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'ASSISTING HANDICAPPED STUDENTS INVOCATIONAL TECHNICAL

PROGRAMS IN-.,06MMUNITY COLLEGES
I

f Aided by increased federal legislation, harldicaled citizens are

becoming more assertive and are seeking more active social roles. One

tis the role of the student. Due to this trend, th numbers ofhandi-

capped ults seeking education Will expand significantly (Shworles,
.fr---

.

1977). nother trend, "normalization", is a movement to assist the '.
.

i . .

handicapped persons to function in the mainstream of society by

increasing their ability to cope, and changing the perception of society,

toward the,handicapped. "Normalization') also means assisting the

handicapped person to function in educational programs available to

the nonhandicapped (Phillips) Carmel and Renzuljo, 1977). These

'trends have created pressures on educators to.provide handicapped

'adults with the vocational skills that-will assist them in becoming

independent members of society.

.In responseto these pressures, a study was conducted which'

;attempted to answer the following research ques ions:

1. What are the barriers within the school setting (other, than

architectural) that keephandicapped students'from'entering
-

or from completing vocational training in community-colleges?

2.' How severe are the barriers?

3. What are the tasks necessary for removinglhe barriers?

4. Which recommendations can be consideredtvst feasible to'

implement?
..

`5.. How do the ratings of feasibility for r ving barriers.by .

10



"experts" compare to the ratings by "consumers" or handicapped .

r,
students?

6. What.is' the'criteria for successfully completing a community

college vocational program by a handicapped student?

The primary goal of the study was to identify the barriers which

prohibited handicapped students from entering or completing vocational

programs, and to identify the critical tasks necessary to. overcome

these barriers. Information resulting from this study has been used

to develop this handbook which should assist community college teachers,

counselors and administratOrs, as wel) as agencies such as the Texas

Education Agency, the Texas Rehabilitation Commission, and the Commission

for the Blind in implementing.programs or services to help handicapped

students successfully complete Vocational, training programs at the

community college level.

Summary of kudy

The purpose of the study, and the procedures and analysis of the

data are summarized in the following paragraphs.

Purpose

. The primary purpose of this study was to identify the barriers.hich

prohibited handicapped students from entering, or completingvoCation-al

technical programs in community colleges in Texas. Recommendations

regarding 'Ple 'removal of these barriers were also identified by'rtici-
.

Oants of the study, and finally the critical tasks necessary.to over-
.

Tome these briers were 'identified.



Procedures and Analysis, of Data-`

The principal research technique was a policyfocus "Iphi study

in which informed judgments were solicited from experienced.specialists

or "experts". Initial participants included memberSof a 19 member
1

steering committee who also provided input at various decision points

in-the study. The steering committee nominated fifty-three'additional

.

spyalists, each associated in some manner with community colleges
,

in Texas. .These partiCipants included handicapped students,, teachers

and Apistructors, teacher trainers,' administrators in agencies/which,

serve the handicapped, counselors, administrators in community colleges,

agency. consultants, persons engaged in'transportation of the handi-
'd

capped, a member of the college coordihating board, a clinical psychol-
,

ogist, k research psychologist,-a public school administrator, and a
4

vocational adjustment coordinator.

Few related research studies were found in the course of a litera-

ture review.' However, as a result of contacting each state department

of education in the United States and its territories, eleven research

reports and eleven reports of related projects were-received'and re-

viewed for the stud,. Most eeportsmere as recent as 1977 or 1978,
) (

which indicated that research and-projects were probably responding

to recent legislation for the handicapped.

The Round 'One questionnaire requesting identification of barriers

was mailed to the particpants. In addition, seven criteria which-had

been identified by the.steering committee-as the criteria for success-
"

fully completing vocational technical programs by handicapped students

On,
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"selection. Partispants' selections are presented in Table I. Also

.included was a request for identifying information regarding employment

role, handicapping condition, if any, and the participant's knowledge
-

of and. relationship to handicapped students. Participants submitted

402 barriers which were then combined and condensed into,l48 barriers
.

to be presented in Round Two.

In the Round Two questionnaire the participants were requested to

rate the severity of the barriers on a scale of one through four, and

make recommendations for removing -the barriers rated very severe and

moderately severe.

Eleven barriers rated most severe by 60 participants were analyzed

according to the participant's employment role. Participants An all

positions.found_the barriers to be more severe than the handicapped.

students, and the persons. engaged in transporting the handicapped.

From an analysis of the .participant's handicapping condition

(orthopedic, deaf/hearing impaired, sight impaired, respiratory, blind e

and no handicapping condition), it was found that 70% of the orthiiped-
,

tcally handicapped participants considered only one barrier to be

(evere: "Lack of knowledge of what students can do resulting in nega-

tive attitudes towaret% limitations of the handiCapped students."

the relative frequency (percent) of how the participants rated

the barriers and the mean scores were presented to thy' particpants in

'Round Three. They were asked to examine ih6-frequency ratings of the

barriers, mark any, poan score they thought was too high or too low,

and explain why- they disagreed with the score.

IP

t
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TABLE I
414

CRITERIA FOR SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

A

Criteria

Acquisition of sufficient job
skills to become successfully
employed

Numbers of Participants
Selecting, Criterion*

Acquisition of sufficient skills
to live. a productive self-suffi-;
cient life

Acquisition of sufficient skills
to compete in the world of work
with non-disabled individuals
with similar training

9

48

39

, 38

Sufficient acquisitionThf skillS 33

to meet personal, individual
goals

Certification in the technical 30

area for whicW-the:student is
trained

Successful emplqym44t to the 29

maximum potential of the per-
son's earning_power

Completig of an associate 17

degree

Other Criteria

Acquisition of interpersonal rela-
tionships with employers and em-
ployees

1

Maintaining employment in the re- 1

lated field of training

N =67

*IParticipants could select more than one criterion
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Barriers and recommendations for removing fhose barriers were

analyzed during the second.part of the study. Each participant ryas

asked to rate the feasibility of implementing the recommendatio s on a

scale of one through five. The questionnaire was also distribut d to

consumers (handicapped vocational technical students in commun

colleges) selected by Texas Rehabilitation Counselors. Throgh

Wilks' Lambda Test of Significance the participants' answers were:

compared to the students' answers, and findings were that in all but

five of 351 recommendations there were no significant differences
11

.

. .

between the groups. Four of the five differences were found in the
,..

section, "BarrierS Within the' Handicapped Person, Their Families and

Other Advocates. " The students believed the recommendations were

more feasible thah the participants.

Barriers,- recommendat)6ns for removing the barriers, ratings_

of both the severity of the"barriers and of the feaSibility 'of

recommendations for removing barriers and comments regarding the

-barriers.are presented in the table in the appendix. Each of the

198 barriers is listed under the following three large classifications,

and subclassifications.

Barriers Within the Helping System

Legislation
Planning and Preparation
Attitudes of Community College Personnel
Attitudes of Non-Disabled Students
Preservice and Inservice Education
Prevocational Training a

Vocational Instructional Programs and,e5ervices,
Vocational Materials and Equipment
Research

Counseling, Placement and Followup
Student Accdunting System
Lack of Financial itsources

-3
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Barriers Within the Society

Lack of Knowledge About the Helping System
Attitudinal Barriers
Inadequate Leadership
Media Barriers
Transportation
EmplOYMent Barriers
Architectural° Barriers Off Campus
Competing Demands

Barriers Within the Handicapped Persqn, Ti,ir Famili65 i744

Other Advocates

Handicapped Persons: PhysiCal/Mental/Emotional Problems
Handicapped Persons: Lack of Knowledge
Handicapped Persons: Beht7iioral,Berriers

Negative Attitudes and Feelings:
Family Members d

.471` fr,YN -

Barriers Within Advocates for Handicapped Persons

Recommendation for removal of barriers are listedunder each

related barrier., [Vumbe rs of recommendations under each barrier vary

from no recommendations to as many as five recommendations.

Sixty respondents rated the severity of tio barriers. These are

presented by percentages in the second column of the table.

The participants also rated the feasibility of jmplementing

recommendations, as-indicated by percentages of the third column.

The numbers of respondents who rated each item is beside the percentage
1

figure. Each participant rated one-third of the recommendations for

the removal of barriers.

The comm of the respondents-registering disagreement with

the ratings of severity of the barriers are summarized in, the last

two columns of the table. Respondents often limited comments tb

"too low" or "too high". The figures in parentheqis represent. the

number of respondents who disagreed-on the ratings. Although comments



were of interest, it appeared that the number of cOmments and dis-

agreements with ratings were not of sufficient number of magnitude

to change the ratings of severity.

Through a content analysis of the recommendations which had

evolved from 198 barriers, 29 tasks were identified which might

result in policy formation or might be implemented by community colleges,

agencies, or advocates for the handicapped. Ratings of-desirability,

feasibility and cost effectiveness of implementing the tasks were

derived and verified by the steering committee. The 29 tasks and

ratings formed the basis for conclusions which have been drawn from

this study (Table II). Fourteen of the 29 tasks which correlate

with 18 barriers identified by a majority (66%) of the participants

as being most severe provided the data base for the recommendations

derived from this study.

Conclusions

Since all of the findings obtained from the policy focus Delphi

Rounds were considered results of the study, it is difficult to

present a detailed summary of the conclusions. However, in addition

to the identification of the most severe barriers which impede

successful completion of vocational technical programs at the post-.

secondary level by handicapped individuals, and recommended tasks to

remove these barriers, several conclusions can be drawn from the study.

1. Seven criteria regarding the successful completion

of, vocational technical programs by the handicapped

were identified by the steering committee and rated
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by participants. Each'criterion, considered -

separately, was'beJieved to indicate successful

completion of aaprogram. The criterion selected

by 48 of the 72 participants as the most indicative

of successful completion of vocational technical

,programs was "acquisition of sufficient job skills

to become successfully employed."

2. Based. on the data collected, "experts" who had know-

ledge of handicapped students in post-secondary

programs indicated that there were numerous barriers

which, the handicapped encounter and that these

barriers are both broad and specific in nature.

3. After analyzing responses of participanti'Py employ-

ment, it was found that handicapped students' and the

participants engaged in the transporation of the

handicapped considered the barriers to be less severe

than did the other participants of the study, 40

the orthopedically handicapped did not find the

barriers as severe as other participants with other

disabilities or with no disabilities identified.

4. In only five instances, participants and consumers

rated the feasibility of implementing recommenda-

tions to remove barriers differently; therefore,

the populations were considered congruent.
4

5. Based on the results of the literature review and

the findings of the study, 29 tasks were identified
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as those needed to assist handicapped students ip

'entering and completing vocational technical

programs in. the community colleges in Texas. Al-

though some of these tasks are currently being

implemented, and policies have been formulated in

some areas, the results of the study indicated that

there'is need to continue to improve and increase

whatever efforts exist. The identified tasks are

considered &major yield of the study and are

presented in Table II, with a suggested rating of

desirability, feasibiltiy, and cost effectiveness

Vor each task. The tasks are in rank order

according to the num r of recommendations which

were identified as those, supporting the task.

6.. An analysis of the identified tasks compared to

barri rs which were rated as most severe was

Iteconduc A) Fourteen of, the 29 tasks were found

to be related to the 18'barrierswPich were rated

by" at least 66,of participants as being very

severe or moderately severe (Table III). The 18

barriers considered most severe are presented in

qv Table IV. The 14 tasks which related to these

barriers are presented in Table V. It is recom-

mended that the 14 tasks presented be considered

as priority tasks to be implemented since each is

related to one or more barriers considered most severe.

a.

1 t
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Recommentions for Implementation of the Finding?

Local community colleges throughout the State of .Texas may

utilize the' find.fngS of this study to assist handicapped students in

vocational technical programs. It is recommended the community

. college administrators review the.29 tasks to be implemented or

considered iOr policy formulation and examine their applicability at

the-lOtal level with special consideration given to the 14 priority

tasks which emerged from the study. Each local community college

should identify tasks to be implemented which are pertinent to their

institution, and sieuld,develop a timetable for implementing the

identified tasks.

An additional application of the study by instructors, counsel-

ors and administrators would be that of identifying barriers in local

-programs of vocational technical instruction. It is recommended '

that persons responsible for-the education of the handicapped review

the 198 barriers in the summary table in the appendix.to determine

the extent of.barriers prohibiting the education of the handicapped

in vocational technical'programs in the local community college.

Finally, the detailed recommendations for removal of barriers listed

under each barrier in the summary table should be reviewed in planning

successful programs of instructioefor handicapped students.

7
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TABLE tI _

FINAL RATINGS OF DESIRABILITY, FEASIBILITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS'-
OF PERFORMING TASKS TO REMOVE BARRIERS

Key to. ratings.

OosieabliltY:
I vei-y desirable

desirable
3; undesirable
4 very undesirable

10

Feasibility;
. 1 - definitely feasible
2 - possibly feasible
3 - possibly unfeasible
4 definitely unfeasible

General Tasks to, be performed
Number of
Recommendations
Related to Task

1: Provide for improved and increased
counseling services.

2. Establish inservice,pk"ograms for
the vocational technical and aca-
demic community college personnel.

3. Secure funding to provide for pro-
grams, services, facilities and
equipment.

Provide resource persons and sup-
port services to assist instructors
and students.

5. Plan for individual students.

6. Provide special materials or pro-
grams to accommodate handicpped.

7. Conduct public education regarding
the needs of the handicapped uti-
lizing the news media.

8. Provide individualized instruction
with planned scope and sequence of
curriculum and open entry/exit
points for students.

9. Conduct research in areas of needs
assessment, employment, materiaks,
and equipment.

10. Provide pre-service training and
teacher preparation in colleges
and universities.

11. Coordinate services with employers
in business and industry.

12. Obtain special or adapted equ'ament.

a

/lost Effectiveness:
1,- very cost effective
2 possibly cost effective
3 - possibly not cost,effecti.'ve
4 definitely not cost

effective

Rating of Rating of
Desirability Feasibility
to Perform to Perform
Task Task ,

48 1 1

42

26

24 .

24

16

14

12

12

10

10

1

1

1

1

'1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

4

"acing of Cost

Effectiveness for
Performing Task

1

2

2

1

1

2
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General Tasks to be Pefformed .

,-. --,,
- .

,-

Number of

Recoemendations
to. Task

Rating of

Desirability
to Perform "to
task

Rating of
Feasibility

Perform
Task

Rat1ng.of Cost
Effectiveness fdr
Performing Task

.

13. Improve comunkaticm and coordina -' 10 2 1

tic'', of services between Vocational -
,

technical programs and agencies.
.

.

14. Obtain legislative support. 9 i '1 1

. 4

15. Enlist improVed and increased ser- 8 , 4 1 2 2 ,

vices from the Texas Rehabilitation
' Commission.` .

r
_

16. ProVide for increased 1nteraci 8 k. 1 2

pionbetWeen handicapped and non -h ri- ..

clipped students.
,

17. develop a oentrallzed system of 7 1 1

resources. '. -a

.

,

18. identify instructors' responsibili- 6 2 2 2

ties for handicapped students.
0\ .

.
,

19. Provide special materials and currl- 6 1 2 2

-culmm;

20. De
a

lop policies to provide programs
assistance for the handicapped.

S
.

\
1 V 1

.

2

21. D lop administrative planning for

i#
i A- 2:

t handicappe4. .

.. ,

22. Eand and develop progrims of voca- 4 1 2 2

tfonal education.

23. Develop career information for the
h'

handicapped.

4 1 1 1

.----1

24, Articulate community college voca- 4 1 1 1

tional technical programs of instruc-
tion with public schools.

25. Solicit assistance from the community
4 -

4 2 2 2 ,

26. Teach handicapped students to com- 3 2 2 1 .

municate problems and use resources

available.

47. Develop a method of accountability. 1 1 1 1

28. Develop programs for deaf students. 1 2 2 2

29. Establish advocacy groups. 1 2 2

-,

. ,

fl

. 6



TABLE III

CROSS,TABULATION.OF BARRIERS'RATED VERY SEVERE AND MODEKATELY SEVERE

BY 66% OR MORE OF RESPONDENTS BY THE TAWS) NECESSARY FOR REMOVAL

OF THE BARRIERS AS IDENTIFIED BY TABLE IV

Barriers (Percent .

