This can be done through rules, norms, regulations, practices, and the culture established by the
organization (Lipsky, 2010).

Initially, the central focus of the Disability Services Office was to be a point of contact
for students with disabilities and to address disability-related issues on behalf of the higher
education institution (Katsiyannis, Zhang, Landmark, & Reber, 2009). Beyond compliance,
there was really no other function of the office. Therefore, each postsecondary institution was
forced to create its own policies and procedures to guide its faculty and staff on what was
necessary for them to be compliant with these federal laws. And in doing so, these institutions
had to focus “more on the line between compliance and noncompliance, [and] balancing the
rights and responsibilities of institutions with those of students with disabilities” (Simon, 2011,
p. 95).

Dukes (2001) described the AHEAD Program Standards as “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 access” (p. 63). Dukes (2001) also
pointed out that the purpose for developing the program standards was to help DSPs have a
standard to measure the services being offered, determine empirically which services are
essential, to help determine areas of training for DSPs, and aid students in their postsecondary
institution selection.

The study was completed by utilizing a survey distributed via convenience sampling
procedures. Participants were identified from the Association for Disability and Higher
Education (AHEAD) from its online membership database. The population of interest in the

study was DSPs who make disability-related policy for the purpose of compliance with federal
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disability policy at colleges and universities across the United States and/or those who
implement the campus-based policies through their daily work practices and routines.

The final list contained 717 DSPs who were invited to participate in the study based on

the following criteria: employed in a postsecondary institution in the United States; worked in a
Disability Services office; and preference was given to those who were at the
director/coordinator level. DSPs were invited via email to participate in a web-based
questionnaire on three occasions during the two-weeks the survey was open to participants to
complete.

The study was designed to address the following research questions.

1. To what extent did disability services providers agree that the Association on Higher
Education and Disability (AHEAD) Program Standards and Performance Indicators
encompassed the critical elements of implementing the ADAAA on their campuses?

After conducting a descriptive analysis on the data from questions 1-28 in Section 2 of

the survey of which performance indicators did DSPs consider to be critical to the
implementation of the ADAAA, it was found that there was consensus of 90% agreement or
higher on 18 of the 28 indicators (Tables 4-11). There were 10 performance indicators that did
not have consensus that included utilizing a service delivery model that developed independence
among students with disabilities (1 indicator), all of the performance indicators encompassing
program administration and evaluation (7 indicators), and performance indicators addressing
DSPs’ professional development and level of training/experience (2 indicators). More research

will be needed to determine the reasoning for the non-consensus of those 10 indicators.
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la. Of the AHEAD Program Standards, which were viewed by disability services
providers as most important to the successful implementation of the ADAAA on their
campuses?

1b. Of the AHEAD Program Standards, which were viewed by disability services

providers as most difficult to implement on their campuses?

These research questions examined the overarching AHEAD program standards to see
which standards were viewed as most important to the implementation of the ADAAA and
which were most difficult to implement. Using SPSS, the ranked data was analyzed using
descriptive statistics. The most important program standard for implementation was academic
adjustments (Table 12). On the contrary, faculty/staff awareness was perceived as the most
difficult program standard to implement (Table 13).

2. What implementation challenges did disability services providers identify most

strongly with?

This research question was answered using descriptive statistics to find the mean and
standard deviation for each program standard. Increased demand for services was rated as the
top challenge to implementation of the ADAAA at the campus level followed by lack of fiscal
resources (Table 14).

3. How does the policy environment on campus influence discretion used by disability

services provider?

This research question was answered using a Fisher Exact Test in SPSS to determine if a
statistically significant relationship exists between the participants’ responses to each AHEAD

performance indicator as to whether it is critical to the implementation of the ADAAA and
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whether the DSP’s office provides that indicator as a service on campus. Testing at a 0.05 level
of significance, the null hypothesis was rejected in 20 of the 28 performance indicators
suggesting a significant relationship between an indicator being viewed as critical and whether it
was offered as a service on the campus (Tables 15-22).

In order to compare the DSP’s perception of the policy environment at the campus level
to the discretion exercised by the DSP, another set of Fisher exact tests were performed.
Because Fisher exact tests are limited to a 2x2 analysis between two dichotomous variables, each
with only two levels, the data regarding the participants’ perception of the campus policy
environment was modified from ordinal level of measurement to nominal by combining the
“welcoming” and “somewhat welcoming” and creating a “welcoming” category. Similarly, the
“somewhat resistant to change” and “resistant to change” were combined to form “resistant”
(Table 25). Testing at a 0.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis was rejected in 5 of 56
instances (Table 26). In all of these instances, the rejection of the null pertained to a significant
association between the perception of the campus policy environment and whether a
performance indicator was offered as a service on the campus.

4. How much did feedback from the disability services provider’s peers affect decisions

regarding ADAAA implementation at the campus level?

This research question was answered using descriptive statistics such as percentages and
frequencies scores. Ninety-four percent (94%) of participants indicated that feedback from DSP
peers either significantly or somewhat affected their decisions regarding ADAAA

implementation at the campus level.
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Policy Implications

The policy-making roles of street-level bureaucrats are built upon two foundations that
are tied to their roles in the bureaucracy: a high level of discretion and a great degree of
autonomy from organizational authority (Lipsky, 2010). Other conditions that may affect street-
level bureaucrats’ roles are inadequate resources; increased demand for services; conflicting or
ambiguous goals; and performance toward achievement difficult to measure (Lipsky, 1980).

Although the rules and regulations that appear in public policies, such as the ADA, are
usually decided at the highest levels of the federal government, workers at the local level on the
front lines are being relied upon to implement the policy as it was intended. Meyers and
Vorsanger (2007) noted that front line workers exert discretion well beyond their formal
authority because of their position as the bridge between the policy-makers and the citizen. As a
result, “leadership does not just occur in the higher echelons of a bureaucratic hierarchy but is
endemic throughout the organization and is present even at the basic rank and file level” (Dicke,
2004, p. 231).

DSPs interact with various stakeholders such as parents; students; faculty, staff, and
administrators; and these interactions can cause challenges in their efforts to implement the
ADAAA on their respective campuses. In the course of their duties and in an effort to
implement the ADAAA on their respective campuses, DSPs must work with stakeholders
regarding changes in campus policies or office procedures. This can be difficult at times
depending on the stakeholders at the table and what their definition of the problem and proposed

solution before them. Some stakeholders want things to remain the way they are because it is the
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way it has “always been done” despite the lack of access it may cause some students with
disabilities.

DSPs’ most important work in their efforts to implement the ADAAA is in their direct
interaction with students with disabilities. Lipsky (2010) described a street level bureaucrat as
“public service workers who interact directly with citizens in the course of their jobs and who
have substantial discretion in the execution of their work” (p. 3). DSPs interact daily with
students with disabilities to make decisions regarding their eligibility for services and approval
of accommaodations.

From a policy perspective, it is important for DSPs and administrators to realize the
complexities that surround implementing the ADAAA on a local campus from problems with the
policy environment to a lack of fiscal resources to increases in service demand. The study of the
public policy cycle and accompanying theories can also assist DSPs navigate this landscape. To
be more specific, the implementation theory of street-level bureaucracy can offer DSPs insight
into the realities of their work environments and implementation challenges.

Conclusions
1. Disability Services Providers (DSPs) considered 18 of the 28 performance indicators
to be critical to the implementation of the ADAAA,; but 25 of the 28 performance
indicators were provided as a campus service which can be an indication of DSPs’
lack of discretion in implementation.
a. DSPs did not perceive any of the seven performance indicators listed under the
Program Administration and Evaluation program standard as critical to the

implementation of the ADAAA. This is consistent with the DSPs responses
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later in the survey where, out of the eight program standards, program
administration and evaluation was designed seventh in importance to
successful ADAAA implementation and the third most difficult standard to
implement. In regards to providing the service, DSPs indicated consensus on
five of the seven performance indicators. The only indicators that did not have
consensus included (i) collecting student feedback to measure satisfaction with
disability services and (ii) reporting program evaluation data to administrators,
both of which are important institutional measures for colleges and universities
in regards to fiscal and human resources.

