ___  
Hearing impairment

   ___  
Learning disability

      ___  
Deaf

   ___  
Mobility Impairment
                     ___  
Vision Impairment

   ___  
Psychiatric disability
               
      ___   
Other (Please specify.) ________________________

6.
What resources have you used to increase your knowledge of disability legal requirements?

   ___  Video
   ___  Workshops
   ___  Other (Please specify.) _____

   ___   Faculty Resource Guide
   ___  Newsletters

7.
Have you received college-sponsored training about the provision of special accommodations for students with disabilities?

   ___  Yes
   ___  No

8.
If yes to seven, please describe below.










    Yes
    
No
  Don’t








  Know           

1.
A person is considered to be a person with a disability if he/she
    

has the disability, has a record of the disability, or is regarded as 

having the disability.




                         

2.
Faculty and staff in higher education are required to provide a         

student with a disability accommodation even if the student does 

not request it.







                          

3.
A student with a disability may ask for and expect 

Accommodation in a classroom even though the student has not 

provided documentation that the disability exists. 
                      

4.
Students are required to assume the responsibility for securing

a necessary accommodation. 


                    

5.
A classroom’s location must be changed to provide accessibility

for a student with a mobility disability. 

                      

6.
An instructor who decides that a student with a documented

learning disability does not need extended time on a test may choose 

not to give this accommodation.  


                      

7.
The method of administering an exam must be altered if the

testing procedure puts a student with a disability at a disadvantage 

based on the student’s documented disability. 

                      

8.
A student with a speech disorder must be given an alternate

assignment to presenting an oral report. 

                      

9.
Student requests for accommodation must be granted even 

when the accommodation would result in a fundamental alteration 

of the program. 




                      

10.
The university may refuse to grant a student’s request for an

accommodation which is not supported by the student’s 

documentation. 




                      

11.
If a student with a visual disability is enrolled in a class, the

institution must provide all handouts in the alternate format requested
 

by the student. 




                      











Yes
    No
  Don’t







 Know

12.
The institution must make course material on reserve in

the library available in alternate format for students with visual 

disabilities enrolled in the course. 


                      

13.
If a student with a disability has difficulty writing, the

instructor is responsible for providing the student with an oral test.  
                        

14.
Faculty members have the right to access diagnostic

information regarding a student’s disability. 

                      

15.
It a student’s documentation specifically recommends a

quiet testing area with no distractions, the instructor must allow 

the student to take an exam in a room different from the classroom 

with a proctor.  




                      

16.
An individual faculty member who fails to provide an

accommodation to a student with a documented disability may 

be held personally liable.



                      

17.
The instructor’s academic freedom permits the instructor to

decide if he/she will provide special aids and services for 

students with disabilities in the classroom.

                      

18.
Faculty must restructure the presentation of their courses

and their course requirements if a student with a disability 

requests it. 





                      

19.
Asking to copy the notes of other class students is a

reasonable accommodation for a student with a learning 

disability who finds note taking distracting from his/her ability 

to listen to the class lecture.



                      

20.
The instructor must meet with a student with a visual

impairment before class to make sure the student has 

resources to complete the course requirements.

                      

21.
Nothing within the ADA or Section 504 requires a

college to waive essential course requirements, however a 

refusal to grant a waiver must be justified. 

                      

22.
Accommodations for testing such as readers, scribes,

or the use of adaptive equipment must be provided for a 

student with a documented disability. 

                      











Yes
    No
  Don’t







 Know

23.
An institution of higher education must follow a 

grievance procedure that includes a grade change if 

appropriate disability-related accommodations were not provided.  
                      

Answer Key:

1.
yes

2.
no

3.
no

4.
no

5.
yes

6.
no

7.
yes

8.
yes

9.
no

10.
yes

11.
yes

12.
yes

13.
yes

14.
no

15.
yes

16.
yes

17.
no

18.
no

19.
yes

20.
no

21.
yes

22.
yes

23.
yes

Note:  From “Faculty knowledge of disability laws in higher education: A survey,” by A. Thompson, L. Bethea, and J. Turner, 1997, Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 40, p.166. Copyright 1997 by A. Thompson. Adapted with permission.
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