)f Participants) /

see Tabio TV )

'Identified Task to be Implemented (see Table Ir

,

,r, ', N 0 1 111,. 4. N CO- IP 0 N (2 V IA 4 N CO P 0
CI

.-
N

N
N

0
N

V
C4

IA

,C4

4
N

N
N

CO
N ,

P
CI

I 30 (78.0)

.

28 (73.3)

,

`,,34 (72.9) l

.._.

24 (72.8) 1

71 (71.9) 1

I

.

I

.

31 11,71

i

...

,

,

.27 (71 7) , 1

o

i

'15 J71,2) 1
,

,

85 (69.4)
,

87 (68.4)

. A

67 (68.4) , 1 1

132 (67.9) 1 1

.,23 (67.8)
_ _

134 (66,7) 1 a

.',

32 (66.1) 1
1

r
.

88 (66 .,1
, 1

12 (66.0) 1

a

82 (66.0)

Number of Barriers

Related to Each Task., 9 3- 1 ° - ° 1 i'l 5 1 ° 1 1 ° 1 1

0 0, 2 0 0 1 0 0 .0 0_ 0 ,,,O.
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Barrier
Number

/
TABLE IV

BARRIERS RATED MOST SEVERE BY
66% OR MORE 01 RESPONDENTS

v

Participants

Barrier -\ Selecting
Barrier

30 Lack of programs Co prepare vt-sOcondary instructors to teats 78.0%

the handicapped.

23 LaCk of orientation to receptive expressive language deficiencies 73.3%

and the need for specialized language instruction..

34 Lack of counseling and teaching skills needed to accOmmodate the 72.9%

handicapped student's uhiqueness.

24 Lack of general knowledge of the handicapped and handicapping 72.81

conditions.

71 Lack of funds to provide for special expenses such as special 71.9%

equipment.

31 Instructors inadequately trained in techniques to assist the 71.7%

handicapped student to adapt standard procedures to meet his

requirements.

27. Inadequate staff preparation and orientation toward working with 71.7%

nandicapped students in the area of various lecirn;ng modalities..

15 Lack of knowledge of what students can do resulting in negative 71.21

attitudes toward the limitations of the handicapped student. ,

85 Lack o'f realistic counseling and goal setting. , 69.0%

87 ina(equate prevocational exploration baclwound information and 68.4%

exposure to the world of work.

67 Lad( of adaptable equipment that will facilitate teaching the 68.4%

handicapped. .

132 Employers are unwilling to accept handicapped persons in their 67.9%

employ due to lack of sufficient information regarding handi-
capping conditions.

23' Inadequate orientation of non-handicapped students as to how they 67.8%

may better understand and assist handicapped students.

134 Buildings are inaccessible br.cause they are not barrier free 66.7%

(housing for students).

Lack of knowledge of and sensitivity to handicapping conditions 66.1%

in planning, implementing, and evaluatiny instruction and voca-
;lona] learner outcomes.

88 trqk of adequate evaluation and diagnosis before making career 66:1%

doeisions.

12 LacI9of skilled interpreters for the deaf in all classes ii,:ludin% 66.0%

vocational technical classes.
S

AhAlawiilinyness on the part of the academic community at the 66.0%

ADOlatnistrative and Board level to aligrossively research the needs

of.9e handicapped in their district--low budget priority.

32

M. 82

`t4
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Task
Number

MI

Ai
'4VY

(--

TABLE V

PRIORITY ,TASKS TO Be IMPOIENTED
-4_

o

Task,
Related
Barriers

,

2 Establish inservice programs for the vocational 30, 34, 24,
technical and academic community college per- 31, 27, 15,
sonnel. / 85, 32, 12

10 Provide pre-service training and teacher prepara- 30, 28, 15,
tionbin colleges and Universities. 87, 82

3
\

Seture funding to provide for programs, services, 71, 67, 134
facilities and equipMent.

1 Provide for improved and increased couns ling ser- 48; 85; 88
vices.

20 Develop policies to provide programs and assistance 30, 12
for the handicapped.

o'
.4 Provide resource persons and support services to 31

assist instructors and students.

7 Conduct publiC education regarding the capabilities 132

and needs of the handicapped-utilizing thenews.
media.

9 Conduct research in areas of need assessment, em- 82
ployment, materials and equipment.

11 Coordinate, services with employers in business and 132
indUAry.

13 Improve communication and coordination of services 88
between vocational technical programs and agencies.

14 Obtain legislative support. 34

16 Provide for increased interaction between handi- 23

capped students.

17 Develop a centralized system of resources. 67

'23 Develop career information for the handicapped. 87
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(

A SLMMARY OF THEiSEVERITqF BAR'RIERSFOR THE HANDICAPPED J

AND FEASI6ILITY OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO REMOVE BARRIERS

\

0

In the first coluin,Oarriers,are listed cexarylei 1.0) as well as the,reccamendations,for removing these barriers (eYamolt: .1 4
$fY

The seco5coIbmn rOort% bow respondents fated the severity of each birder: 1 6,epig very seven, 2 being. moderately severe, 3 being

slfghtly'serere4i4 notisevereAnd.no responA (N). The colannincrudes, the percentages.

Thethird column reboots chow feasible the respondents judged the recommendations to be, 1 being definitely feqible,) being feasible,

3 being possibly feisible, 4 being.poWbly unfeasible, 5 being deflitely unfeasible. EaCh member was. randomly assigned to only 143

of the recommendations, The column includes the rating scale, 14mercentages and numbers of respondents.
A

The last two columns report the respondents' aliments about the severity of barriers. Respondents often limited their convents to "too
10044 or ',too high", Weber; iw parentheSes indicate the numbers of respOndents.

BARRIERS' AND RECOMMENDAIION5

BARRIOS WITHIN THE HELPING SYSTEM.

Legislation

1.0 A general lack of knowledge in

the academic community of Sec-

tion 504 of the iehabilitation

Act of 1913

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

' 60)

.1 '2 3 4, 1R.

11,7 38.3 41 7 8.3 0

1.1 Inform Vii workshops,

printed material, adminf-

strative policy.

1.2 Each organization should /el

adopt policies to 'mole-,

ment locally.

1.3-Legislators should be re-

quested to make wording

less difficult

Communicate and disseminate

througleews media,

1.5 Provide orientation semi-

narsion theinature and

effect of Section 504 for

key administrative !Orson-

, nel.

6

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

' RATING BY PERCENTAGE,

1 ? 3 4 5

61.5 30.8 1.1 0

N . 13

38.5 15.4 30.8 1'7 7.7

N

15,4 23 1 23.1 38.5 0

N ='13

38.5 23.1 15.4 23,1 0

%ti . 13

30,8 69.2 0 0 0

. 13

.0

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OFIBARRIERS

fl

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

1.0 (6) Community College Personnel

need more awareness of this act.

There is a need to support legisla-

tion for credible enforcement.

Needs *be more information and

attitudinal change regarding 504.

RATED TOO HIGH'.

(Numbers of Respondents)



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

_\"1\

SEVER( JI
RAT i0 145i

( a
d

2
ti

2.0 Social Security Disability In-

, surance legislation which in.

hipitf initiative to prepare

for employment

i.1 Make these funds available

for vocational education.

2.2 ReMove earnings limita-

tion).

, 2,3 Proyide yearly interviews

Dy 1-enabilitation counse-

', dors.

Planninixdpreparation

3.0 Inadequate planning on the

part of the administrative

staff for individual student

needs of the handicapped sail

as language barriers.

3.1 Establish inservice train-

ing for community college

administrators.

3,2 Establish an affirmative

action program to include

handicipPed students.

3.3 Include this. type of

'assistance,0 curriculum.

12.7 34.0

0

r60IBIL BY IMPLEMENTATION
AT'i BY PERCNIAGE

3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED' TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

X18,227.3

N 11

36 27. 3 9.1 27.3 0

N 11

36,4'9.1 9.1

11

0

313 33.3 2S. 0 0 8.3

12

lb , 4 50, 8.316.7 8'.3i
IB, ,/ 27. 3 15.5 0 9.1

11

2,0 (10) SSD! can and does inhibit

motivation. Benefits could be mod-

ified to both maintain security and

prpmote employment, however, it is

extremely difficult to convince

someone drawing social securiiy that

would be better Off without it.

legislation needs to be amended to

create more incentive for people to

get back to work,

3.0 (9) This is the most essential

step in 'providing adequate programs

for handicapped students. Should be

rated very severe. Sh^uld be

higher. Organizational action,

i.e, , change begins at the top

(usually), Problems exist so res-

ponsibility for correction lies with

administration which is not doing

'much at this point.

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

2.0 (1) ,Should be rated

less severe.

3.0 (1)



Table IV - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATlON
SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Reipondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondent

4.0 General lack of communication

between helping agencies and

the training institution.

4,1 Assign a liaison person,

to each community college

4.2 Establish interagency

committees to provide for

more exchange of infor-

mation.

4.3 ProeDe information in

oreservice training at

colleges and universities

5.0 TOo few certified rehabilita-

tion counselors on carouses

of the training institution.

.
5.1 Establish some type of

funding formula to assure

al adequate ratio of re-

habilitation counselors

to students.

5.2 Male the job of counselor

more attractive to new or

prospective counselors.

5.3 Provide the "common

client" concept where

' various 'institutions pool

resources and focus on a'

common client.

6. Lack of organizational struc-

tures which insure meaningful

interaction between handi-

capped and nondisabled stu-

dents

6,1 All programS should be

designed to avoid lack of

integrated activities.

20.0 36.7 41.7 1.7 0

20.0 38.3 26.7 15.0 0

10.0 30.0 41.7 18.3 0,

41,7 33.3 8,3 16,7 0

12

' 50.0 8.3 25.0 16.7 0

N 12

50.0 25.0 25.0 0

5.12

25.0 50.0 16.1 8.3 0

N . 12

25.0 50.0 16.1 8.3 0

N 2 12

16,1 16,7 58.3 0 8.3

N * 12

25.0' 8,3 41.7 25.0 0

N 12

i

4.0 (9)'Agencies do not communicate 4.0 (3)*,:foo high.

efficiently, therefore, administra-

tors Ad students do not know of

help that is available. S'o,ould be

rated more severe because of 1) com-

plexity, 2) overlaps of responsibi-

lity for the funding process and 3)

lack of involvement in professional

,rehabilitation process. Emphasis

should be on the client.

5.0 (8) More qualified counselors

need to give in-depth service.

1

5.0 (2) Problem not severe

enough to warrant consid-

eration.

6.0 (8) Administrators must take ac- 6.0 (3)

tion to insure that, nondisabled be-

come involved. Bitter understanding

of handicapped individual situation

is essential to assist the removal

of attitudinal barriers.
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.2 Seek specific kinds of

commitments and actions

:from top administrative

staff.

7.0 Poor planning and organiza-

tion which results in social

barriers, i.e., inability to

participate in concerts, hear

speakers or attend films.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

'RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 gi 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

11.9 32.2 40.7 15.3 1 .

1.1 INEk Of plihn11N is nott-
. lly intentional,

.1/11
ther fore, policy state-

,' lent and written remin-

ders should be imple- e

mented.

1.2 Conduct workshops and in-

service training to plan

and organize to assist '

the handicapped in parti-

cipating in social events

8.0 Lack of planning for required

\ictivities

which are diffi.

c

It for handicapped students

s h as registration.

8.1 All agencies should coop-

erate in making recommen-

dations to school offi'..

cials.

8.2 Plan a different proce-

dure for disabled stu-

dents.

9.0 Inadequate availability of

readers, interpreters, tutors

and counselors for handl-

capped studtints.

9.1 Develop a system for v0-

cational resources simi-

tir to the Tens learning

Resource Center network,

to locate all available

resources. ,

11.1 36.7 38.3 13.3 0

20.3 44.1 22.0 13.6

A

1 2 3 4 5

12.5 12.5

N . 8

33.3 41.7

N 12

33.3 50.0

N 12

15.0

25.0'

8.3

'

0

0

8.3 0

50.0 25.0

N 12
6 .316.7 0

41,3 33.3 8.3 0 16.1

N 12

36.4 54.5 9.1 0 0

N l

f

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

1.0 (8) Should be recognized as more 7,C

severe. 'buildings are inaccessible.

Emotional, recreational, social well

being of both handicapped and non-

handicapped dipend on an integrated

setting in school and in employment

later.

8.0 (9) Physical handicaps get at-

tention, but language learning dis-

abled students or hard of hearing

students have huge problems in this

area. Special iccoemodations should

be made for handicapeed people.

9.0 (11) This service makes the dif-

ference between students being able

to complete programs or hot.

8.0 (6) Not severe - most

institutions know the

situation.

.0 (3), Rehabilitation

omissions provide funds

or these services when

eed is recognized.



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY 'OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO NIGH

(Numbers of. Respondent

9.2 Secure funding or such

positions on community

college campuses.

9.3 Establish training pro-

grams for these helpers.

10.0 Lack of funds for support ser- 20,1 41.4 27.6 10.3 2

vices and staff (i.e., wheel-

chairs, pushers( attendants,

note-takersointerpreters,'

tutors, etc.)

10.1 Obtain leglslative sup-

port (funding).

10.2 Establish priorities for

current funding which

would designate (facljita-

tors) for vocational train

ing (ken or material) as

a top priority.

10.3 Establish training pro-

grams for these helpers.

11.0 Lack of initial And ongoing 5.1 X3.1 52.5 18.6 1

mobility orientation

11.1 Should be stressed by

the agency involved and

put in budget by the tow

unity college idministra -

tion.

12.0 Lack of skilled interpreters 19.6 45.4 25.0 8.9

for the dolt in all classes

including vocational technical

classes

12.1 Training of student ser-

vice personnel and funds

must be mode more avail-

able.

25.0 25.0 41.7 8.3 0

' M 12

41.7 41,7 16,7 .0 0

N 12

50.0 25.0 16.7 8.3 0

N 12

33.3 25.0 25.0 16.7 0

N 12

50.0 33.3 16.7 0 0

N-4 12

50.0 0 50.0

N 12

41.7 33.3 16.7 8.3 0

N 12

6

10.0 (10) There is not enough staff 10.0 (2)

to meet the needs of the handicapped

(include typists). Additional fund-

ing is needed to add staff and ser-

vices. Will become more severe if

current court cases put responsibil-

ity on colleges rather than rehabi-

litation agencies.

11.0 (3)

12.0 (10) Need more interpreters

with skill of sigelanguage. An ex-

s. trete and urgent need.



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

tf

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE '

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents

13.0 Lack of available qualified 17.5 35,1 36.8 10.5 3

tutorial and remedial assis-

tance for people who cannot

cope with regular group and

classroom procedures

13.1 Change ittitudes of per-

sonnel who fail to real-

ice the need for this

assistance.

131.Provide appropriate

,
training programs for per.

sonnelo develop tutor-

ial and remedial assis-

tance.

13.3 Secure funding for such

positions on community .

college campuses.

14.0 Lack of persons to work with 16.1 31.5 39.3 1.1 4

the handicapped to give addi-

tional training when needed

by private business as it re-

lates to specific job needs

MS)

14.1 Business night provide

personnel to work .wtth

handioepped persons.

14.2 Provide training and,

funds for job placement

personnel.

15.0 Lack of knowledge of what '32.2 39.0 27.1 1.7 1

students can do resulting in

negative attitudes toward the

llmitations of the handicap-

ped.students.

16.7 16.7 33.3 16.7 16.71

N . 12

25.0 50.0 25.0 0 0

N I 12

33.3 33.3 .8.3 25.0 s 0

N 12

4

8.3 25,0 13.3 25.0 8.3

N= 12

33.3 16.1 33.3 16.7 0

N =12

A

13.0 (15) Lack of trained peer nelo- 13.0 (2)

ers and professionals is too often

overlooked. Remedial assistance

makes the difference, whether handi-

capped or not. Very severe--tu-

toring essential for all sensorili

handicapped. Need to retrain sur;14

special educators to work at the

college level.

14.0 (13) This is a severe problem 14.0 (1)

which could be solved by having

trained curriculum specialists and

instructors on the staff to work di-

rectly with industry. Cost needs to

be absorbed by private business.

Should be higher--has a threefold

benefit: business gets involved,

students are better trained to work

in business, and business wants more

students.