Eighty-six percent (86.1%) of DSPs did not perceive utilizing the performance
indicator (i.e., use a service delivery model that encourages students with
disabilities to develop independence) under the Counseling and Self-
Determination program standard as critical to the implementation of then
ADAAA. However, the program standard itself was rated as fourth in
importance for successful ADAAA implementation. Interestingly, although
the performance indicator was not deemed as critical to implementation,
ninety-six percent (96.2%) of DSPs indicated that they provide this service
delivery model. The self-determination approach in disability services
promotes a student-driven process that relies on student self-advocacy and has
been shown to be a vital component in a student’s successful transition to
higher education (Madaus, 2011). As a result, students are expected to (1)

drive the accommodations process and (2) are considered self-advocates who
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are capable of voicing accommodation problems or issues with instructors
when they occur.

2. Faculty/Staff Awareness was observed by DSP as the fifth most important AHEAD
program standard for successful ADAAA implementation. Yet, it was also
considered by DSPs to be the most difficult to implement. Making faculty aware of
their obligation under the ADA is crucial to implementing the ADA and can directly
impact students’ receipt of accommodations

3. Three of the five AHEAD Program Standards perceived as most difficult to
implement (i.e., Faculty/Staff Awareness; Program Administration and Evaluation;
and Counseling and Self-Determination) was also viewed as not critical to
implementing the ADAAA at postsecondary institutions.

4. Although the campus policy environment may not have an effect on what DSPs
consider to be critical to the implementation of federal disability policies, it can
influence what services are provided. The study also identified other implementation
challenges. Increased demand for services was identified by participants as the
number one implementation challenge which seems to be consistent with literature
stating more students with disabilities are coming to campus. Eleven percent (11%)
of students attending postsecondary institutions have some form of disability that
would qualify them for accommodation (United States Government Accountability
Office, 2009). Lipsky’s street level bureaucrat theory seems to capture the nuances

involved how DSPs ultimately decide to implement the ADAAA at the local level,
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especially Lipsky’s acknowledgement of the chronically limited resources relative to
the tasks DSPs are asked to perform (Lipsky, 1980).

In 20 of 28 Fisher exact tests analyses, there were significant associations between
performance indicators being critical to ADAAA implementation and providing them
as campus services to students with disabilities. A significant association (i.e., a
significant p value) is equivalent to inconsistent responses from DSPs (e.g., “yes”
critical and “no” service provided) or, more specifically, a lack of discretion. Lipsky
(1997) stated that discretion can be seen in the “decisions of street level bureaucrats,
the routines they establish, and the devices they invent to cope with uncertainty and
work pressures, effectively become the public policies they carry out” (p. 389).

. Twenty-eight (28) Fisher Exact Tests measured the relationship between the campus
policy environment and a performance indicator being critical the null hypothesis was
not rejected in any of the 28 instances between the perception of the campus policy
environment and whether a performance indicator was critical to implementation.
Another 28 Fisher Exact Tests measured the relationship between the campus policy
environment and a performance indicator being offered as a service the null
hypothesis was rejected in 5 of 28 instances indicating a significant association
between the perception of the campus policy environment and whether a performance
indicator was offered as a service on the campus. While a rejection of the null in 5 of
28 test may seem low, it may be an indication that there are other factors outside of

the campus policy environment affecting discretion.
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Recommendations for Future Research

1.

2.

The study should be replicated using a larger sample of Disability Services Providers
(DSPs) by sampling multiple DSPs at the same institutions from front line DSPs to
directors. A larger sample will make the survey more generalizable and allow the
researcher to look at how discretion may be affected by position within the Disability
Services office.

A similar study is encouraged using mixed methods. The qualitative portion of the
study will provide richer data and a greater understanding of which of the reasons
behind participant responses in regards to lack of discretion and implementation
challenges.

The portion of the study highlighting the AHEAD Program Standards and
Performance Indicators should utilize a Likert-scale instead of binomial. This will
allow the researcher more options when analyzing the data.

The study should be replicated utilizing better defined terms and emphasizing the
connection between the program standards and the performance indicators that

comprise them.

Recommendations for Practice

1.

The study findings should be shared with Disability Services Providers (DSPs) in the
field to aid them in identifying gaps in practices that could lead to new and more
effective conversations between DSPs and their managers about additional resources.
It is also important for DSPs to become more involved in program evaluation and

assessment.
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2. The study findings should be shared with immediate supervisors at postsecondary
institutions to help them better understand DSPs’ implementation challenges as well
as how those challenges affect the DSPs’ discretion and the ability to provide services
to students with disabilities. Supervisors may be in positions to control Disability
Services Offices’ fiscal and human resources, to make inroads with other campus
decision-makers to better the policy environment, and become a more informed ally
to DSPs regarding issues concerning students with disabilities.

3. The study should be shared with senior level administrators in postsecondary
institutions to highlight the importance of annual professional development
opportunities for DSPs in order to stay informed of the latest developments and
changes in the federal disability policy to allow DSPs to continue to gain expertise in
their field. In addition, support of DSPs’ implementation decisions from senior
administration is important when creating a welcoming campus policy environment.

4. The study should be shared with the Association on Higher Education and Disability
(AHEAD) to aid in program evaluation and policy-related training topics for
conferences, workshops, publications and consultation. AHEAD may use the results
as justification for further research involving revising the AHEAD Program Standards
and Performance Indicators to reflect changes in DSP perceptions in the last 12 years.

5. The study emphasizes the importance of DSPs having the resources to attend training
opportunities for exposure to legal updates and best practices in the profession. There
are several opportunities for training at the state, regional, and national levels as well

as webinar trainings for DSPs to attend to increase their knowledge of the ADAAA,
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options regarding service delivery, professional judgment, and other topics regarding
best practices and current trends.

6. The study results should be used to develop training about collecting data and
conducting program evaluations for DSPs due to the emphasis placed on these
institutional measures to gauge progress toward strategic goals and in justifying
additional fiscal resources at most postsecondary institutions.

Summary

This chapter provided details about the summary of the study in regards to discretion and
the implementation of federal disability policy at postsecondary institutions. The chapter
included a summary of the answers to the research questions. The chapter discussed
recommendations for future research and practice as well as policy implications that were guided

by the study results.

84



References

AHEAD. (2015). AHEAD.org/about. Retrieved May 26, 2015, from Association on Higher
Education and Disability: http://www.ahead.org/about

Anderson, J. E. (1975). Public policy-making. New York, NY: Praeger.

Ary, D., Jacobs, L. C., Sorensen, C. K., & Walker, D. A. (2014). Introduction to research in
education (9th ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Barker, C., Pistrang, N., & Elliott, R. (2002). Research methods in clinical psychology: An
introduction for students and practitioners. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Belli, G. (2009). Nonexperimental quantitative research. In S. D. Lapan, & M. T. Quartaroli,
Research Essentials: An Introduction to Designs and Practices (pp. 59-77). San
Francisco, CA: Wiley.

Bowman, L. (2011). Americans with disabilities act as amended: Principles and practice. (T. S.
Rocco, Ed.) New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 132, 85-95.
doi:10.1002/ace.434

Burke, L. A., Friedl, J., & Rigler, M. (2010). The 2008 amendments to the Americans with
Disabilities Act: Implications for student affairs practitioners. Journal of Student Affairs
Research and Practice, 43(1), 63-77. doi:10.2202/1949-6605.6021

Carrington, K. (2005). Street level discretion: Is there a need for control? Public Administration
Quarterly, 29(1), 140-161.

Cawthon, S., & Cole, E. (2010). Postsecondary students who have a learning disability: Student
perceptives on accommodations access and obstacles. Journal of Postsecondary
Education and Disability, 23(2), 112-128.

Chatterjee, L., & Mitra, M. (1998). Evolution of federal and state policies for persons with
disability in the United States: Efficiency and welfare impacts. The Annals of Regional
Science, 32, 347-365.

Christ, T. W. (2008). A cross-case analysis of leadership qualities in three postsecondary
disability support centers. Journal of Ethnographic & Qualitative Research, 2, 223-230.

Cochran, C. E., Mayer, L. C., Carr, T. R., & Cayer, N. J. (2009). American policy: An
introduction (9th ed.). Boston, MA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.

85



Cory, R. C. (2011). Disability services offices for students with disabilities: A campus resource.
New Directions for Higher Education(154), 27-35.

DePoy, E., & Gitlin, L. N. (2016). Introduction to research: Understanding and applying
multiple strategies (5th ed.). St. Louis, MO: Elsevier.

Dicke, L. A. (2004). Street-level leadership in the public sector: A case study of the challenges.
International Journal of Organization Theory and Behavior, 7(2), 231-251.

Dukes, L. (2001). The process: Development of AHEAD program standards. (S. Scott, Ed.)
Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability, 14(2), 62-80.