15.0 (7) Speaks to the need for pro- 1'5,0 (2)

fesstonals in rehabilitation to be

on pi campus. Priority shoulg- be

in teacher training.



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGES -

(N = 60)

1 2 3 1-4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGES

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING. RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

15,1 Provide inservice pro-

grams to educate teachers

and administrators and

!ring about attitudinal

changes (especially in

the case of mental hen-

dicips),

15.2 Establish m)re'preser-

vice training in univer-

sities concerning re-

sources which are avail-

able to handicapped, how

to access resources, and

how to use these re-

sources,

16.0 lack of knowledgi and exper-

ience on the part of educa-

tors that would make them

unwilling to hold students

to the same standards of ,

performance of non-handicap-

ped students (example: deaf

students)

16.1 ProOde inservice sen-

sitivity and awareness to

educate persons respon-

sible for the education

of the handicapped.

16.2 Establish definitive

behavioral objectives and

minimum skill levels

needed for job entry that

must be met in order to

complete course.

17,0 Inability on the part of the

instructors to empathize in-

steed of sympathize

17.1 Provide inservice

training,for personnel

working with the handi-

capped which include

practical applications

and activities.

29.3 29.3 34.5 6.9

16.9 27.1 45.8 10.2 1

33.3,41.7 16.7 0 8.3

N . 12 .

50.0 41.7 8.3 0 0

N 12

'33.3 41.1 16.7 8.3 0.

N 12

41,7 25.0 16.7 8.3 8.3

N'12

,50.0 33.3 16.7 0 0

N'12

RATED T000 HIGH 1

(Numbers of Respondents)

16.0 (10) This is a high priority 16.0 (2)

item which results from ignorance or

lack of training and exposure to -

handicapped people,

17.0 (9) Only fosters dependency, 17.0 (0)

Although instructors care about han-

dicapped Students there is not

enough awareness of their needs and

feelings.



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N s 60)

2 3 4 NR

FEASIBI ITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATTING BY PERCENTAGE

. 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

11.2 MAke information about

various handicaps avail;

able to instructors.
40

18.0 Lack of self-confidence on

part of teachers to teach

handicapped students

18.1 ProVide both pre and in-

service training for com-

munity college faculty

19.0 Lack of Understanding.and

acceptance and/or indiffer-

ence toward the special needs

of the handicapped on the

pet of administrators, fac-

ulty and staff

19.1 Provide better and more

inservices for community

college personnel includ-

ing knowledge and training

on techniques of working

with the handicapped stu-

dents .

2d.0 Negative attitudes of admini-

strators and instructors

which inhibit participation

of handicapped students in

college programs.

20.1 Design formal courses of

study, workshops and in-

,

service training to bring

about attitudinal changes

(including removal of

"fear")

Attitudes ofNon-disabled Students

21.0 Lack of acceptance and nega-
11.9 25.4 39.0 23.1 '1

Live attitudes of peers

21.1 Provide awareness train.

ing activities on commun-

ity college campuses for

the student body

15.5 3t.8 1.4' 10.3 2

29.8 31.6 31.6 1:0

20.7 27.'6 36.2 15.5 2,

41.7 50.0 0 0 8:3

N 12

50.0 41.7 8.3 0 0

N 12

50.'0 33.3 16.7' 0 0

N = 12 ,

50.0 0 25.0 25.0 0

N =12

33.3 25.0 16.7 16.1 8.3

N . 12

18.0 (13) This is a very severe bar-

rier, This is move of a problem

than understanding, acceptance or in-

difference.

19.0 (8) Problem is severe. There is

a lack of training and exposure to

the handicapped which results in a

barrier even when people mean well,

20.0 (13) Administrators and instruc-

tors don't really know the capabili-

ties of the handicapped.

21.0 (7) More.severe than stated).

Peers play a larger role than is in-

dicated.

18.0 (1)

19.0 (5)

20.0 (2) Should be lower

Most administrators have

no attitude (not aware).

Few if any, would be

negative.

21.0 (5)



Table IV -.Continued

BARRIERS AND RECCOINENDATICOS SEVERITY OF _BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N, 60)

1 2 3 4' NR

FEASIBILITY OF INPLENENTATICM

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COWS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

21.2 Develop and conduct in-

service training for edu-

cators to bring about ac-

ceptance of the handicap-

pod which will lead to

peer acceptance.

22.0.Lick of acceptance of handi-

capping conditions by the

public which results in lack

of participation by the han-

dicapped in social and re-
.

creational aspects of col-

lege life

22.1 Generally people fear

what they don't under-

stand; more informition

should be provided to the

public regarding handl,

capping conditions.

22.2 Develop and conduct in-

Unice training for

teachers, and non-hindi-

capped students.

23.0 Inadequate orientation of

non-handicapped students as

to how they may better under.

stand and assist handicapped

students

23.1 Provide tartness train

ing activities on commun-

ity college campuses for

the student body.

Preservice and Inservice

Tducation

24.0 Lack of general knowledge of

the.handicapped and handi-

capping conditions

15.0 26.7 55.0 3.3

18.6 49.2 27.1 5.1

22.0 50.8 27.1 0 1

25.0 25.0 25.0 8.3 16.1

11 12

33.3 50.0 0 8.3 8.3

N 12

27.3 54.5 9.1 0 9.1'

N 11

33.3 16.1 25.0 16.7 8.3
12

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of, espondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

.(liabers of Respondents)

22.0 (11) Very severer There is

little social interaction and we

need public awareness.

22.0 (6) Less severe than

. indicated; the public is

accepting andicapped stu-

in

social a recreational

activiti .

23.0 (1) More should be stressed at

the individual program level. The

deaf student needs an interpreter

at the college level.

24.0'(13) Handicapping conditions

are complex; there is a'need for re-

source people for staff inservice

and consultation. Knowledge breeds

understanding and acceptance.

23.0 (1) Orientation is

not needed, integration

is, for people to be

sortable with,eachJother

24.0 (1)

;



BARRIERS AND. REGOAMENUATIONS SEVERr,f BARRIER

RATING S, PERCENTAGE

. 60,

2 NR

'EASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING tY PERCENTAGE

4 5

11
COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

;Numbers of. Respondents.)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of .RespOndents

24.1 Most instrJctots who

are asked to work with

handicapped students must

learn the hard waytrial

and error. TeOir;

training sessions must

include working with man.

dicapped in their. own

DdrUCular discipline.

25,0 ock of knowledge tnat Mani-

feste.lon of handicapping

condition is often periodic

and unpredictable in-:timing

25,1' Information regarding

the handicapping condi-

tion should be provided

to the educator at the

time the student regis-

ters.

25.2 InsCructOrs should

schedule counseling ses-

sions with all students.

25.3 Public relations ef-

forts snould be condtcted

26.0 Assumption on the part of

the non - disabled' instructor,

Counselor, or administrator

that just because the dis-

abled studentillas not indi-

cated there are prOblems,

that "everything is fine- -

we have no problems"

26.1 Provide basic knowledge

about handicapping condi-

tions through inservice

programs

26.2 Replace the traditional

lecture and norm-refer-

enced evaluation with in-

, dividualized instruction.

76.1 Tedr.h the student to

ommunir.ate t.t1PJf pro

4 blpr,

6.3 3;.:. 4: 4

I

41,7 33.1 25.0 0 3

N . 12

50.0 33.3 16,1 0

N 3 12

25.0 16.7 33.3 8 3 16.7

. 12

16.7 41.7 4;).7

12

33.3 41.1 25.0 0 0

N = 12

18,2 9.1 21.3 45.5

N 11

) 41.7 25.0 25,0 8.1

I,'

25 'S

G (7) Man, Jo not take thins Int')

consideration due to lack of know-

ledge.

'1



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RUING BY PERCENTAGE

(N' 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

27.0 Inadequate staff preparation 16.7 55.0 25.0 3.3 0

and orientation toward work-

ing with handicapped, stu-

tents in'the area of variocis

Ilearning modalities

27.1 Provide staff with use-

ful skills which can be

applied in teaching the

handicapped'through in-

service and preservice

training.

27.2 Train the faculty and

staff to screen and refer

students to specialists.

28.0 Inadequate training and in- 28.3 45.0 23.3 3.3 0

formation is provided to

teachers regarding psycholo-

gical aspects, and learning

difficulties of spetific

handiCapping conditions

28.1 Preservice and inser-

.vite training should in-

,
clude basic knowledge a-

bout handicapping condi-

tioni and stress that

. wide variances between

and among people with the

same handicap exists.

29.0 Lack of orientation to re- 1111 40.0 36.4 14.5 5

ceptive tkpressive language

deficiencies and the need

for apecialized language 'in-

strUctiOn.

29.1 Divelop classes for the

learning,disabledtand

deaf.

29.2 Pay tfttrucprs to at-

tend special..inservices.

30.0 Lack of programs to prepare 28.8 49.2 16.9 5,1, 1

post-secondary instructors

to teach the handicapped

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4

33.3 X5.0 33.3 0 8.3

N. 12

33.3 16.7 25.0 25.0' 0

N 12

33.3 41k.7 16,7 8.3

N . 12

27.3 27.3 36.4 ,0 9,1

N 11

18.2 9 1 36.4 18.2 18.2

N 11

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO NIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

27.0,(14) Much more training and in- 21.0 (1)

service is needed for staff.

28.0(9) Very severe--ixceot for 28.0 (0)

initial contact at beginning of the

semester cnere is little ongoing

communication between teacher and

rehabilitation counselor. Teacher

training is the key to better educa-

tion everywhere.

29.0 (8) Rated too low because this 29.0 (1)

is generally not understood, or thiS

need met.

4

10.0 (12) Separate programs are not 30.0 (2

always- necessary, but programs

should be integral to pre and in-

service training. Don't want to

train all college instructors to be

special education teachers, but they

do need resource information,

rr

a.



BARRIER AND RECOMMENDATIONS

30.1 Inseryice, or one or two

classes in instructor

training programs should

be provided

30.2 Secure state mandate

for such training

30.3 Develop an educational

program for vocational

teacher trainers and Tex11

Education Agency post-

secondary staff.

31.0 Instructors inadequately

trained in techniques to as-

sist the handicapped student

to adapt standard procedures

to stet his requirements.

31.1 Instructors should be

assisted bya resource

person (advisor or coun-

selor)

31.2 Provide graduate level

seminars and workshops

; as a part of sployeent.

32.0 Lack of knowledge of and seri

sitivity to handicapping con,

ditions in planning, imple-

meting. and evaluating in-

struction and vocational

learner outcomes

32.1 Provide inservice

training of faculty

32.2 Provide *ore research

in this area

33.0 Lack'of knowledge and train-

ing by staff and administra-

tion to be Informed about

the needs of the hearing,

*aired

3/.1 The needs of the stu-

°dent are generally known,

the staff and administra-

tion must learn how 1,0

meet these needs.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 . 2 3 4 NR

26.7 45.0 25.0 3.3

20.3 45.8 25.4 8.5 1

16.9 37.3 40.1 5.1 1

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 ,3 4 5

33.3 33.3 25.0 0 8.3

N 17

8.3 16.7 25.0 25.0 25.0

N . 12

33.3 25.0 33.3 0 8.3

N 12

25.0 16.7 50.0 0 8.3

N . 12

33.3 33.3 25,0 0 8.3

N 12

25.0 37.537.5 0 0

, N . 8

27.3 27.3 27.3 9.1 9.1

N'11

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T00 LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents}

31.0 (12) There is a need for spec- 31.0 (1)

ialists in this area to work with

instructors Whelp plan adaptation.

32.0 (12) Many vocational programs 32.0 (2)

base evaluation on typical employ-

ment settings and performance and

don't consider adaptations which are

routinely made for placement of han-

dicapped workers. Should be inte-

gral to inservice and preservice

training.

33.0 (13) Handicapping aspects of 33.0 (1)

deafness are not really understood.



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N * 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF 'IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

33.2 A reaource person should

be provided.

34.0 Lack of cougseling and teach-

Ing skills needed to accommo-

date the handicapped stu-

dent's uniqueness

34.1 Provide inservice

training

34.2 Obtain legislative sup-

port to via counselors

and staff,

35.0 Inadequate training Otograms

for physicians, physical

therapists, occupational

therapists, and social work-

ers to"develop techniques to

encourage handicapped indivi-

duals to compensate for their

disabilities by entering

training programs.

35.1 Research need for

training

16

12.7

61.0,20:3

27.3 43.6

6.8

16.4

1

25.0 33.3

; 12

5(:).0 16.7

N 2 12

28.6 14.3

N =7

21.3.36.4
N

25.0

16.7

2R.6

27.3

8.3

8.:

28,6

0

8.3

8.3

0

9.1

35.2 Provide more training
33.3 16.7 41.7 0 8.3

with emphasis on helping
N . 12

the disabled attain the

highest level, of skill

possible.

36.0 Lack orexposure to the 13.3 23.3 36.7 26.7 0

world Of work by instructors

themselves who often set a

poor example (model).

36.1 Obtain assistance from
16.1 16.7 25.0 25.0 16.1

a consultant
N . 12

36.2 Upgrade local hiring
0 25.0 41.7 25.0 8.3

practices.
N,. 12

37.0 Lack of ability on the part 15.3 28.8 45.8 10.2 1

of the instructor to adapt

curriculum to the needs of

handicapped students

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS ,

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

34.0 (12) Counseling can be the most

important aspect of helping the han-

dicapped by defining expectation

levels. Most instructors are not

adequately trained in counseling

techniques to accommodate any stu-

dent's uniqueness - -not just the han-

diupped stlent.

35.0 (2) Very few physicians are up

on rehabilitation medicine. They

know more about acute disease pro-

cesses than long term rehabilitati,(e

efforts,

36.0 (5) For vocational teachers this

should be a high priority and the'

teacher should have experience in th(

.real" world.

31.0 (11) There is also a lack of

creativity in this area as a result

of closed minds.

34.0. (3)

35.0 (4)

36.0 (6) Most instructors

bring successful work ex-

perience to the community-

college.

37.0 (4) The degree of

success if determined by

how well curriculum is

developed in regard to a

person's language exper-

ience.



PROS AND NErAMMENDATIONS SEVERrY OFBARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

EO)

1 2 3 4 NR

FLA:,:BILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF'SEVERIT'1 OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

37.1 Provide ariassistant to

help the instructor

37 2 Pro4de pre-developed

material and instructions

for modification of cur-

riculum

31. Incorporate and inte-

grate training in cigri-

Culum adaptatiT into"

teacher preparation pro.

Prevocational traininl

38.0 Lack oY approrpiate basic

and remedial programs in

language and math

le

38 Develop departmental

programs

38.2 Make tutorial support

available

38.3 Stress the importance

Of placing emphasis on

these subjects to the

high schools

39.0 Inadequate prevocational

skill training

39.1 Provide more funds for

prevocational skill

training

39.2 Increase emphasis on

public school career edu-

cation, vocational pro-

gram development and pp-

'
portunities for parttb-

pation by handicapped

students.

11.928.830.528.8

13.6 31.5 25.0 17 9

16.7 25.0 33.3 16.7 B.3

N . 12

8.3 33.3 25.0 16 7 16.7

N -12

16.7'25.0 41 7 8.3 8.3

N = 12

41,7,16 7 33 3 83

N . 12

41.7 41.7 16.7 0 0

N = 12

41 7 33 3 25,0 Q 0

N 12

25 0 16,7 33,3 16.7 8.3

N , 12

33.3 33.3 25.0 8.3 0

N . 12

38.0 (1) Without good basic skill

foundations success in achieving

skills will be negligible.

a

39.0 (13) This should be top prior-

ity. Include work readiness train-

ing here and most handicapped do

not have sufficient skills to suit

employers,

38, (3) Ouestion whether

this belongs at the com-

munity college level, ex-

cept perhaps through spe-

cial programs,

c\

(3)

if



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

41,1 Could be handled

through continuing educa-

tion programs

41,2 Per student cost makes

funding difficult,

pooling of resources may

be the answer,

41.3 Determine the needed

areas and request appro-

priation of funds.