Dukes, L. (2004). The process: Development of the revised AHEAD program standards and
performance indicators. (N. Ofiesh, & J. McAfee, Eds.) Journal of Postsecondary
Education and Disability, 19(1), 5-15.

Field, S., Martin, J., Miller, R., Ward, M., & Wehmeyer, M. (1998). A practical guide for
teaching self-determination. Reston, VA: Council for Exceptional Children.

Gray, D. E. (2004). Doing research in the real world. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications,
Inc.

Ho, R. (2014). Handbook of univariate and multivariate data. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

Huger, M. S. (2011). Fostering a disability-friendly institutional climate. (M. S. Huger, Ed.) New
Directions for Student Services, 2011(134), 3-11. doi:10.1002/s5.390

Jansson, B. S. (2008). Becoming an effective policy advocate: From policy practice to social
justice (5th ed.). Belmont, CA: Thomson Higher Education.

Katsiyannis, A., Zhang, D., Landmark, L., & Reber, A. (2009, June). Postsecondary education
for individuals with disabilities: Legal and practice considerations. Journal of Disability
Policy Studies, 20(1), 35-45. doi:10.1177/1044207308324896

Keogh, B. (2007). Celebrating PL 94-142: The education of all handicapped children of 1975.
Issues in Teacher Education, 16(2), 65-69.

Kilbury, R. F., Benshoff, J. J., & Rubin, S. E. (1992). The interaction of legislation, public
attitudes and access to opportunities for persons with disabilities. The Journal of
Rehabilitation, 58(4), 6-9.

86



Kroeger, S. (2010). From the special issue editor. (S. Kroeger, Ed.) Postsecondary Education
and Disability, 23(1).

Lipsky, M. (1980). Street-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in public services. New
York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Lipsky, M. (1997). Street-level bureaucracy: An introduction. In M. Hill (Ed.), The Policy
Process: A Reader (pp. 389-392). London: Prentice Hall.

Lipsky, M. (2010). Street-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in public services. New
York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Longmore, P. K. (1987). Uncovering the hidden history of people with disabilities. Reviews in
American History, 15(3), 355-364. doi:10.2307/2702029

Longmore, P. K., & Goldberger, D. (2000). The league of the physically handicapped and the
great depression: A case study in the new disability history. The Journal of American
History, 87(3), 888-922.

Madaus, J. W. (2011). The history of disability services in higher education. (W. S. Harbour, &
J. W. Madaus, Eds.) New Directions for Higher Education, 2011(154), 5-15.
doi:10.1002/he.429

Marshak, L., Van Wieren, T., Raeke Ferrell, D., Swiss, L., & Dugan, C. (2010). Exploring
barriers to college students of disability services and accommodations. (J. Martin, Ed.)
Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability, 22, 151-165.

Meyers, M. K., & Vorsanger, S. (2007). Street level bureaucrats and the implementation of
public policy. In B. G. Peters, & J. Pierre (Eds.), Handbook of Public Administration:
Concise Paperback Edition (pp. 153-164). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Program standards and performance indicators. (2004) Retrieved from
http://ahead.org/learn/resources.

Rattray, J., & Jones, M. C. (2007). Essential elements of questionnaire design and development.
Journal of Clinical Nursing, 16, 234-243. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2702.2006.01573.x

Ripley, R. (1985). Policy analysis in political science. Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall.

Sabatier, P. (2007). Theories of the policy process. Cambridge, MA: Westview Press.

87



Sabatier, P., & Mazmanian, D. (1980). The implementation of public policy: A framework of
analysis. Policy Studies Journal, 8(4), 538-560. doi:10.1111/j.1541-0072.1980.tb01266.x

Salkind, N. J. (2004). Statistics for people who think they hate statistics. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.

Shaw, S. F. (2007). Postsecondary education. In L. (. Florian, Sage Handbook of Special
Education (pp. 390-401). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publishing, Inc.

Shaw, S. F., & Dukes, L. L. (2001). Program standards for disability services in higher
education. (S. Scott, Ed.) Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability, 14(2), 81-
90.

Shaw, S. F., & Dukes, L. L. (2004). Postsecodary disability program standards and performance
indicators: Minimum essentials for the office for students with disabilties. (N. Ofiesh, &
J. McAfee, Eds.) Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability, 19(1), 16-26.

Simon, J. A. (2011). Legal issues in serving students with disabilities in postsecondary
education. (M. S. Huger, Ed.) New Directions for Student Services, 2011(134), 95-107.
doi:10.1002/ss

Stodden, R. A., & Conway, M. A. (2003). Supporting individuals with disabilties in
postsecondary education. American Rehabilitation, 24-33.

Suter, W. N. (2012). Introduction to educational research: A critical thinking approach (2nd
ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. Inc.

Test, D. W., Fowler, C. H., Wood, W. M., Brewer, D. M., & Eddy, S. (2005). A conceptual
framework of self-advocacy for students with disabilities. Remedial and Special
Education, 26, 43-54.

Turner, J. L. (2010). Using statistics in small-scale language education research: Focus on non-
parametric data. New York, NY: Routledge.

United States Government Accountability Office. (2009). Higher education and disability:
Education needs a coordinated approach to improve its assistance to schools in
supporting students (Publication No. GAO-10-33). Retrieved from
http://www.gao.gov/assets/300/297433.pdf

Welch, P. (1995). Strategies for teaching universal design. Boston, MA: Adaptive
Environments.

88



Wilson, K., Getzel, E., & Brown, T. (2000). Enhancing the post-secondary campus climate for
students with disabilities. Journal of Vocational Rehabilitation, 14, 37-50.

89



Appendices

90



Appendix A

DSP Survey

91



Discretion and the Implementation of Federal Disability Policy in Postsecondary Education
Consent to Participate in a Research Study

Principal Researcher: Katy Washington

Faculty Advisor: Dr. Michael Miller

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE

You are invited to participate in a research study about what variables affect the level of
discretion exhibited among Disability Services Providers (DSPs) as they implement the
Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments Acts (ADAAA) on their respective campuses.
You are being asked to participate in this study because you have been identified as a disability
services provider in a postsecondary institution in the United States who is a member of the
Association on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD).

WHAT YOU SHOULD KNOW ABOUT THE RESEARCH STUDY

Who is the Principal Researcher?
Katy Washington, M.S., J.D.

Who is the Faculty Advisor?
Michael T. Miller, PhD

What is the purpose of this research study?

The purpose for conducting this research study will be to explore what variables affect the level
of discretion exhibited among Disability Services Providers (DSPs) as they implement the
Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments Acts (ADAAA) on their respective campuses.

Who will participate in this study?
Disability services providers from across the United States who are members of the Association
on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD) will be invited to participate in the study.

What am | being asked to do?
Your participation will require the following:
Filling out a 34 question online survey and submit it no later than March 15, 2016.

What are the possible risks or discomforts?
There are no anticipated risks.

What are the possible benefits of this study?
There are no anticipated benefits.

How long will the study last?
Completion of the survey should take no longer than 15-20 minutes.
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Will I receive compensation for my time and inconvenience if I choose to participate in this
study?

No

Will I have to pay for anything?

No, there will be no cost associated with your participation.

What are the options if | do not want to be in the study?
If you do not want to be in this study, you may refuse to participate. Also, you may refuse to
participate at any time during the study.

How will my confidentiality be protected?

All information will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by applicable State and Federal
law. In order to ensure confidentiality of data, documents containing identifying information
will be stored in a locked location.

Will I know the results of the study?

At the conclusion of the study you will have the right to request feedback about the results. You
may contact the faculty advisor, Dr. Michael T. Miller at @uark.edu or Principal Researcher,
Katy Washington at @uark.edu. You will receive a copy of this form for your files.

What do | do if | have questions about the research study?
You have the right to contact the Principal Researcher or Faculty Advisor as listed below for any
concerns that you may have.

Principal Researcher
Katy Washington, M.S., J.D.

Faculty Advisor
Michael T. Miller, Ph.D.

You may also contact the University of Arkansas Research Compliance office listed below if you
have questions about your rights as a participant, or to discuss any concerns about, or problems
with the research.

Ro Windwalker, CIP

Institutional Review Board Coordinator
Research Compliance

University of Arkansas

109 MLKG Building

Fayetteville, AR 72701-1201
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| have read the above statement and have been able to ask questions and express concerns, which

have been satisfactorily responded to by the investigator. | understand the purpose of the study as

well as the potential benefits and risks that are involved. | understand that participation is
voluntary. I understand that significant new findings developed during this research will be
shared with the participant. My completion of the survey indicates that | consent for my

responses to be used in this research.

Discretion and the Implementation of Federal Disability Policy in Postsecondary Education

Survey

Demographic Information

A. Do you CURRENTLY establish and provide
services to students with disabilities?

Yes

O No

B. Which setting do you work?

Community College

Private College or University
Public College or University
For Profit College or University

C, Which student enrollment range best fits your
college/university?

under 2,000

between 2,001 and 5,000
between 5,001 and 10,000
between 10,001 and 15,000
between 15,001 and 20,000
over 20,000

| am not sure

D. How many years have you worked with students
with disability in the higher education setting?

0—2 years

2 —5years
5—10 years
10 — 15 years
15 + years

E. What is the highest (most advanced) degree you
have COMPLETED at this time? Do not include
degrees that are in progress.

Technical certificate
Associates degree
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree

Doctorate (Ph.D., E.D., M.D., J.D.)

F. Is anyone in your office a member of the
Association on Higher Education and Disability
(AHEAD)?

oNolleNoNoNoNolloNoNoNoNolloNoNoNoNoNoNolloNoNoNOI RG]

Yes

No

94



Section 2

Area 1: Consultation/Collaboration: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for
students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

This is critical
to the
implementation
of the ADAAA
on my campus

This
Disability
Services
Office/campus
provides this

service
Yes No Yes No
1. Serve as an advocate for issues
regarding students with disabilities to C o C &
ensure equal access.
Yes No | Yes No
2. Provide disability representation on -~ P ~ -~

relevant campus committees.

Area 2: Information Dissemination: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for
students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

This is critical .Th'.s.
Disability
to the :
. . Services
implementation Office/campus
of the ADAAA >camp
provides this
on my campus i
service
Yes No Yes No
3. Disseminate information through
institutional electronic and printed e . . .
publications regarding disability services
and how to access them.
4. Provide services that promote access to - - - -
the campus community.
Yes No Yes No
5. Disseminate information to students with
disabilities regarding available campus and C C C C
community disability resources.
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Area 3: Faculty/Staff Awareness: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for

students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

This is critical _Th|_s_
Disability
to the :
. . Services
implementation Office/campus
of the ADAAA >/camp
provides this
on my campus i
service
Yes No Yes No
6. Inform faculty regarding academic
accommodations, compliance with legal - - - -
responsibilities, as well as instructional,
programmatic, and curriculum modifications.
7. Provide consultation with administrators
regarding academic accommodations,
compliance with legal responsibilities, as 8 s s s
well as instructional, programmatic, physical,
and curriculum modifications.
Yes No Yes No
8. Provide disability awareness training for
campus constituencies such as faculty, staff, C C C C
and administrators.
9. Provide information to faculty about
services available to students with C C C C
disabilities.

Area 4: Academic Adjustments: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for

students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

This is critical
to the
implementation
of the ADAAA
on my campus

This
Disability
Services

Office/campus
provides this

service
Yes No Yes No
10. Maintain records that document the
student’s plan for the provision of C C s I

selected accommaodations.
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This is critical
to the
implementation
of the ADAAA
on my campus

This
Disability
Services
Office/campus
provides this

service
Yes No Yes No
11. Determine with students appropriate o - - -
academic accommaodations and services.
Yes No Yes  No
12. Collaborate with faculty to ensure
that reasonab_le academic -~ -~ -~ P
accommodations do not fundamentally
alter the program of study.

Area 5: Counseling and Self-Determination: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary
education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with

disabilities should:

This is critical
to the
implementation
of the ADAAA
on my campus

This
Disability
Services
Office/campus
provides this

service
Yes No Yes No
13. Use a service delivery model that
encourages students with disabilities to C C C C

develop independence.
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Area 6: Policies and Procedures: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for

students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

This is critical
to the
implementation
of the ADAAA
on my campus

Yes No

This
Disability
Services
Office/campus
provides this
service

Yes  No

14. Develop, review and revise written
policies and guidelines regarding procedures
for determining and accessing “reasonable
accommodations.”

15. Assist with the development, review,
and revision of written policies and
guidelines for institutional rights and
responsibilities with respect to service
provision.

16. Develop, review and revise written
policies and guidelines for student rights and
responsibilities with respect to receiving
services.

17. Develop, review and revise written
policies and guidelines regarding
confidentiality of disability information.

18. Assist with the development, review,
and revision of policies and guidelines for
settling a formal complaint regarding the
determination of a "reasonable
accommodation."

Yes No

- -

Yes No
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Area 7: Program Administration and Evaluation: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary
education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with

disabilities should:

This is critical
to the
implementation
of the ADAAA
on my campus

This
Disability
Services
Office/campus
provides this

service
Yes  No Yes No
19. Provide services that are aligned
with the institution’s mission or services T f_' f_' O
philosophy.
20. Coordinate services for students
with disabilities through a full-time C C C C
professional.
21. Collect student feedback to measure - - - -
satisfaction with disability services.
2_2. C_o!lect da’ga to monitor use of - - - -
disability services.
Yes No Yes No

23. Re_port program evaluation data to - p p -
administrators.
24. Provide fiscal management of the
office that serves students with . . . .
disabilities.
25. Collaborate in establishing
procedures for purchasing the adaptive - - - -

equipment needed to assure equal
access.
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Area 8: Training and Professional Development: To facilitate equal access to postsecondary
education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with

disabilities should:

This is critical
to the
implementation
of the ADAAA
on my campus

This
Disability
Services
Office/campus
provides this

service

Yes  No Yes  No
26. Provide disability services staff
with on-going opportunities for C C C C
professional development.
27. Provide services by personnel with
training and experience working with
college students with disabilities (e.g., C C C C
student development, degree
programs).

Yes No Yes No
28. Assure that personnel adhere to
relevant Codes of Ethics (e.g., C C C C

AHEAD, APA).
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Section 3

29. Of the areas of program standards listed below, which five (5) do you identify as being most
important to implement on your campus (with 1 being the most important)? Please click on the
corresponding number next to your selection.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Consultation/Collaboration cococ oo o CC
Information Dissemination LS S S S S S S
Faculty/Staff Awareness ccCcoc oo C 0
Academic Adjustments LS S S S S S S 4
Counseling and Self-Determination ccCcoc oo C 0
Policies and Procedures LS S S S S S S
Program Administration and Evaluation®™ « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
Training and Professional Development® ¢ ¢ & & ¢

30. Of the areas of program standards listed below, which five (5) do you identify as being most
difficult to implement (with 1 being the most difficult)? Please click on the corresponding
number next to your selection.

Consultation/Collaboration
Information Dissemination
Faculty/Staff Awareness

Academic Adjustments

Counseling and Self-Determination
Policies and Procedures C
Program Administration and Evaluation "
Training and Professional Development

ole e lie e i

DR Mo BEe He BEe ke e B
DTN I Te Be BEe N BEe Bhad
T Y Y 0 R
N NEe BEe Hie BEe He Bhe B
T Y YN
TTYTYOTY Y Y Oy oy X
SIS Jhe He Hie B Hie Bhe B
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31. Of the implementation challenges listed below, which five (5) do you identify with most
strongly (with 1 being the most challenging)? Please click on the corresponding number next to
your selection.

1 2 3 45 6 7 8
Inadequate fiscal resources CcCCCc o CcCC
Increased demand for services cCCcCCCC 00
Conflicting or ambiguous goals CCCC oo
Resistance to change on campus level (SN S S S S S S
Unavailability of appropriate performance measurest™ ¢ ¢ ¢ & ¢
Inadequate staff resources o CCCcCCCC
Lack of discretion to make or revise policy S S SN S SN S SN 6
Students not following processes O S S S S S S

32. Are you or your office involved or consulted during the creation or modification of campus
disability-related policy?

C Yes

© No

33. How would you describe the policy environment on your campus?
Welcoming

Somewhat welcoming

-

Somewhat resistant to change

-

Resistant to change

-

I do not utilize

34. How much does the feedback from your colleagues in the Disability Services field affect
your decisions regarding how you implement the ADAAA on your campus?