42,1 Request additional

funding to implement nec-

essary programs

42.2 Individualized con-

tracted instruction can

be provided for thil stu-

dent body

43.1 Establish an interdis-

ciplinary team to conduct

a program review and make

recommendations

42,0 Inadequate existing programsr 7 3 38.2 38 2 16.4 5

for deaf and hearing im-

paired students

.43,0 Communication problems in 12.1 30.9 43 6 12.7 5

all instructional situations

with handicapped students,

t 4F f N1AT ION

BY PER iVios.E,

'

1 ,.3 (4 it 5

IMMEM1111111

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

60)

2 3 4 NR,

FEASIBIL

, PAN

1Vocational Instructional Programs

in ery ce

40.0 Lack of funds to establish 14.3 37.5 30.4 17,9 4

training programs for hear-

ing impaired students

40.1 Obtain more funds for
16,7 8.3 50.0 16.7 8.3

training (federal agen-
N = 12

cies and non - profit or-

ganizations).

41,0 Lack of short-term special,- 13.8 44.8 21.6 13.8

iled courses to teach lim-

ited skills in a specified

area

50,0 25.0 8.3 8.3 8.3

N =12

16,7 33.3 16,7 25.0 8.3

12

25 0 33.3 25.0 8.3 8.3

N = 12

21',0 25.0 33,3 16.7 0

N . 12

8,1*16,7 41.1 25.0 8.3

.N = 12

25.0 8.350.0 9.3 '8.3

N , 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents

40.0 ;10) Lack of funds limit pro- 40.0 (0)

grams for, handicapped.

41.0 (9) Mini 'courses could be de- 41.0 (2)

signed and implemented.

er

42.0 (11) There is a real question 42 0 (2)

of any existing adequate programs.

An easy obstacle to overcome, yet

often overlooked.

43.0 (8) Communication problems are 43.0 (1)

severe between instructors and nor-

mal students-even, Little progress

without communication.



BARRIERS AK RECOMMENDATIONS

\1

RATING 1d);,

(N 6; \

I 2 \ 41

fAStt;II TY Or IMPLEMENTATION

1,'ERCENTkE

2 3 4 5Rp

44.0 GomMunication problems in

groups where 'disabled stu-

dents are working' with' the

non,clisatted, such as group

lat practcalS.

c. 44.1 provide for orientation

programs for non-handl-

#.
caned to acquaint them

with prob146s handicaps

have.

45.0 tack of fleiibility in the

curriculum to allow the stu-

'dint increased instruction

in areas of his expertise,

45.1 A resource persdn and

toe department respon-

sible need to develop in-

dividualized programs for

the handicapped.

4,5.2 Or,- the -fob training

might be more practical.

46,3 Establish more flexible

entry-exit points of

skill doelopment.

46.0 Lack of modification of pro-

gram standards for different

handicaps

46,1 A resource person and

the department responsi-

ble need to develop in-

dividual ized programs' for

the handicapped.

X47.0 lack of behavior modifica-

tign programs coordinated

with both credit and non-

credit courses

c, 41.1 Establish an interns-

,c1PlInaryam to con"' t

,

a program review and Ke

recommendation,,

5.3 36.911

13,8 29 1

III

10.9 70,) )1

3

8.1 81.3 /3.316.7 8.3

0 1?

15. 0 15.:016.., 7 8.3

4! tkrih'

1 f + 1 7 33.3 0 8,3

\ 17

55. 0 16. 7 0 8.3

I?

16,i 33 116,7 25..0 81

12

ES 0 25..016.1 25,0 8.3

12

COMMENTS REGARDING TING OF SEVER C OF BARRIERS

,:((r

RATED TOO LOW RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents),

441(6) Orientation and education

programs are needed for nondisabled

Public relations programs needed to

educate employers as to benefits of

employing handicapped persons;

45.0 (10) Without adjusbnentiin'curl

riculum and teaching stralegles the,

doors are'closed to skill attain-

ment, Problemt with certification

of educational requirement through

Texas rducation Agency.

46,0' B) Lack of knowledge and lea

of creativity in this area.

47.0 (4) This should be developed

fully and supported for legislation'

with funding. There is a great need

but whether it is the repsonsibility

of time community college is ques-

tionable- -how about TRC?

4400 (2)

45.0 (4)

46.0 (4) Program stan-

dards in vocational edu,

cation are matched to

industry standards.

4

47.0 (6)

I



0

JARRIEPS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

IN = 60)

1 ; 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents

S.0 Lack of ongoing contact with

the handicapped student to

monitor progress and problems

and to offer encouragement

and support throughout his

educational program.

48.; Provide more counselors

4b.z Establish better coor-

dination between agencies

and the staff, at the com-

munity college

48.3 Establish top priorities

for rehabilitation ser-

vices to provide ongoing

support for handicapped

students in. the early

years of training and job

experience,

48,4 Provide individualized

educational planning.

49.0 Vocational/technical class

entrance exams that do not

consider handicapping condi-

tions such as learning dis-

abilities in establishing

norms'.

49.1 Remove or modify norms

to accommodate the handi-

capped.

50.0 Unwillingness of instructors

to give oral. examinations .

' when appropriate

"501 Pay instructors for the

, service.

50,2 Enlist hf311.1 from stu-

'dent dssIStdv.e .4

51.0 EAdniiritl
Ilk Ire ,,4r1.

sort;. )rlfmted

51. Prowle 1.err&A-

T.ethuis ,)f

10.3 31:0 43.1 15.5.

10.3 36.2 36.2 17.2

12.1 10.3 48.3 29.3 2

1 , 1 1 2 3 2 4 4 6 2 1 4

33.3 25.0 25.0 16,7 0

N : 12

41,7 41.7 16.7 0 0

N . 12

33.3 25.0 41.7 0 0

N = 12

33.3 25.0 25.0 83 83

N = 12

27.3 18.2 9.1 36.4 9.i

N = 11

25.0 16.1 8.3 33.'3 16.7

N = 12

33.3 25.0 16.7 8.3 16.1

N 12

. H 3

N 1

48.0 (11) The prOblem is severe.

There is a need to have Certified

Rehabilitation Counselors and peer

courts ssigned to'each student

for t e uration of the college pro,

gram. There is not enough staff to

keep up with large 'populations of

hand capped students.

48.0 (0)

4

49.0 (12) There is inadequate pre- 49.0 (2) Do learning dis

0 assessment of handicaps. Adaptation abilities belong in :01-

of systems approach to instruction lege? Norms need td be

will alleviate this to a major ex- more flexible.

tent,

50.0 (6) This attitude sets condi-

tions for a student to fail.
, 4

51.0 (3)

50.0 (6)

51 0 (2)



BARRIERS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS

i2.0 Training areas within pro-

grams tend to delimit the

- occupational choices avai;-

able to students ,ty offering

SuCh a narrow range of ski?)

training.

.c52.1'Broaden the range

: I ,0111 training.

2:2 Awareness of alterna-

.tives related to the field

should.be incoroorated in

Career whorkshops.

53.0 Lack of special adapted vo-

cabulary ists to heio stu-

dents in various occupational

technical programs.

sir Provide reading programs

for specific technical

majors.

\53.2 Necessary materials

should be prepared by the

faculty/staff concerned:.

54.0 Lack of modified textbOaks to

meet language level of stu-

dents.

./54.2 Consult with the 000

.
company.

55.0,Siudent/trainer ratio too

',.large to allow sufficient in-

dividualized hands-on troth-

ing

54.1 Provide modified texts

(tape, rewrite) or teach

with teacher made Mater-

ials.

55.1 Prgwle special ascr,.

illes ancror

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE.

(N )50)

1 2 3 4 NR

8.8 Z6.3 43.9 21.1 3

10.5 14 0 45.6 29.

13.6 22,3 49.2 15,3

27.0 27 1 37.3 13.6 I

1:Ei,SIBILI-Y OF IMPLEMENTATION

RAT:NS BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COP TS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED. T00 LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents')

I

..5.3 33 3 41,7 8.3 8:3

= 12

5 16 7 50.0 0 8.3

2: 0 2: 33,3 16.7 0

I'

33,3 8,3 8.3

1:

25.0 31.3 25.0 8.3 8.3

12

53 : 33.3 16,7 0

12

4_, 7 3".r, 3 16.7 5.3

52.0 (6) lots of individuals get

shelved and categorized because it

is easier than taking the time to

find out what is truly wanted.

Limited training, programs are avail-

able. Still too mush stereotyping
of disabilities, i.e., all MR's like

to do repetitive type jobs.

0

53.0 (3) If a student does not un-

derstand the terms there is no way

he can learn a skill.

52.0 4)

53.0 (3)

54.0 (51 Sensorially handicapped and 54.0

LLD students need supplemental mat-

erials and modified texts. Open door

policy requires administration and

therefore, accommodation,

1

55.0 (9) This should be top priority. 55 0 (2) The community

Many handicapped. are embarrassed to college has a policy of

ask for additional help especially
small classes and this

in a large class.
'should not be 'a problem.



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N . 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 '4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING Of SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

55.2 Obtain legislative sup-

port to increase funding

for more personnel.

i6.0 Student/trainer ratio too

large to allow appropriate

administration of tests..

56:1 Provide emecialized

testing program.'

56.2 Provide funds for bet-

ter Audeh/trainer ratip

or special assistants,

56.3 Individualize testing

procedures.

56.4 Hire a paraprofessional

57.0 Inadequate task analytisiof

technical skill areas in re-

lation to training students

with handicaps

57.1 Fund exemplary programs

in area of task analysis

57.2 Train staff in methods

of scientific job/task

analysis in curriculum

development.

58.0 Lack of training programs

for gandicapped individuals

in the emerging technology

areas

58.1 Obtain funding'to per-

mit organization and im-

plementation of Such pro-.

grams.

58.2For a liaison with

business.

19.0 20.7 41.4 19.0

24 6 24.6 42.1 8.6

19.0 25 3 41 4 13.8

33.3 16.1 33.3 16.7 0

N 17

33.5 C 41.7 16.7 8.3

% 12

16.7 16,7 41.7 16,7 8.3

N . 1:

16.1 41.7 25.0 8,3 8.3

N =12

16.7 25.t 16.7 25.0 16.7

% : 12

33.3 8.3 33,3 16.7 8.3

N . 12

2',.) 33.3 16,7 16.7 8.3

N = 12

33.3. 8.3 41,7 8.3 8.3'

N . 12

33.3 25.0 33.3 0 8.3

N . 12

56.0 () If one cannot evaluate 56.0 (3) Testing situa-

skill levels, then how can one deter.tions are feasible; in-

mine progress unless curriculum is dividual testing is easily

based on performance objective. arranged,

Skill level evaluation is essential

57.0 (8) This eliminates a great 57 0 (3,

many students who could attend if

work site adjustments were available

Should be a top priority.

58.0 (7) Vocational/technical counT

selors, teachers, advisors, and tu-

tors are still looking at disabili-

ties rather than abilities. There

is a need for more places that will

hire the handicapped.

58.0 (3)



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

.RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

59.0 Limited variety of voca-

tional /technical areas which

accept handicapped students.

59.1 Provide pre and inser-

vice education for fatulti

and administration to

bring about attitudinal

changes.

59.2 Expand electives and

subject areas.

59.3 Identify "model" pro-

grams which comunity col-

lege administration and

faculty can visit as an

example.

60.0 A lack of specific entry

level job criteria that a

Person with limited ability

could accomplish and achieve

in order to be employable.

60.1 Work closely with busi-

ness,to establish jobs

that handicapped persons

may do.

60.2 Bring in consultants

for technical assistance.

60.3 Develop a career ladder

self-paced program.

61.0 Absence of a continuum of.

training skills for elemen-

tary through secondary Mika-

.tion through vocational

technical programs. ,

61.1 Establish a sequential

curriculum.

13.8 31,0 41.4 13,8 2

21.4 33.9 33.9 10.7

19,3 35.1 35.1 10.5

0

50.0 16.7 8.3 8.3'

33.3 25.0 33.3

N 12

41.7 33:3 8.3 8.3. 8.3

N . 12

8.3

50.033.3 8.3 93 0

N Ti?

50.0 8.3 16.1 16.1 8.3

N "12

41.7 8.3 25.0 16,7 8.3

N 12

25.0 50.0 0 16.7 8.3

N "12

59.0 (7) Vocational/technical coun-

selors, teachers, advisors, and tu-

tors are still looking at disabili-

ties rather than abilities. There is

a need for more places that will Ore

the handicapped.

V

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

59.0 (6)

60.0 (7) This is a very severe pro- 60.0 (4)

blem--coordination is needed between

training programs and industry to de

termine minimum job entry level

skills needed to be hired and then to

train those with limited ability to

fill this need.

61.0 (8) The continuum of education 61.0 (1)

training from elementary through

post-secondary is fragmented at best.



BARRIERS AND RECOOKNOATIONS

61.2 Obtain legislative sup-

port to increase funding

for more personnel and

broader range of training

oppOrtunities at all

levels.

62.0 Lack of exit points in the

curriculum which allow the

student,to leave (with wog-

nit'on) when the student has

achieved to the highest level

of his ability Or employ-

ability.

62.1 Establish new policies

at The Texas Education

Agency level.

62.2 Establish such point for

all students and stop

counting "completers" on

reporting as seven year

certificate or two year

degree.

63.0,Leck of instructional meter-

ials and modifications to

meet the needs of handicapped

students.

63.1 Provide training for

faculty to make necessary

modifications in materials

63.2 Prepare and make avail-

able materials which will

enable a student to learn

either by seeing or

64.0 Lack of knowledge regarding

adapting the classroom to the

handicapped student, or the .

handicapped student to the

4( classroom.

64.1 Obtain a consultant tc

assist with adaptation.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N * 60)

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 1 NR 1 2 3 4 5

16.7 8.3 41.7 25.0 8.3

N 12

8.6 29.3 43.1 19/6 2

-

33.3 25.0 16.7 16.7 8.3

N 12

50.0 8.3 8.3 25.0 8.3

N 12

22.8 40.4 28.1 8.8 3

33.3 16.7 25.0 16,7 8.3

N 12

16.7 3311 33.3 0 16.7

N 12

11.9 42.4 37.3 8.5 1

27.3 27.3 18.2 18.2 9,1

N 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SE (PITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

62.0 (11) There is a need for more 62.0 (3) This problem is

flexibility for entry and exit for , being taken care of

students in imcational programs. through flexible entry

programs.

63.0 (9) Much is availablefit 63.0 (2)

could be identified,by and used by

instructors-again, there is a need

for training instructors. There is

very little nesearch and strategies

available for structors to Meet

handicapped s nts' needs.



RRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NP

FEASIBILITY OP IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

64.2 Teach handicapped stu-

dents to communIcate,their

needs.

64.3 Providuinservice

training.

64.4 Purchase limited adapt-

able equipment with finan-

cial aid available.

65.9 Lack of reasonable modifica-

tion of general community

college schedules, require-

ments and procedures,

65.1 Place a person in each

community college who will

Promote more and better

adapted programs.for the

disabled.

65.2 Establish an Open entry/

open exit program.

66.0 Lack of reasonable modifica-

tion of classroom and labora-

tory.

66.1 Place a person in each

community college who will

promote more and better

adapted programs for the

disabled.

66.2 Involve vocational

classes in construction of

speciaTiied equipment.

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HELPING

SYSTEM

Vocational Materials and E ui nt

67..0 tack of adaptable equipment

that will facilitate teaching

the handicapped.

67.1 Establish a pool of ad-

aptable equipment avail-

able to various teachers

on request.

61.2 Secure funding for ne_.

essary additional equip-

ment,

i'

3.4 20. 65,5 10,3

4

10.2 25.450.8 13.6 1

26.3 42.124.6 7.0 3

41,7 33.3 25.0 0 0

N 11

25.0 33.3 33.3 0 8.3

N 12

16.7 33.3 33.3 8.3 8.3

N 12

25.0 8.3 41.7 16.7 8.3

N 12

25.0 41 7 25.0

N 12

8.3

'27.3 9.1 45.5 9.1 9.1

N lel

25.0 25.0 33.3 8.3 8.

N 12

36.4 54.5 9.1 0 0

N 11

10.0 60.0 30.0 0 0

N 10

65.0 (1) An easy obstacle to over-

came, yet often overlooked--such

functional problems could discourage

students from even beginning.