G

Significantly

Somewhat

Very little

Not at all

TN

| do not utilize
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Appendix B

AHEAD Program Standards and Performance Indicators
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| AHEAD Program Standards and Performance Indicators |

The Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD) is pleased to offer these
revised Professional Standards and Performance Indicators to the field. The standards reflect the
maturation of the postsecondary disability services profession, describe the breadth of skills and
knowledge required of personnel administering the Office for Students with Disabilities (OSD),
and present a consensus among experts in the field regarding minimum essential services. These
standards are intended to enhance service provision for college students with disabilities by
directing program evaluation and development efforts, improving personnel preparation and staff
development, guiding the formulation of job descriptions for OSD personnel, informing judges
and requisite court decisions regarding appropriate practice and, lastly, expanding the vision of

disability services at the postsecondary level.
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1. Consultation / Collaboration |

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

1.1  Serve as an advocate for issues regarding students with disabilities to ensure equal

access.

Foster collaboration between disability services and administration as it relates to
policy implementation.

Ensure key administrators remain informed of emerging disability issues on
campus that may warrant a new or revised policy.

Foster a strong institutional commitment to collaboration on disability issues
among key administrative personnel (e.g., deans, registrar, campus legal counsel).

Work with facilities to foster campus awareness regarding physical access.

Work collaboratively with academic affairs on policy regarding course
substitutions.

Foster an institutional commitment to promoting student abilities rather than a
student’s disability.

Foster meaningful inclusion of students with disabilities in campus life (e.g.,
residential activities, extracurricular activities).

1.2 Provide disability representation on relevant campus committees.

Advise campus student affairs regarding disability-related issues (e.g., student
discipline, student activities).

Participate on a campus-wide disability advisory committee consisting of faculty,
students, administrators, and community representatives.

Participate on campus administrative committees such as a campus committee on
individuals with disabilities.
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2. Information Dissemination |

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

2.1  Disseminate information through institutional electronic and printed publications
regarding disability services and how to access them.

Distribute policy and procedures(s) on availability of services via all relevant
campus publications (catalogs, programmatic materials, web sites, etc.).

Ensure referral, documentation, and disability services information is up to date
and accessible on the institution’s web site.

Ensure that criteria and procedures for accessing accommodations are clearly
delineated and disseminated to the campus community.

Ensure access to information about disabilities to students, administration, faculty,
and service professionals.

Provide information on grievance and complaint procedures when requested.

Include a statement in the institutional publications regarding self-disclosure for
students with disabilities.

2.2 Provide services that promote access to the campus community.

Facilitate the acquisition and availability of a wide variety of assistive technology
to help students access materials in alternative formats (e.g., JAWS for Windows
screen reader, Kurzweil VVoice Pro, Mountbatten Brailler).

Provide information for the acquisition of computerized communication, text
telephone (TT), or telecommunications devices (TDD) for the deaf.

Promote universal design in facilities.
Promote universal design in communication.

Promote universal design in instruction.

2.3  Disseminate information to students with disabilities regarding available campus and
community disability resources.

Provide information and referrals to assist students in accessing campus
resources.
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| 3. Faculty / Staff Awareness |

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

3.1  Inform faculty regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal
responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, and curriculum modifications.
e Inform faculty of their rights and responsibilities to ensure equal educational
access.

e Inform faculty of the procedures that students with disabilities must follow in
arranging for accommodations.

e Collaborate with faculty on accommodation decisions when there is a potential
for a fundamental alteration of an academic requirement.

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

e Foster administrative understanding of the impact of disabilities on students.

3.3 Provide disability awareness training for campus constituencies such as faculty, staff,
and administrators.
e Provide staff development regarding understanding of policies and practices that
apply to students with disabilities in postsecondary settings.

e Provide staff development to enhance understanding of faculty’s responsibility to
provide accommaodations to students and how to provide accommodations and
modifications.

e Provide administration and staff training to enhance institutional understanding of
the rights of students with disabilities.

e Participate in administrative and staff training to delineate responsibilities relative
to students with disabilities.

e Training for staff (e.g., residential life, maintenance, and library personnel) to
facilitate and enhance the integration of students with disabilities into the college
community.

3.4 Provide information to faculty about services available to students with disabilities.
e Provide staff development for faculty and staff to refer students who may need
disability services.
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| 4. Academic Adjustments |

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

4.1  Maintain records that document the student’s plan for the provision of selected
accommodations.
o Create a confidential file on each student including relevant information
pertaining to eligibility and provision of services.

e Document the basis for accommodation decisions and recommendations.

e Develop a case management system that addresses the maintenance of careful and
accurate records of each student.

4.2  Determine with students appropriate academic accommodations and services.
e Conduct a review of disability documentation.

e Incorporate a process that fosters the use of effective accommodations, taking into
consideration the environment, task, and the unique needs of the individual.

e Review the diagnostic testing to determine appropriate accommodations or
supports.

e Accommodation requests are handled on a case-by-case basis and relate to
students’ strengths and weaknesses, which are identified in their documentation.

e Determine if the student’s documentation supports the need for the requested
accommodation.

e On a case-by-case basis, consider providing time-limited, provisional
accommaodations pending receipt of clinical documentation, after which a
determination is made.

4.3  Collaborate with faculty to ensure that reasonable academic accommodations do not
fundamentally alter the program of study.
e Provide reasonable accommodations for students with disabilities to ensure
program accessibility, yet do not compromise the essential elements of the course
or curriculum.

e Ensure an array of supports, services and assistive technology so that student
needs for modifications and accommodations can be met.
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| 5. Counseling and Self-Determination |

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

5.1  Use a service delivery model that encourages students with disabilities to develop
independence.
e Educate and assist students with disabilities to function independently.

e Develop a program mission that is committed to promoting self-determination for
students with disabilities.

| 6. Policies and Procedures |

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

6.1  Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines regarding procedures for
determining and accessing “reasonable accommodations.”
e Develop, review and revise procedures for students to follow regarding the
accommodation process.

e Develop, review and revise policies describing disability documentation review.
e Develop, review and revise procedures regarding student eligibility for services.

e Develop, review and revise eligibility for services policies and procedures that
delineate steps required for students to access services, including
accommodations.

e Develop, review and revise procedures to determine if students receive
provisional accommodations during any interim period (e.g., assessment is being
updated or re-administered).

6.2  Assist with the development, review, and revision of written policies and guidelines for
institutional rights and responsibilities with respect to service provision.
e Assist with the development, review, and revision of policies and procedures on
course substitutions, including institution requirements (e.g., foreign language or
writing requirements).
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Assist with the development, review, and revision of policy and procedures
regarding priority registration.

Develop, review and revise policies and procedures that maintain a balance
between "reasonable accommodation™ and "otherwise qualified" while "not
substantially altering technical standards."

Develop, review, and revise policies regarding the provision of disability services
(e.g., interpreter services).

Develop, review and revise disability documentation guidelines to determine
eligibility for accommodations at the postsecondary level.

Assist the institution with the development, review, and revision of policies
regarding the faculty’s responsibility for serving students with disabilities.

Collaborate with the development, review, and revision of policies regarding IT
(e.g., alternative formats).

6.3  Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines for student rights and
responsibilities with respect to receiving services.

Develop consistent practices and standards for documentation.

Develop, review and revise policies regarding students’ responsibility to provide
recent and appropriate documentation of disability.

Assist with the development, review, and revision of policies regarding students’
responsibility to meet the Institution’s qualifications and essential technical,
academic, and institutional standards.

Develop, review and revise policies regarding students’ responsibility to follow
specific procedures for obtaining reasonable and appropriate accommodations,
academic adjustments, and/or auxiliary aids.

Assist with the development, review, and revision of procedures a student must
follow regarding program modifications (e.g., course substitutions).

Develop, review, and revise procedures for notifying staff (e.g., interpreter,
notetaker) when a student will not attend a class meeting.
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6.4  Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines regarding confidentiality of
disability information.
e Develop, review and revise policy articulating students understanding of who will
have access to their documentation and the assurance that it will not be shared
inappropriately with other campus units.

e Develop, review and revise policies and procedures regarding privacy of records,
including testing information, prior records and permission to release confidential
records to other agencies or individuals.

6.5  Assist with the development, review, and revision of policies and guidelines for settling a
formal complaint regarding the determination of a "reasonable accommodation.”
e Assist with the development, review, and revision of procedures for resolving
disagreements regarding specific accommodation requests, including a defined
process by which a review of the request can occur.

e Assist with the development, review, and revision of compliance efforts and
procedures to investigate complaints.

e Assist with the development, review, and revision of a conflict resolution process
with a systematic procedure to follow by both the grievant and the institutional
representative.

| 7. Program Administration and Evaluation |

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

7.1  Provide services that are aligned with the institution’s mission or services philosophy.
e Develop a program mission statement and philosophy that is compatible with the
mission of the institution.

e Program personnel and other institutional staff understand and support the
mission of the office for students with disabilities.

7.2 Coordinate services for students with disabilities through a full-time professional.
o At least one full-time professional is responsible for disability services as a
primary role.

7.3 Collect student feedback to measure satisfaction with disability services.

e Assess the effectiveness of accommodations and access provided to students with
disabilities (e.g., timeliness of response to accommodation request).
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e Student satisfaction data is included in evaluation of disability services.
7.4  Collect data to monitor use of disability services.
e Provide feedback to physical plant regarding physical access for students with
disabilities.

e Collect data to assess the effectiveness of services provided.

e Collect data to identify ways the program can be improved.

e Collect data to project program growth and needed funding increases.

7.5  Report program evaluation data to administrators.
e Develop an annual evaluation report on your program using the qualitative and
quantitative data you’ve collected.

7.6 Provide fiscal management of the office that serves students with disabilities.
e Develop a program budget.

e Effectively manage your program’s fiscal resources.
e Seek additional internal or external funds as needed.
e Develop political support for your program and its budget.
7.7  Collaborate in establishing procedures for purchasing the adaptive equipment needed to
assure equal access.
e Assist with the determination of the needs for assistive technology and adaptive

equipment at your institution.

e Advise other departments regarding the procurement of needed assistive
technology and adaptive equipment.

e Provide or arrange for assistance to students to operate assistive technology and
adaptive equipment.
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8. Training and Professional Development |

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

8.1

8.2

8.3

Provide disability services staff with on-going opportunities for professional
development.
e Provide orientation and staff development for new disability personnel.

e Ensure that professional development funds are available for disability personnel.

e Provide opportunities for ongoing training based on a needs assessment of the
knowledge and skills of disability personnel.

Provide services by personnel with training and experience working with college students
with disabilities (e.g., student development, degree programs).
e Ensure staff can understand and interpret assessments/documentation.

Assure that personnel adhere to relevant Codes of Ethics (e.g., AHEAD, APA).
e Refer to and apply a relevant professional code of ethics when dealing with
challenging situations.

Note. From “Program standards and performance indicators. (2004) Retrieved from
http://ahead.org/learn/resources.”
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Permission to Use AHEAD Professional Standards
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From: @ahead.org

Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 4:31 PM

To: Katy Washington

Subject: RE: [Information Request] Request to use AHEAD material - AHEAD Program
Standards and Performance Indicators

Thank you. Please consider this email response to be official permission to use the AHEAD
material as you outline below.

www.ahead.org

From: Katy Washington

Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 1:48 PM

To: @ahead.org

Subject: FW: [Information Request] Request to use AHEAD material - AHEAD Program
Standards and Performance Indicators

Hi,
See below for responses to questions posed and let me know if you have further questions.

Katy

From: [@ahead.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 12:35 PM

To: Katy Washington

Subject: RE: [Information Request] Request to use AHEAD material - AHEAD Program
Standards and Performance Indicators

Hello Katy,

For our records we ask people who use or reference our materials (print or online) to respond to
the questions below in an email. I will send a Reply email with permission to use the material.

1. ldentify the AHEAD material you wish to use by title or other identifier.
I would like to request permission to use the AHEAD Program Standards
and Performance Indicators.
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2. Specify the intended use of the AHEAD material.

I am writing my Ph.D. dissertation in Public Policy at the University of Arkansas. The
dissertation focuses on Disability Services Providers in postsecondary institutions in the
United States. | plan to create a survey to assess the extent to which these standards are
used by Disability Services Professionals and how it relates to discretion in the
implementation of the ADAAA on campuses.

3. Include a sample of how the AHEAD material will be cited.
The material will be cited this way: Program standards and performance indicators. (2004)
Retrieved from http://ahead.org/learn/resources.

4. Verify that the AHEAD material used will not be sold.
The AHEAD material will not be sold.

www.ahead.org

All available at www.ahead.org now:
AHEAD 2016 Call for Proposals deadline is November 13th. Submit today!
Our full line-up of webinars, AHEADtoYOU! And the Technology Access Series.

Spring Management Institutes in Phoenix, Arizona, February 2016. Register now for the Early
Bird Discount!

Not yet a member of AHEAD? We welcome you to join AHEAD now.
http://ahead.org/join/become-a-member

From: ahead@ahead.org

Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 5:58 AM

To: @uark.edu

Cc: @ahead.org

Subject: Re: [Information Request] Request to use AHEAD material - AHEAD Program
Standards and Performance Indicators

Hi Katy, | am copying your email to ___, he takes care of approvals. | am sure it won't be a

problem but you do need his approval to use our documents.
Kindest regards,
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------- Original Message-------

From: @uark.edu

To: @ahead.org

Subject: [Information Request] Request to use AHEAD material - AHEAD
Program Standards and Performance Indicators

Sent: Nov 03 '15 08:21

Katy Washington sent a message using
the contact form at http://ahead.org/contact.

To: AHEAD

I would like to request permission to use the AHEAD Program Standards
and Performance Indicators. | am writing my Ph.D. dissertation in

Public Policy at the University of Arkansas. The dissertation
focuses on Disability Services Providers in postsecondary

institutions in the United States. | would like to use the AHEAD
Program Standards and Performance Indicators to assess the extent to
which these standards are used by Disability Services Providers to

implement the ADAAA on their respective campuses as part of the dissertation.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at .
Sincerely,

Katy Washington

Ph.D. Candidate Public Policy
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From: irb

Sent: Friday, February 05, 2016 1:46 PM
To: Katy Washington

Cc: Miller

Subject: IRB #16-01-476 Protocol Approval

Hello,

Your IRB protocol titled Discretion and the Implementation of Federal Disability Policy in
Postsecondary Education was approved on 2/5/16. You may begin your project. Your official
approval letter is attached.

Please note: We implemented a new administrative procedure last spring. Your consent form(s)
and any recruitment materials will be returned to you in Adobe PDF format with the approval
period stamped on them. If you use hardcopy consent forms, please use print-outs or copies of
the stamped version of the consent form when giving them to participants. If using electronic
consent, and the formatting you are using allows it, please add the IRB protocol number,
approval date, and expiration date, to the consent form online. Either way, please be certain that
the text of the online consent exactly matches the text of the stamped approved copy in your
records.

The approval dates do not need to be used in advertisements or recruiting; in this case, it is
simply a method of documentation for your records as to what text was approved for use. Any
form of recruitment which has not received an approval period stamp must be submitted to the
IRB for review.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thank you,

Ro

*hkhkkkhkhkkkhkhkkkhhkkkhhkkhkhhkkhkhhkkhkhhkhkihkkiiikik

Iroshi (Ro) Windwalker, CIP
IRB Coordinator
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B T R

’> Office of Research Compliance

%i: Institutional Review Board
February 5, 2016
MEMORANDUM
TO: Katy Washington
Michael Miller
FROM: Ro Windwalker
IRB Coordinator
RE: New Protocol Appraoval
IRE Protocol #: 16-01-476
Protocol Title: Discretion and the Implementation of Federal Disability Policy in
Pastsecondary Education
Review Type: EXEMPT [JEXPEDITED [JFULLIRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 02/05/2016 Expiration Date: 02/04/2017

Your protocol has been approved by the IRB. Protocols are approved for a maximum period of
one year. If you wish to continue the project past the approved project period (see above), you
must submit a request, using the form Continuing Review for [RB Approved Frojects, prior to the
expiration date. This form is available from the IRB Coordinator or on the Research Compliance
website (hitps:/ivpred.uark.edu/units/rscpfindex.php). As a courtesy, you will be sent a reminder
two months in advance of that date. However, failure to receive a reminder does not negate
your obligation to make the request in sufficient time for review and approval. Federal
regulations prohibit retroactive approval of continuation. Failure to receive approval to continue
the project pricr to the expiration date will result in Termination of the protocol approval. The
IRE Coordinator can give you guidance on submission times.

This protocol has been approved for 730 participants. If you wish to make any
rodifications in the approved protocol, including enrolling more than this number, you must
seek approval prior to implementing those changes. All modifications should be requested in
writing (email is acceptable) and must provide sufficient detail to assess the impact of the
change.

If you have guestions or need any assistance from the IRB, please contact me at 109 MLKG
Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.