65.0 (3)

66.0 (5) rumple: typing tables 66.0 (3)

wheelchairs can fit under. Necessary

for proper accessibility.

61.0 (5) Needs to be give a higher 67.0 (3)

priority. Very severe with drafting

students at present.

44



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

68.0 Lack of electronic communica-

tion devices to assist the

handicapped in understandinOk

Participating and commini.

citing,

68.1 Obtain funds, and pro-

mote research and develop-

ment.

69.0 Lack of modified and adaptive

equipment for drafting stu-

dents.

69.1 Obtain funds (excess

Cost funding), promote re-

search and development.

70.0 Lack of special equipment

such as special seating, mat-

erials, sound lighting, adap-

tation for wheelchairs.

70.1 Obtain funds (excess

cost funding), promote re-

search and development.

10.2 Involve the community

and vocational classes in

construction or acquisi-

tion of equipment,

11.0 Lack of funds to provide for

special expenses such as

special equipment,

11.1 Obtain funds (excess

ctst funding), promote re-

search and development.

11,2 Initiate special adap-

tive devices with the in-

dividual rather than the

institution. .

11.3 Obtain more legislative

support.

72.0 Difficulty in using indepen-

dent learning center where

cassette-tapes and slides

are used for self-paced

learning.

72.1 Ore work -study

dentc ro aws,

I

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4

14.3 19.6 57.1 8.9

:

10.9 25.5 50412.7

15.5 37.9 36.2 10.3

29.8 42,1 22.8 5.3

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

NR

4

5

2

10 3 31 0 50.0 8.6 2

1 2 3 4 5

18.2 54.5 18.2 9.1 0

N 11

30.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 0

N 10

27.3 27.3 36.4 9.1 3

N 11

54.5 27.3 18.2 0 0

N 11

10.0 60.0 20.0 10.0 0

N 10

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED.T00 LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

30.0 30.0 30.0 0, 10:011 I

N 10

l

55.6 11.1 22.2 rip

N 9

68.0 (2) There mit a great number of 68.0 (3)

devices available that have not been

tapped due,to lack of awareness.

69.0 (6) Funds are needed for adap- 69.0 (31

tive equipment.

70.0 Additional funding is 10.0 (2),

needed. For the most part equipment

is available but money is not. .

14:4.

.N .

71:0 ;(1)tleack.of funds must be the

most significant of all problems.

La4 of knowledge abqut funding is a

problem

40.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 0;
.

N 10

0.,(5,1"This is.a.problem especially22.0 {4) Where such centers

Latk, of properly de- exist, there is much

sigrie InatOrAl 'for .deaf students. help available.

71.0 (2)

r f`
.1.ti



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS' SEVERITY OF BARRIER FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N. 60)

I a 3 4 NR

72:2 Provide alternate learn-

ing activities.

13,0 Problems in working with den-,

prous power equipment, han-

dling of heavy or difficult

objects, and coping witfi dif-

ficult working conditions

(i.e., wet floors) in voca-

tional technical laboratories

73,14rovide orientation for

instructors

73.2 Change the program of

the handicapped student

who is obviously unsuited

for the course,

14.0 Inappropriate design' of

classrooms, laboratories and

equipment.

74,1 Secure funding for nec-

essary additional equip-

ment.

74,2 Make necessary adapts-

Ytions.

15.0 Lacklf speciaPy designed

togYs;, and equirel(for
.:;-,1wmifcipped students.

1.

15.1 ResiarCh Should be 06-
opted in the area. of spe-

cially designed toots ild

toupmmnt,

1.5.24Velopliystem for

C4lOnektehources similar

to' Oe.Texas Learning .

..4604e 'Center (TEA) net

work to locate resour-s.

19.6 .16,1 46.4 17.9 4

14.0 29.8 42.1 14.0

17.9 37,5 35'.1 8.9 4

1 2 3 4 5

50.0 50.0 0 0 0

N12

66.1 11.1 22.2 0 0

N 9

55.6 13.3 11.1 0 0

N

-8.3 25.0 58.3 8.3 0

N . 12

33.3 50.0 16.7 0 0

N12

40.0 30.0 10.0 20.0 0

N 10

54.5 36.4 9.1 0 0

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING. OF SEVER/tqF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Nutters of Respondents)

73.0 (6)

1

r--

73.0 (2) This whOle aree-

"it's too hard or dan-

gerous for the handicap-,

ped"--is exaggerated. On-

aware instructors and

counselors can block an

individual from partici-

pating and gaining skill

for employment with edu-

cation on adapting safety

devices, the participa-

tion may be feasible.

74.0 (8) Labs were not designed for 74.0 (2)

theiNndicapPed--especially
.

chfirs

75.0 (10) There should be some manu-

facturing group that could be,con-

tracted with to design equipment on

an individual basis, Need for a

central resource center to check out

equipment.

75.0 (1)

*.e.ww,,41/414
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

16.0 Inadequate special lighting

or magnifying and mechanical

devices.

16.1 Obtain funds (excess

cost funding), promote.re-

search and development`

17.0 Inadequately designed learn-
.

ing and work stations to

accommodate the handicapped

in vocational training

courses.

17.1 Obtain funding, promote

research and'Otielopment.

78.0 lack of typieglacijities'

available to tits

18.1 Provide a learning

center.

18.2 Obtain funding.

19.0 Inadequate provision of in-

structional materials and

equipment in appropriate

media (i.e., special text-

books, tapes and other mater-

ials designed for use by the

handicapped).

79.1 Obtain funding, promote

research and development.

19.2 Develop a system for vo-

cational resources similar

to the Texas Learning Re-

source Center (TEA) net-

work to locate resources.

80.0 Lack of tactile maps, brail-

° ler, optacons, enlargers,

and talking books.

80.1.0btain these through re-

sources which make them

available.

81,0 Lack of special lloting for

interpreters to use wno wor

with deaf students during

films.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(Na 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4

7.3 34.5 47.3 10.9 5

10.0 80.0 0 10.0 0

N . 10

10.9, 38.2 13.2 12,7

9.1 54 5 18.2 18.2 0

N 11

12,1 12.1 51.7 24.1 2

61.5 23.1 15.4 0 0

N 13

25.0 16.7 50.0 8.3 0

N 12

12.5 48.2 33.9 5.4 4

27.3 18.2 45.5 9.1 0

N 11

54.5 36.4 '9.1 0 0

N 11

16.1 40.7 29.6 13.0 6

80.0 20.0 0

N 10

9.4 26.4 45.3 18.9 7

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

ARM TOO LOW RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents) '
(Numbers of Respondents)

76.0 (6) Needed by visually impaired 76.0 (4)

students to assist in education.

71.0 (6) Physical barriers pose huge 77.0 (3)

problems. There is a need for good

models to adapt to existing facili-

ties. !Ts

78.0 (4) Some students just can't 78.0 (3)

write. Typing could be a means of

support if the person had the exper-

ience. 4

79.0 (7) 79.0 (11

80.0 (1) These should be mandatory 80.0 (0)

purchases since this represents eye-

sight.

81 0 (2) One piece of equipment can 81.0 (4)

change this.



BARRIERS ARO RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATED BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATED BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

.,
COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIE

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RA1tD TCQ HIGH ,

(timbers of Respondents

81.1 Obtain funding (excess

cost funding).

Research

82.0 An unwillingness on tge part

of the academic community at

the Administrative and Board

level to aggressively re-

search the needs of the hat

dicapped in their district--

lcw budget priority.

82.1 Apply for grants to col-

leges to fund research

and need identification

of disabled students.

82.2 Provide funded graduate

level seminars and work-

shops with graduate cre-

dit to be conducted dur-

ing working hours. 411

82,1 Conduct a needs assess-

ment and present:to the

governing board,

83.0 Lack of research in area of

employer needs

83.1 Apply to local civic

groups for funding.

83.2 Determine employment

needs so training can be

directed towards these

areas.

83:3 Assign this responsibi-

lity to the Texas Rehab-

ilitation Commission.

84.0 Inadequate learning techno-

logy: "Jack of learning

aides and technology to ac-

commodate specifi,., impair.

ments.

84.1 Provide funds for

ivate researcn

32.1 33.9 28.6 5.4 4

19.3,45,6 24,6 10,5

16 4 34. 5 40.0 91.5

30.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 0

N . 10

25.0 41,1 16.7 Si 8.3

N . 12

36.4 36.4 9.1 0 18.2

N 2 11,

58.3 25.0 8.3 8.3 0

N . 12

4

60.0 0 20.0 10.0 10.0

N 10

50.0 33 3 83 8.3 0

N ' 12

18.2 36.4 36.4 9.1 0

N 11

14 3 42 4 26 6 14 3

N r I

82.0 (8).Most administrative units

are responding slowly. Local pres-

sure is needed. Bring in advocacy

and protective services (state bar,

developmental disabilities) to tell

board about 94-142, 504 and rights

of the handicapped.

83.0 (13) Local job market study

badly needed. Must know employer'

needs to design appropriate programs

Need for program specialist bOtwien

industry and training program.

84.0 (6) Slavish addiction to the

lecture form, even in technical/vo-

cational areas which bars the use of

new and needed technoloq) Need

additional research

82 i)

83.0 '0'

84.0,,
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BARRIERS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER/

RATING BY PERCENT

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

84.2 Apply Current research

and technology (techno-

logy not lacking)

Counseling, placement and 61lowup

85.0 Lack of realistic counseling

and gal setting

85.1 Provide training for

counselors,

85.2'Secure specially train-

ed counselors.

86.0 Lack of diagnostic, counsel-

htng, and health centers on

the community college campus

86.1 Employ and/or train

appropriate personnel and

monitor to see that ser-

vices are provided.

86.2 Make administration,

aware of the laws.

87.0 Inadequate prevocational ex-

ploration background infor-

mation, and exposure to the

world of work.

87.1 Provide adequate prevo-

. cationdl exploration,

background information

and exposure,to the world

of work it the high

sCholevel.

3 4v e,for student vo-

cleionarevaluation and

counseling.

87.3 Provide more preservice

training in. universities

regarding resources avail,,

able to the handicapped.

118.0 )0( of adequate evaluation

lid diagnosis before making

:,reer decIsions,

22.4146.6 25.9 5.2

13.8 31.9 36.2 12.1

29.8 38,6,26,3 .5.3

23.2 42 9 28.6 5.4

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

77,8 22.0 0 0 0

N 9

76,9 7,7 15.4 0 0

N 13 '

S3.8 30,8 J5.4 0. 0

N 13

53.8 7.7 23.1 7.7 7,7

N 13

69,2 7.7 23.1 0 0

N 13

83.3 8.3 8.3 0 0

N . 12

66.7 25.6 8.3 0 0

N 12

18.2 9.1 ill 0

11

.
COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

.

85.0 (7) There are too few trained

counselors on campus. Adoption of

career education model would help.

86.0 (9) Need more funds and better

trained counselors. Very expensive

but very beneficial to the handi-

capped.

81.0 (10) This 'Should be a top

priority area. More coordination is

needed at all levels. Better state

guidelines. ,

I

88.0 (11) Very few resources of this

nature are available on the com-

munity college campus. Career deci-

sions still a shpt in the dark--al-

thobgh improving.

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondent s)

85.0 (2)

.86.0 (2)

81.0 (3)

88.0 (2)



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

1 2 3 0 4 NR

88.1 Facilitate exchange of

information among agencies

and cOMmunity colleges.

88.2 Provide counseling.

39.0 Inadequate counseling and 12.3 43,9 35.1 8.8 3

guidance services to help

handicapped students cope

with the educational environ-

ment:

89,1 ProOde training for

counselors .and secure spe-

cially trained counselors.

89.2 Increase number of coun,

selors.

90.0 Inadequate definition of job 19.0 25.9 46.6 8.6

entry level skil needed by

the client to perform in se-

lected careers

91.0 Inadequate training in job 11.2 41,4 17.9 3.4

seeking and interviewing to

skills

91.1 Establish top priorities

for rehabilitation ser-

vices to provide ongofng
Y

support. for harticapped

students in early years

of training and job ex-

perience.

92.0 Inappropriate placement of 10.3 11.2 41,4 31.0

students in vocational areas

to provide instructor's with

required number of students.

92.1 Be more concerned about

quality of training

rather than numbers.

93.0 Lack of trained counset9rs )7.2 44.8 29.3 8.6 2

on campbs to work with dis-

abled students

93.1 Provide training flr

counselors and sr_ure spe-

cially trunk -ouncelors.

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 , 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

((Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(NumberS of Respondent's)

72.7 18.2 9.1 0 0

N =11

3.6 36.4 0 0 0

N 11

66.7 16,7 16.7 0 0

N = 12

31.3 25.0 33.3 8.3 0

M= 12

58.3 25.0 16.1 0 0

N =12

83.3 P,.3 B.3 0

N . 12

(

Iff

89:0 (10) Services of qualified coun- 89.0 (2)

selors for tMe handicapped are lack-

ing--too many politics are interfer-

ing and preventing hiring of person-

nel. ,

90.0 (II) Scientific job analysisis 90.0 (3)

crucial to all technical vocational

programs. Need for program special-

ists. Too few trained, knowledgeable

counselors.

91.0 (10) Again points to the need 91.0 (2)

for providing trained and knowledge-

able counselors.

92.0 (5) This does happen Students

are not Overt enough 06-fie in areas

of interest and are channeled into

existing areas.

0

58.3 25.0 16.7 C 0

N . 12

92.0 (4)

93.0 (11) Without trained4counselors 93.082)

colleges cannot serve the needs of

the handicapped adequately. Need

more funds.



,V:kw

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF :BARRIER

RATING BY 'PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents:

93.2 Encourage handicapped

students to use counsel fng

services.

)4.0 Lack of individual counsel

ing sessions for handicapped

students

94.1 Provide regularly sche-

duled counseling sessions

for handitapped students

94.2 Provide workshops to

assist counselors.

)5.0 Lack of adequate career and

vocational information and

job forecasts with respect

to disabilities,

95.1 Develop a better system

of dissemination of voce,

Vona' and career infor-

mation with job forecasts.

95.2 Develop a direction sys-

tem for vocational re-

sources similar to the

Texas Learning Resource

Center (TEA) network to

locate all available re-
.

Sources.

95.3 Develop research in this;

area.

96.0 Inability of the counselor

to communicate with deaf

-students,

96.1 Employ'or train counse-

lors who can communicate

with deaf students

97.0 Inadequate support sisters

such as.therapy grouos'to en-

courage attendance )n school

97.1 'rain xunselor,

vide these ;erice'

97 2 Pr rode i laden

s!af'

14 0 29.8 40:4 15.8 3

a

23 2 35.7 32 1 8.9

26.3 28 29.8 15.8 3

'15.527 6 41:4 )5 5

83.3 16.7 0 .0'0
N . 12

ni

54.5. 27.3 9.1° 0 9.1

11

6: 7 15.: 20 0 10.0 0

tt 2 1) '

63.6 18.2 18.2 0 0

N = 11

45 5 45.S 1.1 0 0

N 11

7 30.7 30.0 10.0, 0

N = 10

3f 4 27.3 27.-3 9.1 0

N v 11

4 36,4 ') 18 2 9

3 3. L 1.3 9.1

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)'

94.0 (7) Too often individual tour,. 94.3 '4),A handicapped

seling occurs too late--it should be person can always get

ongoing. ft counseling if they want

it.

95.0 (9) Need more counselors for

tNe handicapped .

96.0 (8) Deaf students' needs are

just as important as any Other stu

dents' needs. Need more qualified

counselors.

97.0 (1) There iso need for ongoing

therapy.

95.0 it,

96.0

97.0 4

I
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATED BY PERCENTAGE

IN 8 60)

1 2 3 4 MR

98.0 Inadequate communication

with instructor regaling

varying degrees of ha dt-

capping conditions and.the

' limitations involveC.

98.' Train counselors to coal

MunICate with IhStroCtOrS

regarding hanoicapoinc.

conditions

48.2 Make a respurce person,

'or consultailt.responsl.,

tle

9.'2 Inadequate preparation for

the psychological and physi-

ca: demands of beinp a

"worker

99.1 Provide inserv'ice train,

ing for counselors to pre

Dire student to meet de-

mands of being a "wdrker"

99.2 Provide regularly sche-

duled counseling 'sessions

during the vocational

training. ,

99.3 Increase emphasis on

public school career edu-

.cation and vocaddnal

Program development and

opportunities for parti-

cipation by handicapped

student

,100. Vocational or occupational

ot.;rtives. are :0.ter, sel-

ected without adequate aware.

ness of the impact of the

disability on the job.