109 MILEG = 1 University of Arkanzas » Fayetteville, AR 72701-1201 = (479) 575-2208 » Fax (479) 375-6527 » Email rh@uark edu

The Driversity of driontas i an egual appersditulzffrreaine achive institoioe
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From: Katy Washington

Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 4:10 PM

To: Survey Participant <email address>

Subject: Dissertation Research Participation Invitation: Your assistance is needed

Dear Colleague,

My name is Katy Washington, and | am currently a doctoral student at the University of
Arkansas. My dissertation examines what variables affect the level of discretion exhibited among
Disability Services Providers (DSPs) as they implement the Americans with Disabilities Act
Amendments Acts (ADAAA) on their respective campuses.

You have been identified as the Disability Services Administrator for your campus, and your
participation is needed to collect research for our profession. If you are not the best person in
your office to complete this survey, would you please forward this e-mail and survey link to the
appropriate staff member? Only one response per office is needed.

| realize that your time is valuable. Therefore, the survey is designed to be completed in
approximately fifteen to twenty (15-20) minutes. Your participation is voluntary, and you
maintain the right to withdraw from the study at any time. All answers will be submitted
anonymously.

Please click on the link below and complete the survey by March 15, 2016. Should you have any
questions about the study or the content of the survey, please feel free to contact either me or my
advisor, Dr. Miller. For questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please
contact Ro Windwalker, the University IRB Coordinator.

Follow this link to the Survey:
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:

Thank you in advance for your consideration to participate in the study and for your help in my
dissertation research.

Sincerely,

Katy Washington
Doctoral Candidate
Public Policy

University of Arkansas IRB #16-01-476
Approved: 02/05/2016
Expires: 02/04/2017
Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
Click here to unsubscribe
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From: Katy Washington

Sent: Monday, March 07, 2016 10:01 AM

To: Survey Participant <email address>

Subject: Dissertation Research Participation Invitation: Your assistance is needed

Dear Colleague,

My name is Katy Washington, and | am currently a doctoral student at the University of
Arkansas. My dissertation examines what variables affect the level of discretion exhibited among
Disability Services Providers (DSPs) as they implement the Americans with Disabilities Act
Amendments Acts (ADAAA) on their respective campuses. You have been identified as the
Disability Services Administrator for your campus, and your participation is needed to collect
research for our profession. If you are not the best person in your office to complete this survey,
would you please forward this e-mail and survey link to the appropriate staff member? Only one
response per office is needed.

If you have already taken the survey, please disregard this message, and | thank you for your
time.

The survey is designed to be completed in approximately twenty (20) minutes. Your
participation is voluntary, and you maintain the right to withdraw from the study at any time. All
answers will be submitted anonymously.

Your participation in this study is very important. Please click on the link below and complete
the survey by March 15.

Follow this link to the Survey:
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:

Should you have any guestions about the study or the content of the survey, please feel free to
contact either me or my advisor, Dr. Miller.

Thank you in advance for your consideration to participate in the study and for your help in my
dissertation research.

Sincerely,
Katy Washington
Doctoral Candidate
Public Policy
University of Arkansas IRB #16-01-476
Approved: 02/05/2016
Expires: 02/04/2017
Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
Click here to unsubscribe
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From: Katy Washington

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2016 10:02 PM

To: Survey Participant <email address>

Subject: Dissertation Research Participation Invitation: Your assistance is needed

Dear Colleague,

Hello again! I am working on a dissertation that relates to our profession, and seek your
assistance to take the survey (link below).

Follow this link to the Survey:
Take the Survey

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
http://uark.qualtrics.com/SE?SID=SV_blIsKpSnlAZaPn4F&Q CHL=email&Preview=Survey

Your participation in this study is very important. If you have already taken the survey, please
disregard this message, and | thank you very much for your time.

The survey should only take approximately twenty (20) minutes and consists of Likert scale and
multiple choice questions. Your participation in this study is very important. Please click on the
link below and complete the survey by tomorrow, March 15.

Should you have any guestions about the study or the content of the survey, please feel free to
contact either me or my advisor, Dr. Miller.

Sincerely,

Katy Washington
Doctoral Candidate
Public Policy
University of Arkansas
IRB #16-01-476
Approved: 02/05/2016
Expires: 02/04/2017

Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
Click here to unsubscribe
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Appendix H
Contingency Tables for Fisher’s Exact Test:

Critical to ADAAA Implementation and the Service Being Provided
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Consultation/Collaboration: How critical is performance indicator to implementation of ADAAA
on local campus

Responses

Area 1: Consultation/Collaboration Critical to

Implementation  Service Provided
Performance Indicators Yes No Yes No
1. Serve as an advocate for issues regarding 180 5 183 3
students with disabilities to ensure equal access.  (97.3%) (2.7%) (98.4%) (1.6%)
2. Provide disability representation on relevant 172 12 174 12
campus committees. (93.5%) (6.5%) (93.5%) (6.5%)

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 1 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 1
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 1 2 3
Yes 4 174 178
Total 5 176 181

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.081
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 2 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 2
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 3 9 12
Yes 9 160 169
Total 12 169 181

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.035
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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Information Dissemination: How critical is performance indicator to implementation of ADAAA
on local campus

Responses

Area 2: Information Dissemination Critical to Service

Implementation Provided
Performance Indicators Yes No Yes No
3. Disseminate information through institutional
electronic and printed publications regarding 183 3 182 3
disability services and how to access them. (98.4%) (1.6%) (98.4%) (1.6%)
4. Provide services that promote access to the 177 7 172 13
campus community. (96.2%) (3.8%) (93.0%) (7.0%)
5. Disseminate information to students with
disabilities regarding available campus and 172 11 181 5
community disability resources. (94.0%) (6.0%) (97.3%) (2.7%)

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 3 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 3

Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 0 3 3
Yes 3 177 180
Total 3 180 183

Result: p (two-tailed) = 1.000
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 4 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 4
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 3 10 13
Yes 4 164 168
Total 7 174 181

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.009

p (two-tailed) < 0.05

Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
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A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 5 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 5

Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 1 4 5
Yes 10 166 176
Total 11 170 181

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.081
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho
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Faculty/Staff Awareness: How critical is performance indicator to implementation of ADAAA on
local campus

Responses
Critical to
Implementation

Area 3: Faculty/Staff Awareness
Service Provided

Performance Indicators Yes No Yes No
6. Inform faculty regarding academic

accommodations, compliance with legal 183 0 179 4
responsibilities, as well as instructional, (100.0%)  (0%)  (97.8%) (2.2%)
programmatic, and curriculum modifications.

7. Provide consultation with administrators

regarding academic accommodations, compliance 181 1 179 4
with legal responsibilities, as well as (99.5%) (0.5%) (97.8%) (2.2%)
instructional, programmatic, physical, and

curriculum modifications.

8. Provide disability awareness training for 168 14 174 11
campus constituencies such as faculty, staff, and (92.3%) (7.7%) (95.1%) (4.9%)
administrators.

9. Provide information to faculty about services 167 15 180 4
available to students with disabilities. (91.8%) (8.2%) (97.8%) (2.2%)

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 6 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 6
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 4
Yes 176
Total 180

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.081
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

No measures of association are computed for the crosstabulation of Prov Area 3.62: Faculty/Staff
Awareness: 6. Inform faculty regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal
responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, and curriculum modifications. * Crit
Area 3.61: Faculty/Staff Awareness: 6. Inform faculty regarding academic accommodations,
compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, and curriculum
modifications. At least one variable in each 2-way table upon which measures of association are
computed is a constant.
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Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 7 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 7
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 1 3 4
Yes 0 176 176
Total 1 179 180

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.022
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 8 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 8
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 4 7 11
Yes 10 160 170
Total 14 167 181

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.006
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 9 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 9
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 1 3 4
Yes 14 163 177
Total 15 166 181

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.295
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho
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Academic Adjustments: How critical is performance indicator to implementation of ADAAA o
local campus

n

Responses
Area 4: Academic Adjustments Critical to

Implementation  Service Provided

Performance Indicators Yes No Yes No

10. Maintain records that document the student’s
plan for the provision of selected
accommodations.

169 11 177 )

(93.9%) (6.1%) (97.3%)  (2.7%)

11. Determine with students appropriate 178 4 181 2
academic accommodations and services. (97.8%) (2.2%) (98.9%) (1.1%)
12. Collaborate with faculty to ensure that

reasonable academic accommodations do not 175 7 181 3
fundamentally alter the program of study. (96.2%) (3.8%) (98.4%) (1.6%)

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 10 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 10
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 4 1 5
Yes 7 166 173
Total 11 167 178

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 11 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 11
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 1 1 2
Yes 3 174 177
Total 4 175 179

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.044
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 12 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 12
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 0 2 2
Yes 7 171 178
Total 7 173 180

Result: p (two-tailed) = 1.000
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Counseling and Self-Determination: How critical is performance indicator to implementation of
ADAAA on local campus

Responses
Area 5: Counseling and Self- Critical to
Determination Implementation Service Provided
Performance Indicators Yes No Yes No
13. Use a service delivery model that 155 o5 179 .

encourages students with disabilities

to develop independence. (86.1%) (13.9%) (96.2%) (3.8%)

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator _ being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 13
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 6 1 7
Yes 19 154 173
Total 25 155 180

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

134



Policies and Procedures: How critical is performance indicator to implementation of ADAAA on

local campus
Responses

Area 6: Policies and Procedures Critical to

Implementation  Service Provided
Performance Indicators Yes No Yes No
14. Develop, review and revise written policies and
guidelines regarding procedures for determining 177 4 179 5
and accessing “reasonable accommodations.” (97.8%) (2.2%) (97.3%) (2.7%)
15. Assist with the development, review, and
revision of written policies and guidelines for 169 11 173 10
institutional rights and responsibilities with respect  (93.9%) (6.1%) (94.5%)  (5.5%)
to service provision.
16. Develop, review and revise written policies and
guidelines for student rights and responsibilities 169 11 177 6
with respect to receiving services. (93.9%) (6.1%) (96.7%)  (3.3%)
17. Develop, review and revise written policies and
guidelines regarding confidentiality of disability 159 16 175 8
information. (90.9%) (7.2%)  (95.6%)  (4.4%)
18. Assist with the development, review, and
revision of policies and guidelines for settling a
formal complaint regarding the determination of a 171 7 163 18
"reasonable accommodation." (96.1%) (3.9%)  (90.1%)  (9.9%)

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test

A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 14 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 14

Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 3 2 5
Yes 1 173 174
Total 4 175 179

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 15 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 15
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 3 6 9
Yes 8 161 169
Total 11 167 178

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.012
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 16 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 16
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 4 2 6
Yes 7 164 171
Total 11 166 177

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 17 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 17
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 5 3 8
Yes 11 155 166
Total 16 158 174

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

136



Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test

A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 18 being critical to

ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 18

Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 12 17
Yes 156 158
Total 168 175

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Program Administration and Evaluation: How critical is performance indicator to

implementation of ADAAA on local campus

Area 7: Program Administration and
Evaluation

Responses
Critical to

Implementation Service Provided

Performance Indicator Yes No Yes No
19. Provide services that are aligned with 136 40 178 5
the institution’s mission or services (77.3%) (22.7%) (97.3%) (2.7%)
philosophy.

20. Coordinate services for students with 155 25 174 9
disabilities through a full-time (86.1%) (13.9%) (95.1%) (4.9%)
professional.

21. Collect student feedback to measure 124 53 138 47
satisfaction with disability services. (70.1%) (29.9%) (74.6%) (25.4%)
22. Collect data to monitor use of disability 140 38 169 15
Services. (78.7%) (21.3%) (91.8%) (8.2%)
23. Report program evaluation data to 131 44 160 22
administrators. (74.9%) (25.1%) (87.9%) (12.1%)
24. Provide fiscal management of the 139 38 168 16
office that serves students with disabilities.  (78.5%) (21.5%) (91.3%) (8.7%)
25. Collaborate in establishing procedures 158 18 169 15
for purchasing the adaptive equipment (89.9%) (10.2%) (91.8%) (8.2%)

needed to assure equal access.
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Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 19 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 19
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 5 0 5
Yes 35 134 169
Total 40 134 174

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.001
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 20 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 20
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 6 3 9
Yes 19 150 169
Total 25 153 178

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 21 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 21
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 27 19 46
Yes 26 105 131
Total 53 124 177

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 22 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 22
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 7 8 15
Yes 31 131 162
Total 38 139 177

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.021
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 23 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 23
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 15 7 22
Yes 29 123 152
Total 44 130 174

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 24 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 24
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 7 8 15
Yes 31 130 161
Total 38 138 176

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.022
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 25 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 25
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 3 12 15
Yes 15 146 161
Total 18 158 176

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.186
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Training and Professional Development: How critical is performance indicator to
implementation of ADAAA on local campus

Responses
Area 8: Training and Professional Critical to
Development Implementation Service Provided
Performance Indicators Yes No Yes No
26. Provide disability services staff with on-
going opportunities for professional 161 18 170 11
development. (89.9%) (10.1%) (93.9%) (6.1%)
27. Provide services by personnel with
training and experience working with college 141 35 157 23
students with disabilities (e.g., student (80.1%) (19.9%) (87.2%) (12.8%)
development, degree programs).
28. Assure that personnel adhere to relevant 163 17 173 9
Codes of Ethics (e.g., AHEAD, APA). (90.6%)  (9.4%) (95.1%) (4.9%)
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Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 26 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 26
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 3 8 11
Yes 15 149 164
Total 18 157 175

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.089
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 27 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 27
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 12 9 21
Yes 22 131 153
Total 34 140 174

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho

Contingency Table for Fisher’s Exact Test
A) Ho: There is no significant association between Performance Indicator 28 being critical to
ADAAA implementation and the service being provided.

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator being critical to ADAAA
Implementation and the Service being provided: Performance Indicator 28
Critical to Implementation

Service Provided by DSP No Yes Total
No 5 3 8
Yes 12 157 169
Total 17 160 177

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.000
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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Appendix |
Contingency Tables for Fisher’s Exact Test:

Discretion and Policy Environment
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A) Ho: There is no significant association between the performance indicator and the campus

policy environment.

Fisher’s test on Association between how critical Performance Indicator 7 is to ADAAA

Implementation and Campus Political Environment

Critical to ADAAA Campus Policy Environment

Implementation Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 1 3 4
Yes 61 112 173
Total 62 115 177

Result: p (two-tailed) = 1.00
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator 7 being provided as a service and

Campus Political Environment

Campus Policy Environment

Provide as a Service Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 4 0 4
Yes 56 118 174
Total 60 118 178

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.012
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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A) Ho: There is no significant association between the performance indicator and the campus

policy environment.

Fisher’s test on Association between how critical Performance Indicator 8 is to ADAAA

Implementation and Campus Political Environment

Critical to ADAAA Campus Policy Environment

Implementation Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 6 8 14
Yes 56 107 163
Total 62 115 177

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.566
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator 8 being provided as a service and

Campus Political Environment

Campus Policy Environment

Provide as a Service Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 8 3 11
Yes 53 116 169
Total 61 119 180

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.008
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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A) Ho: There is no significant association between the performance indicator and the campus

policy environment.

Fisher’s test on Association between how critical Performance Indicator 9 is to ADAAA

Implementation and Campus Political Environment

Critical to ADAAA Campus Policy Environment

Implementation Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 5 9 14
Yes 56 107 163
Total 61 116 176

Result: p (two-tailed) = 1.00
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator 9 being provided as a service and

Campus Political Environment

Campus Policy Environment

Provide as a Service Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 4 0 4
Yes 56 119 175
Total 60 119 179

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.012
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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A) Ho: There is no significant association between the performance indicator and the campus

policy environment.

Fisher’s test on Association between how critical Performance Indicator 25 is to ADAAA

Implementation and Campus Political Environment

Critical to ADAAA Campus Policy Environment

Implementation Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 6 12 18
Yes 53 102 155
Total 59 114 173

Result: p (two-tailed) = 1.00
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator 25 being provided as a service and

Campus Political Environment

Campus Policy Environment

Provide as a Service Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 9 6 15
Yes 52 113 165
Total 61 119 180

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.043
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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A) Ho: There is no significant association between the performance indicator and the campus

policy environment.

Fisher’s test on Association between how critical Performance Indicator 26 is to ADAAA

Implementation and Campus Political Environment

Critical to ADAAA Campus Policy Environment

Implementation Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 8 10 18
Yes 53 104 157
Total 61 114 175

Result: p (two-tailed) = .436
p (two-tailed) > 0.05
Decision: Do not reject Ho

Fisher’s test on Association between Performance Indicator 26 being provided as a service and

Campus Political Environment

Campus Policy Environment

Provide as a Service Resistant ~ Welcoming Total
No 7 3 10
Yes 51 116 167
Total 58 119 177

Result: p (two-tailed) = 0.015
p (two-tailed) < 0.05
Decision: Reject Ho
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