100 ; Experienced counseling

w'th 3 yea ilVIC approach

snow W,st !,tuderts in

selectin 4o(aiiyial

p7!'

1'

37.3 42.4 5.1 1

" 36.2 31.:i 12.1

22,°345345 8.6 2

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTOR*

RATED BY PERCENTAGE

2 3

4

4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO 1.014

(Numbers of Respondents)

E'.5 '5 15.4 717

. '3
0-

4

*5 2 3: 15.4 7,7

50.0 c 2 33.3 8.3 0

h 12

58.3 25,C 8.3 8.3 0

N 1; 4

50.0 33.3 16.7 0

. 12

33 3 yr. 2 9.3
A

98.0 (2)'

99.0 (10) Many handicapped persons

til4 been sheltered and must be sc

prepared.

41!

100.0 (6) This is true in highly 'in-

dustrial area. Vocational assess-

ment is needid along with hands-op

experiences. Need for c114ful plan-

ning with trairr counsedrs.N,

.7 A large par" L.,' thr

at of '...pulliAave a ;ear,,,,c,, 1,,,,0 _

ver, 1;t0.11, 1; -d!

t," 1P

RATED TOO HIGH

(Nuoloens of Respondents)

98(C



BARRIERS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS
SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE,

(N 60) '

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

, 1 j 2 3 4 5

101,1 Research and develop- 25.a 25.0.33.3 8.3 8.3

ment of diagnostics for

adults with leirning dis-

ahilities should be ton-

ducted. '

N 12

101.2 Assist in skill dev-
33,33,3 33.3 0 0

elopment techniques. N 2

102'.0 Inadequate training for hand

dicapped persons in deve-

loping life long planning

skills

19.3 28.1 49.1 3.5

103.0 Lack of contact with the-,

home to keep the family

aware of the Student's ad-

justment and progress.

713 21 1 S6.1 15.8

103.1 Place renewed em- 33.3 8.3 41.7 16.7 0

Oasis on this barrier N 12

104.0 tack of support services of

counseling, advising and

self-help groups to provide

coping and adaptive skills

for schooT environment and

work environments.

10.3 34.5 46.6 8.6

104.1 Create handicapped
50.0 25.0 25.0 0 , 0

"clubs" for students

where they can exchange

ideas about coping.

N 12

104.2 Provide workshops to
41,1 33.3 25.0 0 0

help counselors with this N . 12

105.0 Lack of recruitment of

other handicapped students

by successful handicapped

students

10.3 22 4 44.8 22,4

105.1 Provide funds to de-
16,7 16./ 50.0 0 16.7

velop such counseling

services.

N . 12

106.0 Counseling needed to direct

students to appropriate

programs, to explore quali-

fications for programsoto

determine costs and schol-

arships available.

10,1 30,4 48.2 10.7 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

'RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers'of Respondefts)

,k

RATED TOO Hip

(Numbers of Respondents)

102.0 (3)dInstitutioni are lacking

in this area for 'the total. popula-

tion, not just the handicapped,

103.0 (2)

104.0 (7) Without these services it

will be extremely difficult to

achieve one's goal if one is sev-

erely disabled.

102,0 "(3,

A

103.0 (6) Contact with

home is not needed. 4

104,0 (3)

105.0 (2) More emphasis should be 105.0 (5)

placed on this type of recruitment.

Y.

106.0 (6) This will eliminate alot 106.6 (2)

of headaches if ithe student is coun-

seled properly.

a
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BARRIERS AND' RECOORENDATIONS

4

db.

106,1 trovidellinds to de -

veTop Such counseling

services.

dt)

40

,41 SEVERITY OF WRIER

'RAJ1 Y PERCENTAGE

(A ;;;',

3 .4 'NO

106.2 (,1evelioppa system for

vocationa resources Simi.

lir, to tne Texateirning'

Resource :entei. (TEA) to

loCate al 141Vai !able

strcest,

student k:tlinting _System

107'0 Lack of an adequate system

of reportiq students to

.Coordinating Board and TEA;

current system does not

identify handicapped stu

dents and in turn does not

,provide additional funds

for provisions of special

services.

97.1 Develop a method of

accounting for students.

Lack of Finance Resources

108.0 LICK 04 414ncial resources

to Day 111,1n; expenses, tui

tior, 0001(S, etc,, ano for

expense rating to the

handicap itse'f.

106.1 The Texas Rehabilita-

tion ;igen:), Commission

40' the Blind and other

state agencies need to'be

more !ipere, of accep-

tance c' :;len4,

olve 'ec.slativ.) sup-

bor.: 11 noedec

, vp, orowr

whO ';nc.-

ars112. . n in!

4

a

A
26.8 26.8 32.1 14.3, 4

N I

25.5 34.5 32.7 7,3 ,s

.4

is

. . o #

FEASIBILITY OFOIIMPLEMENTATION

RAT* BY PERCENTAGE

#
1 2 6 rr 4 5

ln

1.4 9.1 36.4 9.1 OA
4

N 11 ta

5.5 9.1 36.4

t rr h

45.5 45.5 9.1 0 0

N 11

18.2 36.4 36.4 0 4.!

N

54.F, 18.2 18.2. , 3 9,1

N 1,1 .

2 1:.;3 91

.1-

;1

I

5i

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents;

RATED Too HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

rS

101.0 (8).,A system of reporting

'could be an effective tool in en-

. hancing enrollment..

r

7

4
107.0 (2' Strongly dis- ,

'agree with approach. High

schools should work with

appropriate agencies

(Texas Renabilitation Com-

mission, Texas Commission

for the Blind, Texas Com-

mission for thehedf, etc.)

to access resources avail-

able. No system exists

(although one is proposed) .

to identify handicapped

students In a mainstreamed

setting,

108.0 (5) More staff need to get in- 150

volved in this. Not enougn is known

about now to access agencies.

ij



BARRIERS ANC q[COMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

iN 4 60) l-

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILiTY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PtRCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

iARREEPS WITHIN SOCIETY '- 11,

. .

Lack of Knowledge About The 1

Wrirtillter / ,

loto Lack df coordination and 1'21.2 18.2 40.0 3.6

identification of community

referral agen:43.

109.1 Publish a director)

for the area served by

each community college

109.: Oesignce a artifid;Ar

OPWMPUS counselor t,,

NYE infomhation available'
1

1.10,0 lack of awareness 0 in- !

provements available through!

rehapilitation engineering

by handicapoea persons.

their families. professpri

and rehabilitation personnel

110,1 Distribution of publi-

cations by reserach and

aevelopment agencies to

consumers and consumer

agencies.

111 0 Lack of coordination of ser-

OCe: t,etween tne institu-

tion, and the providers of

social services to focus

common resource; on need.,

of the handicapped.

111.1 !stablish interagency

committees.

130.9 52.'

L.J 32.7 38.2

111,2 Designate a liaison

oeraon and complement with!

community research com-

ponent.

112.0 Lack of information. avail- 7 0 41.5 37 '

able rpgaedinl the resources'

to ass(St the handicapped,

i.e., transportation, medl,

eal, personal care, etc.

4'

3.P

7,3 5

9.1

ti
41.1 41,7 13.7 0 0

5.; 33 '

33.3 50.0 16.7 0 0

N 12

20.0 50.0 30.4 0 , 0

M

50.0 20.0 30.0 0 0

N m 10

1

109.0 (9: Setter coordination would

permit better programs. Tnere is a

need to publicize more.

110.0 (6; Severe because a barrier

could be eliminated with such know-

edge. Disagree with wording:

should be a lack of service; pr.

vided by TRC to work with al: areas

of handicapping conditions, also

lack of a numan resource agency with I

knowledge of needs of families o'

the handicapped.

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Responde")

1019.0

111.0 (8, Coordination should be a r.0 '3)

top priorit.

112.0 (61
12.0

1



BARRIERS ANDRECOPENOATICIS

112.1 Establish Interagency

committeti. '

112.2 Provide transportation

assistance.

Attitudinal Barriers

113.0 Attitudinal barriers which .

would not allow a well

trained student to function

In industry

113.1 Establish an effective

public awareness campaign.

114.0 Patronizing attitude on the

part of society.

114.1 Provide more public

relations information.

114.2 Provide preservice

training in universities

Archange attitudes of

educators.

115.0 Exclusion of handicapped

students by non-handicapped

indiOiduals

115.1 Provide more public

information.

116.0 Indifference within society

116.1 Provide moire MN

information.

117.0 Employers or patents who

would not allow handicapped

dents completing child

lopment or child care

es to be responsible,

for Children.

11'.1 Provide a well-timeej

eccectivc re'c awareness,

camoallr at rpieral,

scat':, ay.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING If PERCENTAGE

(N

1

60)

2 3. 4" NR 1 4 3 '4 5

1 4 0 , O 3 0 . 0 3 0 . 0 0 0

N +.10

18,2 36.4 45.5 0 0

,11

16.7 35.2 38,9 9.3 6

13

61.6 27.3 , 9.1 0 0

M a 11

16.7 37.5 33.9 12.5

69.2 15.4 7.7 0 7.7

M 13

' 61.5 15.4 23.1 0 0

N 8 13

10.5 22.8 49.1 17.5 3

61.5 23.1 0 15.4 0

N ,13

12.5 32.1 48.2 7 1 4

69.2 15.4 0 15.4 0

N 13

17.0 28.3 41.5 13.2

60.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 0

N 10

COIRIITS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOV

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGN

(Numbers of Respondents)

1f3.0 (9) Attitudinal barriers would 113.0 (3) Attitudinal bar-

definitely keep an individual from riers cannot be removed by

getting a job; community college.

114.0 (3) Poor attitude towsrds the 114.0 (3)

handicapped. There is a need for

lateness and public education.

115.0 (5) Mile no one would like to 115,0 (4)

admtt to this, it is probably more

prevalent than we believe. Should

be rated at least 2.00.

116.0 17) Changes do not occur can- 116.0 (4)

less awareness is experienced.

117.0 (3) 117.0 (1)

0



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60).

1 2 3 4. NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

118.0 Negative attitudes, toward

the handicapped (includes

parents of handicapped,

teachers or professors, em-

ployers, and fellow workers)

118.1 Provide systematic

eduction of the public

through media

119.0 Inadequate expectations (de-

pendency rather than inde

pendency is reinforced by

society)

119.1 Provide for in preset,.

vice education and ex-

perience.

Inadequate Leadership

120.0 CommunitylOerved by Commun-

ity College may not realize

the need to serve adult han-

dicapped, i.e., little or nc

pressure on the college t9

provide services.

120.1 utilize miss media to

make comounity aware of

the need for programs,

create concern and inter-

est in their well-being

(such as Child Find)

Media Barriers

121.0 Lack of public education on

handicapping conditions

121.1 Provide public rela-

tions programs and infor-

mation to the public.

121.2 Use case studies in

Public advertising to as-

sist the disabled person,

e., stories about the

director of the veterans

Administration,

10.5 42.1 38.6 8.8 3

12.5 39.3 39.3 8.9 4

19.0 31.0 41.4 8.6 2

35.1 28.1 28.1 8.8 3

50.0 33.3 8.3 8.3 0

N 112

41.1 16.7 41.1 0 0

N 12

66.7 25.0 8.3 0 0

N= 12

66.7 8.3 25.0 0 0

N 12

50.0 25.0 25.0 0 0

N . 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

118.0 (3)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

118.0 (2)

119.0 (10) There is a need for appro-119.0 (1) My experience

priate methods to foster indepen- been that there is a

dency withOut rejection, hi degree of unrealistic

expectations--both too

much or too little.

120.0 (4) Without tommunity expres- 120.0 (2)

sion of strong interest changes are

difficult to achieve.

i21.0 (10) Mbre public education is 121.0 (2)

needed'here.

.4 I
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Transportation

122.0 tact of adequate transporta-

tion provisions to and from

the community college and

within it

122.1 Secure necessarj funds

for transportation system.

122.2 Involv.e the community,

122.3 Should be addressed by

a coorplinated public ;

transportation system ,

which is accessible to the

full spectrum of students

with handicapping condi

tions. For each cf the

facilities mentioned to

try to initiate its own

transportation is very ex,

pensive and not usually

'cost'effective, Helping

System should be able to

purchase transportation

services from the acces-

sible transportation,

123.0 Transportation to job

training facilit,

12.1 Include transportation

in excess costs for main.

streaming.

123.2 Conduct a needs as-

sessment,

124.0 Transportation to employ-

ment,

124,1 Include transports.

tify) 'r pick, 'AV.', fur

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

I 2'' 3 4 NR

32.8 21.6 31.0 8.6 2

a

24.6 28.1 36.8 10.5

23 32 1 33.9 10.1

FEASIBILITY OF IMPJHENTATIoN

RATING BY PEKETTAGE

3 4 S

41,7 33.3 16.7 2.3 .t1

N, 12

8:3,' 0' 0
'2

*.

7 '8.3.25.0.':

12

16.7 .1,7 33.3 8.3 0

12

41 7 25.0 16.7 3.3 0

4rt = 12

1..,1 44,4 33.3 11,1 0

6

COMMENTS .REGARDING RA":',C OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED' TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents;

RATED 100 HIGH

( Numbers of Respondents)

122.0 (12) There is a ,big nee: foe

more buses,, ans, or mini buses, to

get to and from the community col

lege. Important for deaf stAerts.

There can be nothing without :rans-

portation--but service must to ex-

cellent for handicapped students

123.0 (8) If you can't get to work

you can't work and individual becomes

more dependent on society.

124.0 (9)/There is a need fn, public

transportation.

122.0 (3)

123.0 (I)

124.0 (1)



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

cmployment Barriers

125.0 Unwillingness of employers

in private business to pro-

vide personnel assistance

(advocates) for the handi-

capped!

125.1 Conduct a' sustained

campaign of education of

potential employers

125.2 Research should pro-

vide statistics to indi-

cate that personnel assis-

,tance will help business.

126.0 Unwillingness of employers

in private business to pro -

vide financial support for

the handicapped.

126.1 Provide tax credits

for extra expenses em-

ployers encounter in

training the handicapped.

121,0 Inability to earn money in

pert time employment *tile

attending school

127.1 Plan with Work study

programpd set up a job

. ' placement for 'flancticappecli

127.2 Provide part time em-

ployment in the school

system.

128.0 Poo0'prospects of obtaining

a job after completion of

study

128.1 The would be im-

proved by careful selec-

tion of training program.

1 .2 Establish top priori-

ties for rehabilitation

services to provide on-

going support for handi-

capped students in early

years of training dnd job

experience.,

SEVERITY OF BARRIER.

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 # 3 4 NR

14.5 32.1 40.0 12.1 5

15.1 28.3 37.7 18.9 7

9.1 23.6 54.5 12.7

t,."

11.1 38.9 40.1, 9.3

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING, 8V PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMEN SREGAVOING.RATIN6, OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

i RA f,0 :TOO' LOW:

.1Numbervof:AiloOdent;

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

33.3 41.7 16.7 C 8.3

N . 12

33.3 33.3 8.3'16.7 8.3'

N . 12

30.0 20.0 i0.020':C lo:p

N' JO i

36,4. 10.2 45.5 0

,45.5 27.3 27.3

N 11

16.4 45.5 18.2.

N . 11

36,4 45.5 18.2

N= 11. .

".',"

125.0. (3), [liere
support

f ifjdu stry .

ti

12/.0
.1Q

; .

.12/0 46),ResUlts'from little or un-

realfflic planhing, career choice,

Oring initiation of services.

!

125.0 ;4)

)

q6.0 (5) E,1910Yefs

should noCbe,expected to.

subsidize any emlOyee.

127

128.0 (21,0214).100 are

trying to fill their.

Quota



BARRIERS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY Of BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 BR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OC SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIM

(Numbers of Respondents)

129.0 Stereotyping by society,

i.e., 'You have diabetes

thus you're probably going

to be t poorer worker ",

lakse us to have to

pay higher. insurance',,'Ycu

can't learn like the

others', "I'll have to spend

additional time with you'.

129.1 Providtpublic educa-

tion regarding the capabi-

lities of the iandicapped.

130,0 Unwillingness of ,employers

to hire the hearing im-

mired.

130.1 Provide public educe -,

tion regarding the capibiu

lities of the deaf.

130.2 Change OSHA rules.

131.0 Handicapped are routed into

'low Wiry and low pres-

tige' locations

131.1 Provide career infpi,

mation to counselors Ad

students,

1)2.0 Employers are unwilling to,

accept handicapped persons

in their employ due,to lack

of,suffjcient information

tilgarding handicapping con-

dktions.

11'2,,l'Conduct a public cam-

regarding the abi-

` litieit,ef the handicapped.

")32.2. Provide 4Nployers In-

'. ,for4tioN tegirding the
1100000000, conditions

Arc)i fly&

briers which

tloig,.* well

;.;,*1100( ttlident function

IrtjA046,

4t,

32.7 32.1 29.1 c)6.5

S

22.4 25.9 43.1 8.6 2

0
1,

30.4 37.5 28.6 3.6 4

28.1 36.8 29,B 5,3 3

58.3 16.7 16.1 0 8.3

N.12

r.
f.

A

66.7 16i. 8.3 8..31-

N 12

8.3

N 12

46.2

16.7

38.5

S8.3

15.4

16.1

0 0

N11

129.0 (7) Need for public education.

Vocational educators do not work with

business people and the coemunity to

develop realistic expectations.

130.0 (3)

n

131.0 (4)

.132.0 (9) Need for providing work

shops to business and industry on

these areas.

58.3 25,0 0 16.1 0

N 141

66.7 25.0 8.3 0 0

N 12

129.0 (2)

130.0 (3)

131.0 (2)

1324, (5)

133.0 (5) The problem is severe, but 133.0 (3)

industry, is changing, o meet needs.

Pressure and edUcational activities

must be consistent,



BARRIERS AND RECCSIENDATICOIS

133.1 Work with the City

be"4"--Planning Department as

well as individual bust-

', nesses.

133.2 Enforce current.Tir

133.3 Give tax credits to

remove barriers.

134.0 Buildings are inaccessible

because they are not bar-

rier free

134.1 FuOing should be obi

,.tamed V) assist with

this problem

134.2 Enforce current laws,

uss Housing designed to icccs-

iodate handicapped stu-

dents.

135.1 Funding should. be 01)4

tained to assist with

this problem.

Competing Demends

136.0' Apprehension about covet-

ing with non-handicapped

students for grades, job

placement, etc., espe-

cially when performance 11

ensured by subjective ,

means as well as objective

miens.

136.1 lathers 'could es-

sist by nelping,the han-

dicepped to qoderstand

that they are 'coveting

only'with themselves.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

24.6 42.1 29.6 3.5

21.1 43.9 24.6 10.5

12.1 34.5 43.6 9.1

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2' 3 4 5

41:1 33.3 25.0 0 0

N 12

413 33,125.0 0

N
,,,.

41.7 8.3 33.3 0 16.1

N 2 12

33.3 25.0 41 7 0

N . 12

66.1 25.0 8.3 0 0

N'12

16.7 33 3 41 7 8.3'

N 12

41,1 16.1 33.3 8.3, 9

N 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING Or'SEVER1TY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

134,0 (4) Federal law mendatis

135.0 (3) Funds are limited by.M00.

136.0 (11 Human development courses

address this problem and should te,,

required by all handicapped students.

RATED TOO Midi!

(114Nbers of Respondents)

135.0 (3)

13.6-A (3)



Table lv Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 I 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HANDICAPPED

PERSON, THEIR FAMILIES AND OTHER

ADVOCATES.

Handifard Persons: PhIsicel,

Npityjratienal'Problems

137.0 Physical conditions which

require medication for con-

trol pf pain resulting In

poor ittendance

3.6 32.1 50.0 14.3 131.0

137.1 Careful planning of 37.5 37.5 18.8 0 6.3

the class schedule should

be done, so that the stu-

dent can take advantage

of the time when they are

not Sedated.

N 16

6

137.2 Make instructors a- 62.5 6.3 31.3 0

ware of this. N ' 16

..137.3 Develop a home bound 37.5 12.5 25.0 18.8 6.3

progrefia
N 1 16

138.0 lack of physical 'dexterity

to sinipulett mechanical

.7.0 35.1 45.6 11.,3 138.0

.devices

138.1 Develop assist appara- 18.8 18.8 50.0 6:3 6.3

tus. N 16

138.2 Place a student in a
43.8 18.6 31.3. 6.3 0

program where he will not

have to cope with the

problem.

N 16

1,9.0 Inadequate mobility skills

to cope successfully with

10.5 35.1 45.6' 8.8 3 139.0

JeN related travel

139.1 Develop assist appara- 25.0 25.0 37.5 6.3 6.3

tus. N 16

139.2 Provide more and bet- 12.5 43.8 31.5 6.3 0

ter transit systems N 16

140.0 Inadequate motor skills to

ptrfors In vocational tech-

nical progress

14.0 31.6 38.6 15.e' 3
,P40.0

140.1 Develop assist appara- 18.8 25.0 43.8 12.5

tus.
N 16

COW4ENTS REGARDING RATING Or SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Nutters of Respondents)

(1)

(4)

(1)

(5)

rd

131.0 (5)

138.0 (3) Not a problem

If counseled properly.

139.0 (2)

140.0 (1)



t

'BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

MMI=1111MININNIN=IIMIma,

SEVERITY OF BARRIER ,

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 MR

140.2 Select a program or

field where he can perfo

141.0 Hearing impeinments which

mike some types of employ-

ment dangerous for the han-

dicapped indiyidual

141.1 Do not put a hearing

impaired person in such

an enviroseent. ,

142.0 Difficulty,incommuniceting

by writing die to a dis-

ability.

142.1 Obtain a support per-

son or a student helper.

142.2 Develop assist appara-

tus.

142.3 Develop other wens o

communication if another

method 11 acceptable.

143.0 Diseases requiring periodic

hospitalization interfere

with attendance

143.1 Provide programs of

independent instruction'

143.2 Provide good counsel-

ing services.

rs

f

10.9 30.9 41.8 16.4 5

13.8 38.'6 43.9 8.8 3

(

4

r.

8.8 35.1 47.4 8.8

144.0 Lack of physical streng h to 5.4 14.3 51,8 28.6 4

teach or pork with you

children

145.0 Loss of use of dominant arm

requires retraining and

causes the person to work

slowly

145.1 Schedu#itraining at

a slower rite

146.0 Physical' conditions which

impede vocational technical

education ,

9

146.1 Select a vocation in

which the disability has

..less impact..

3.6 26.8 53.6 16,1 4

10.9 32.7 45.5 10,9 5

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4

62.5 18.8 6.3 12.5 0

N 16

62.5 18.8 18.8. 0 0

N 16

4

43.8 31.3 18.8 6.3 0

N 16:

1SP43.8 25.0 6.3 0

N 1

56.3 31.3 12.5 0 0

N 16

43.8 43.8 12.5 0 0

# 16

56.3 31,3 .6.3 0 6.3

N 4 16

37.5 25,0 37.5 0 0

N 16

9

40.0 46.7 13.3 0 0

N 15

COMMENTS REGARDING RATI SEVENTY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW i'041e RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents) 0
i(Ntiibers of Respondents)

lc- .

141.0 (4)

1:

(4) This is not a

bksic probles--the real

pfObles is accepting the

4 hearing impaired into .

certain technical areas.

142.0 (3) Very severe particularly

where the handicapping condition is

,, not apparent.

143.0 (4)

144.0 (2)

145.0 (5)

46.0 (2)

10

142.0 (3)

143.0 (2)'

144.0 (3)

145.0 (2)

146,0 (2)



1 .

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATION'S
SEVERITY OF BARRIER

't.R.ATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 ,NR

FEAMILITY 0, :"I',1ATION

RATING SY PEWASi

2 3 S

147.0 Ina ate, comeication 9.3 31.5 46.3 13.0 6

ski

) 147,1 $foOdt.developmental
64.3 21.4, 7,1 7 1 0

tour'se for students
:1 i 14

148.0 Difficulty in Listening to 8.9 37.5 46.4 7.1

'verbal presentations and

taking notes simultaneoully

148,1 Provide tape recorders'
.73.3 26.7 J

to these students.
N 15

149.0 Coapunketion problems con- 14.3 28.6'44.6 12.5 4

cerned with receptive and

expressive abilities

149,1 Provide special
20.0 26.7 46.7 6.

courses for students with N 15

these problems.

100,0 Communication difficulties: 16.1 35.7 37.5 10,7

watching the interpreter.

taking notb and observing

the blackboard simultan-

eously

150.1 special
6 3 18.8 37,5 18.8 18,8

,Provide

courses for students with
0 16

these problems.

150.2 Educators need to un-
6.3 31,3 18 3 25.0 J8:3

der and that these per-
N . 16

t° s are not in the class

fo grades, but to learn

wha they can.

150.3 e special
31.3 18.8 31.3 6.3 12.5

teachers andand smell classes
N'16

151.0 Difficulty in paying atten- 12.5 12.5 ',3.6 21.4 4

tion,

151.1 Instructor should
6.3 31.3 25,0'18.8 18.8

talk slower and to the
N 16

point.

152.0 Cariovascular cdnditions 10,7 28.6 37.5 23,2 4

which produce insufficient

blood supplies to the brain

causing poor memory, poor

concentration and blurred

vision,
4

COMMENTS-RtGARDIN
RA":NG OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

'RATED TUp LOW

ilumbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

147.0 (6) There is a need fori more

interpreters and student assistants

Y
r

148.0 (6) There is.'a need for funds

for interpreters, student assistants

and tape recorders.

149.0 (6) The student will continue

to fail if not recognized and reme-

died, .

150.0 (6) There is a need to have

,more support services and better

material for the deaf.

151.0 (5) Mental and emotiOrnal state

plus effects of constant pain inter-

fere significantly with, learning.

152.0 (1)

141.0 (3) Easily remedied

through -special classes:

148.0 (3)

49.0 (1)

50.0 (1)

51,0 (4)

52.0 (2)

to



BARPIIRS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

152.1)Try to alleviate these

P1before training begins.

53:0 Physical. 'conditions which ,

require medication for con-

trol of pain result In

dulled mental faculties.

153.1 Schedule classes for

times of optimun,func-

tioning.
.

153,2 Provide homebound pro-

grams and support pert

sonnel.

153.3 Mike nurses avaflable

On CONS.

154,0 Inability to accept the

discipline and pressure

associated with technical

programs,

154.1 Provide readily avail-,

able counseling, to ease

trustration.

155.0 Lacirof ability to:adhere

to stringent time schedules.

155.1 Select a type of

training which will allow

fdr this.

'155.2 Allow for more flexi-

bility in schedules.

156.0 Inability to concentrate on

the lecture when verbal ma-.

terial is being presented.

156.1 Provide special coach-

ing on listening techni-

ques.

156.2 Provide supoort per-

sonnel (note takers)

tutors

p

SEVERITY OF mum

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N ' 60)

:1 2 3 , 4 HR

16.1 23.2,42,9 1:'.9 4

10.9 25.5 49.1.14.5

12,5 11.9 53.6 16:1

10.9 ?re 49 1 18.2

)

FEA:21LITY OF iMPLEMENTATIONY
By.pEpaNTAGE

2 3 4 5

4.

COMMENTS PE:APDING RATP±G or SEVERITY 01 UARRIERS

3','3 31.3 31.3 6.3 0

N". 16

55,3 12.5 0 6.3 °

16

2i.' 311 43.8 0 0

16

: 33.3 26,7 l3'.3 6.1

N =15

li 02.5 6.3 6.3 6.3

N 1.6

I: a 50.0 18.8 12.5 0

N 16

1 -,-37 5 31.3 12.5 6.3

31.3 43,8 IC.8 6.3 0

N =16

46.7 33,3 13.3. 6.7 0

N . 15

0

RATED TOO LON RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers or Respondents' (Numbers of Respondents)

153.0 12).

154.0 ;6) This is more severe for

some disabling conditions,

155.0 (2)

T56.0 (1)

6

153.0 (2)

.154.0 (2) ,

155.0 (3) Adjustments can

be developed to correct

this sitdation.

-10

156.0 (3)



BARRIERS AND RECOMMENUATIONS SEVERITY OF.BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

I 2 3 4> NR

157.0 Lick or emotional stability 10.7 30.4 42.9 16.1 4

157.1 Provide regular coun-

seling,

158.0 Inability to adapt to the

discipline of the classroom

due to mental illness

158.1 Provide regular coun-

seling.

159,0 Slowed responses and poor

concentration caused by

medication taken for mental,

illness which often results

in insu1ation'from reality.

159.1 Obtain medical advice

Handicapped persons: lick of

160.0 Inability to handle post-

secondary academics

160.1 Provide remedial edu-

cation and/or special

tutors.

160.2 Do not provide for

social promotion.

161.0 Inadequate development 6f

basic skill level

161,1 Provide special tu-

tors and/or remedial edu-

cation, "
,

16.1.2 Tncrease emphasis on

public school career edu-

cation and vocational

program development and

opportunities r parti-

cipation by hdt.licapped

student

12.7 36 4 30,9 20 0

14.5 34.532.7 18.2 5

14,5 21.3 4n.0 18.2 5

18 2 40 0 30 9 10 9 5

FU,S1BILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

ZAT1NG BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

37.5 50.0 12.5 0

16

50 18.8 12.5 12:5 6 3

16

31.3 31.3 25.0 0 12.5

33.3 46.7 13.3 6 7 0

15

53.8 15.4 15.4 0 15.4

. 13

40.0 40.0 20.0 0 0

15

46 2 46.2 7.7 0 0

N . 13

r

COMMENTS REGARDING RA TM 33F.5P:EPITY Of BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(NuMbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

('lumbers of Respondents)

157.0 (4) May be caused Dy failJre

to accept limitations or disability

and fesult; 'in starting many trair-

ing programs but finishing none

Very common problem among veterans

with various disabilities.

157.0 (3)

158.0 (3) ntal illness doesn't be- 158.0 (0 Human develdp-

long in college. ment courses can correct

this situation.

159.0 (3) Some clients'alai not oe 159.0 (4)

ready for college and shouldn't to

there the problem is severe

160.0 (6) Better secondary schooling 1b0.0 (4)

is needed iPost-secondary academics.

are not the appropriate channel for

the student.

161 0 (5) 161.0 (31



BAPRIE:0 AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE.

(N= 60)

14 2

'.

NP

t

FEASIBILITY OF IMPtEmEYA....';%

RATING BY PERCEIci:,

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARR11RS

RATED TOO LOW

(NiMerslf.Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

111bers of ResOon t5)'

162.0 tna.-..:;ity to cope with com-

Pie, oritten material,

charts and graphs

152.. Conduct a more care-

`: evalJat',on before se-

lecting tne training pro-

gram.

152,2 indlviduall2e instruc-

tion.
1

163.0 pack Of understanding of

tecnnical vocabulary on

wnicn concepts are built.

.
163: Develop reading (sub-

ject oriented) classes.

163.2 Have faculty'staff

prepare necessary mater-

ials.

164.0 Failure to realistically

assess limitations and po-

tentials

164,i Provide more compre-

hensive counseling

164.2 Privide reality coun-

seling

164.3 Students should ce en.

(waged to overcome 'hail-

tations--they nave poten-

tials they are not award:.

of,

165.0 A lack of perception and

knowledge of everyday sur-

roundings due to living in

.,, a sheltered environment.

: 165.1 Provide initial wen-

tatiquessions prior to

temerity college enroll.

meg('

165,2 not give more as-

sistance than is absolute.

ly required. Force Nandi.

capped to work to his/her

maximum potential.

11.1 29.6 44.4 14.8

9.3 24.1 50.0 16,7

1 7 0 35 8 41 5 '5.7 7

4

14,5 41,8 40,0 3,6

62.5 37.5 0,

N =16

25,0 18.8 50:0

N . 16

jr

26.7 46,7 24 6

N 15 t'
4 .

26.7 33.3 33.3 6

N =15

73.3 20.0 6.7

N . 15

66.7 33 3 0

N . 15

33.3 46.7 13 3 ,6

N =15

'81.5 6 3 6.3

h 16

25 0 25 0 31 3 12

N
c 16

.l62.0 (2)

t .1

'63.0 (7) (,For deaf). Usullly the

deaf have very limited vocabulary.:

3

4s!

64.0 15) There, is a need for more

specialized counseling.

3

165 0 '31 There is a need to make

Jse of the adult performancejevel

Program (API),

162.0 (5)

Ft

163.0 (5)

u.
64.0 (4)

Nw



8APPIEP5.AND PEDMMENDATIONS
SEVERITY OF BARRIER

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLE 7440N

ARATING BY PERCENTAGE
RATING 8f'PERCENTAGE 1("-

"(N . 60)

2 4, '4 NR 1p 2 3 4 5

,.

EOMMWS REGARAG RATING OF SEVERIY OF BARRIERS

166.0 ;nobility to transfer learn.

invto application in order

!, to perform in vocational

**cal programs,

166,1 Provide for controlled

exposure to the "outside

world".

,

167,0 Laqk of knowledge of slang

terns by deaf stu,dels,

161.1 Special instruction

should, be provided that

will het) student adapt.

168.0 Inadequate knowledge of

11 skills

68:1'Provide counseliqg

seriices

;1
164,2 Involve the student's

family. f-
169,0 Inabilit'y to develop feas-

ible goals

169.1 Provfle reality coun-

seling.

Handicapped Persons: Behavioral

farriers

170,0 Poor home pr institubione

training 'fOr students to

areas of initiative, tact,

and sharing of responsibi-

lity,

170.1 Provide adequate coon

Wing

171.0 Inadequ'ate knowledge of so-

cial behavior, and appro-

priate (beNpvioral) skills

to perform Ora lob

)71,1 Group couv.e)Ing and

teaching.

7.4 14,8 57.4 20.4

11,8 7;8 549,23.5

"f)

10.9 30.9 47.3 10.9

,

I? 7 25 5 56.4 5.5

1111 42,6 38,9 5.6

10.9 41.8'38.2 9.1

31.3 41,.8 .12.5 11.5 '4,F0

N . 16

'41

38.5 38.5Y.15 4 ) .7

N = 13 ,2_,4

50. .0 25.0

41,N 3,1

31.3 37,5 31 l'ai0

. 16

AO 50.0 37'5 12 5 'n

Oi,;

k0

37 5 43 6 12.t 6 3 0

,N= 16

4

0

0

56.3 31 1,12.5 i 0.

Na41%
110Z

fg;

1 4_

RATED 00010W

(Numbers of Respondents)

16. ( ?)

167.p. (3)

4

168,0 (5) The
handicapped (as well

as all students) hai/e a need for

life long fiving'skills.

40
16i.0 (3) Many training fa luips are

due selecting inappropri to ob-

jectis.

6;)

4t4

1703 (5) ThAtudent is not oie-

parAl for doll much less

academic demand if he does not have

th backgrd,

111.0 (5) Th udent II not pre.

parlfor daily liv,ing much less

acalc demands Of he does not have

this ckground.

A

1,1

e4)

.4.

RATED olur

(Numbers of RespondentS)

166.0 (4)

167,0 (6) Not important.

0

168.0 (5)

169.0 (4)

170.0 (3)

171.0 (4)

fi

t4,



BARRIERS AND REUMONDATIONS SEgRI7' OF WRIER

RAtit, 3v PERCENTAGE

; 60!

'3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATIO

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4

:OMNENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVEITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

%umbers of Respondents)

,
RATE '00 HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

171.2 Establish top pr,iori-

ties for rehabilitation

services to provide

going support for nandi-

capped students in early

years of trawrig and joP

experience.

172.0 Inabilitjf to ad)ust, towards, , 5 56.4 11.7

the style ,h a.colleje

setting,

1)3.0 Behavior problems due to I2.7 3C ; 38 18 0 5

mentallor emotaional 'impair-

mentslhich disrupt :;asses

1! and keep the student from

learning.

'1111 These shoUld be re-

solvec1 or mililimited before

trainipg begins,

1712 Provide brailordi

therapy.

174.0 inability to manage orsonal

affairs in order to concen-

trate on learnin; experience

114 I Provide opportunity to

develop skil!: :nrour,

:ounseling
7

175.0 Lick of interha.1 5rientation

ielative Attiides anc ceellhis

176.0 Poor self conce rt,

Irat4n level, mbinr; the

accidOic environment more.,

difficOl than it actually

Is

1'6 1 tlevelop Programmed

snort term goal; anl posi-

tive feedbacks,

,
40 4i

sup-

port nan11:a2

'red students i1 hk-

tinls

"3
c

30

31 43 4, 1.;

JP

FtJ

41

37.5 43.8 18.8 0

N 16

25.0 43.8 2 0 63 7J

N , 16

37.5

N

46.7 33.3 13 3

1r 15

V.,. 3 PS 0 IP,

N , 16

1r Ala

6 d

172 0 '2, There is a need to 'arrielior

;Pate these problems to admission in '

reply programs.

173 ,3, Student should not be in

coliege-,until he has acquired sol'is

for laPly hying, or has been through

a counseling program to learn strata=

gies for solving specific problems.
0

174 3, ',.1fe long living skills

are essent'a'

11 175.0 .1 Essential for severer, Jis-

aoleC lespecially1 and needed ty to-,

pc4,Alatior

176 t 1 Severely handicapped need

ad,,y.ment factor Achlevinc a

poitive self concept is frequehtL

disFus',ed.and seldom accomplished
1 9'

174.3 (4

175.9, (4)

176 C i3)

4 i .1



BARP::)0 Ahr, RECOMNENOATIONS

1/;. 3 Provide more one on

cre counseling and in- S

:trJction.
t,

1'77.0 Poor self image leading'

tie belief that with a- s-

ability trie'ctieWstude,t

cainnot cotpete with others

jr git a lo1'even if(6

o finishes VainIng.

Provi0 special coup-

' ;el

177 2 Have students come

c'vick to school and talk

to the disability student,

ert /hem tell others Wilt

to expect.

118 1 Poor self concept In the'

area of interperSopal rela-

t+ons

175.1 Provide group coun-

seling

175,2 Provide opportunities

fOr social interaction

175.3 Establish needed sup-

port systems for handi-

capped students in all

settings.

179.0 Overly independent attitude,

1,e., the student refuses

all help and aids.

17'4,1 Provide therapy for

tie student,

17814 The use of a disability as

an excuse for failure or deo

mandifor special treatment

"the world owes me a liv-

ing" attitude

18;),1 Provide long-ter4

therapy

2 Do not give more as-

4' sistance than is re-

quired, force the student

to work lo his/her maxi-

Tum

SEVERITY OF. BARRIER

RATING BV PERCENTAGE

(N= 60)

A

20.4 42 6 35.2 1.9,

11 1 42 6 44.4 1,9 6

6

7.4 11.1 59.3 22.2 6

13.0 27.8 44,4 14,8 6

f

FEASIBILITY OF IMP4EYA7:01,

RATOG, BY PEPCP:A6E

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING IIRITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOQ

(Numbers of_Resp6debts)

RATED TOO RIGA

'Numbers of Respondents)

4

50'01, 4,14.3 71 11

4,e J4 ,

AP
't

10,0 35.7 14.3

N . 14

37.5 43.8 12.5 6.3

N = 16

60 0 26.7 13.3

N . 15

53.3 26.7 20.0 '

N :15

40.0 26.1 20.0 6.7 6 7

15

21 42.9 28.6 i 7.

N 2 14

t31 3 31 3 12 5 E l5

. 16

0 46 / 13 3 13 3 E 7

N 15

4

l)

17,1,0 (5)

118.0 (4)

119.0 (1)

180.0 (5) Especially common among,

Vfetnam veterans, Student needs to

be in control of self and feelings

117 0,(3)

118.0 (3)

119.0 (4)

180,0 (3)

11



BARRIER; AND PECOMVEN0A110US SE4ERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 'NR

FEASIBILI'Y OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 0

COMMENTS REGARDING P.4745 SEiERITY OF BARRIERS

kATED TOO 06

(Numbers of Respondent'

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

181.0 Personal 'reeling', of inade-

quacy and lack of r,lf worth

181.1 Provide counseling'ir

groups

4 1;1:2 ProVide programmed

learning iexperiences

181.3 Establish needed sup-

port systems for handicap-

ped students in all set -

tings.

.182.0 Belief that one is being

discriminated against due

to the handicap

182.1 Providt counseling

183.0 Lack of aggression in de-

manding appropriate instruc-

tnon

183,1 Provide group coun-

t' sel ing

184,0 Aniiety caused cy a limitee,

educational background in

personS, who have not at-

tended school for many years

184.1 Begin training at a

slow rate to insure suc-

cess and provide psycholo,

gical support.

185.0 Fear that a handicap will pe

detrimental in employment

which requirel short term

contact with the public (e.A.

ample sales) versus a long

'term,sustained relationship

with fewer people

186.0 lack of self esteem Ind a

positive "can dO/will do"

attitude

186.1 Provide special coo.

seling anl'assistance

181.0'lack of self assurance and

. as'Sertiveness
.0

4

13.2 39 6 41.5 5.7

5 6 33.3 51.9 9.3

11 1 31 S 18.9 18,5 6

' 28 3 49 1 7 5

9 6 1,2 51.9 19,2 S

') 31 5 42 6 1.4 6

25 75 ; 45 5 1 6 5

46.' 53,3 0

N 15

35.7 21.4 14.3

N 14

26,7 60.0 6.7 0 0 7

N , 15

40.? 53.3 6.7 0 0

N , 15

33 3 60.0 6.7 0 '3

N

53.3 26.7 13.3 6 1

N = 15

50 rJ 35, 1.1 7 1 0

N 14

181.0 {5)

182,0 (3)

183,0 (5)

14.0 (8) This is4specially tr,e

fipr rOired military.

0.

185.0 R)

186,018)
4.

187 0 (8) Need the knowledge they

are not Competing with,anyone else

OP,

181.0 (3)

82.0 (41

83.0 (3)

184.0 (2)

85.0 (3) Personal bar.

iers must be removed by

he individual, not soc-

ety. Very individual.-

ome handicapped indivi-

uals like public contact.

186.0 (3)

107,0 (3)



....-.
ARRIEPS AN'J PECOMME%JATION1 SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N . 60)

1 2 3r 4 NR

lai., Fronde special coun.

selirg and assistance

188s0 Loss sf nearing wnicn is

ten actomPanied by paranoid

bendooriWor withdrawal

resulting in little or no

classroom participation and

Poor attendance

188,1 Provide special coun-

seling and assistance

189.0 Inability to compete on all

levels witno,Jt special as-

sistance in order to over-

come feelings of inadequacy

and tne emotional prbblems

and frJstrations lat their

special problems use

190.0 Family members viho provide.

more assistance tnan is

needed for self Improvement

190.1 Administrators and in-

structor; can work with

families to overcome

these barriers,

190.2 Provide counseling

and education for tne

family

191.0 Lack of support and encour-

agement from the family

191.1 Provide family coun-

seling

191.2 Separate the student

from the family

192.0 A home environment which

discourages or de%tror, Ifl-

vaterestor initiativp on the

part of the,Itulent

13.5 26.9 42.3 17.3

11 S 26.9 50.0 11.5

4.8 31.0 35.2 13.0

11,0 22.6 (7 2)3.2

23.1 28.8 4p.4 1.1

FEA:21L17, OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 / 4

51.0 42.9 7,1 0

5'.(i 35 7 7.1 7.1

. 14

'.1 50.0 21,4 21 4 0

N . 14

16.733.3 33.3 16.7 G

N . 12

2'e 6 35,7 28 6 7 1 0

N . 14

1 1 30.8 15.4 15.4 30,8

N 13

COMMENTS REGARDING RATINGOF SEVERITY b( BARRIERS .1

RATED TOP 1.04..

( NOmbers of4espondents),

188.0 (4)

ti

189.0 '(4)

.1

190.0 (4) There a lack of know-

ledge in overprotiction. Student

needs.self reliance Och can be

gained through rational behavior

training.and'asSertive9eSs to deal

with over- bearing parents

191.0 (3)

1.92.0. (1) 49(11a0esour-CPs' Agency,

TDMH.-MR,C0

not re

portin-g4

tb1X3.4hoes still do

He imooftance of sup

e' faojiy with other assis-

tance other tt)n welfare, motley.

RAYEO-TO0:H1GH '

(NumOers ofleSdndents)

188.1,(6)

a

,



4tC PECOMMENUATIONS

I',4244'4rli,iy.;tou'tie,ling. and/

or renkival;-0f.,0e itudeht
'co a .wifiport, env trotient

,should a Implemented..

F400y members 00:adheri
to myths an.tpi sconcePtiOns

of handi,capping consditions

.193;1 Provide rqr, r6011.1Y

cOunsil ng

194,0 LaCk.:,of emotional support j
from significant "others"
in social 1 if e:Af-theJla!1;

dicapped re:,.:nted
sustained enCourigfaient

144,1 Use oi halfivay .houses.

A

194.2 Provide ;counseling on,

11/2 a regular] ytp*cheduled

basis.

SEVERITY OF BARRIEP

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N

IrEAS!BILITY OF IMRLEMENTAi ION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

',NR 1 3 4 5'

;c14 3,4,2.9: 28,6 7.1 7,1

N ;,14,
t

20.e 2a.3 11 i

40:43'6'. 7.7 8

28 6:1 0 1

N = 14

,

., ., li

1471 iftti 1 :1.1 2`14
0 14 ;NY .- 71 4"'

'''',' .,,i. L',_ 1 , 4,',
35'11135.74'a. 6 0 1.)- , r : h14.

..ta . N g14:, :. 4.'.

I

cOMMENTS RESARD:NO RATING OF SEVERITY

'
5RS

4o,

ill:"15.oHndents7
his

'

' RATED 100 LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

)193 ( 2; !nere snduld be required

courses for oarents .Wel17meaning

over protection results from lack

of knowledge

(21'Ongoing support should,be

provided o1 renabi 1 #ation' counse;.

"tors and peer counselors on the

i .0 Some disabl:ed.peole alp ,,,, -53'20.0 453,29.1,- Is ,"
have disabled spouses whitn

it an .add iti Dna] burden. cm

,thrperson.

Bar *ithin Advocates for. ,,
Hans pper'Persons' ..

19r hack of pub] ic, adMinistra-
: tivi; and parental $00port

to encourage 'hapificapped

pertons lo attend. technical
programs%

.

196.1 Offer a course in
*ondary and ;Jos t-Secon;.

(Airy' school s t.for credit)
on the subject.of "Accep-
tance of and Victory Over

HanditipS". Let.all in:

teresied students' take .

the cduT.

196.2 Provide for

nvol vement!and training,

n

rh

4/.4 7

195.0 (1)

196.0,(5) Thilis a big key and a '196.0r(2)
Major b rrier-publicity and legis-

; lation needed.

must be4 wuft

mat put down



ANG RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NO

FEASIBILITY OF 110::vp,-,:':GN

RATING BY PERCP.%S:

I 2 3

COMMENTS REGARDING PPM rui- SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents,

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents

191,0 lnadeluate assistance err.;

sJpport re,Ir..h results in

fear of entering the world

of training and the wpr11

of work,

07.1 Provide emotional sup

port through counseling

and other students.

197.2 Establish top priori-

ties for rehabilitation

services tp prove sup-

port for handicapped stu

'dents in early years of

training and job exper-

ience.

198.0 Goals which are established

by peers and society rather

than the indiiiidual

198.1 Provide student di-

rected counseling

198,2 Public and private

agencies ,should make more

effort to educate the

general public.

12 3 47.4 36.8 3.5 3

27.6 21.6 31.9 6.9 2

37 5 50.0 12.5

N = 16

28.6 35.7

N= 14

53.3 i3.3 13.3 .

N = 15

62.5 31.5 0

N = 8

ra

197.0 (2)°This is' a realiti7, fea,

which can be eliminated through

counseling and Human Develoorent

courses.

198.0 (])'Peers have an unusual in-

__fluence on an individual's decision-

making for life.

p,

197,0 [2)

198.0 (2)


