DEVELOPMENTAL DI SABI LI TIES LAW  CURRENT AND FUTURE

SUMVARY REPORT

GOVERNVENTAL AFFAIRS COW TTEE

The National Association of Devel opmental Disabilities Counci
1234 Massachusetts Ave., N W
Suite 813
Washington, D.C. 20005

August 23, 1980






FOREWARD

To our know edge, the methodol ogy and findings described in this
report constitute one of the first systematic exam nations of opinions
regarding current Devel opnental Disabilities legislation. To gain
better insights into the perceptions regarding the |egislation we have
solicited opinions of the people who operate the program In doing so,
we have tapped the creative talents of many individuals whose know edge
has been inval uable to conceptualizing, operationalizing, measuring, and
anal yzing the scope of our effort.

Many individuals and organizations deserve acknow edgement for
their contributions to the study. The authors extend appreciation to
the National Association of Developnental Disabilities Councils' Cov-
ernnental Affairs Conmttee for highlighting the need for and sponsoring
this study; The Nebraska Devel opmental Disabilities Council for |ending
its Staff Director to inplenment and direct the study; the University of
Nebraska at Omaha, College of Public Affairs and Community Service,
Department of Gerontol ogy, for assistance in research design, instru-
mentation, and conputer assistance; the Nebraska Department of Health,
Division of Health Data and Statistical Research, for assisting in the
preparation of data; and to those very patient typists who worked under
great pressure to prepare the manuscript in the shortest of timelines
Ms. Karen Johnson of the Nebraska Devel opnental Disabilities staff and
Ms. Karen Forey of the UNO Gerontol ogy staff.

Finally, our special thanks and appreciation to the 171 individuals
in the devel opnental disabilities comunity who volunteered their time
to respond to our questionnaire. Wthout their opinions, this |egisla-
tive research could never have taken place on the substantive dinensions
of a final report.

D. Beth Macy, Director " Chuck" Powvel |
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THE DEVELOPMENTAL DI SABILITIES LAW  CURRENT AND FUTURE

SUWARY  REPCRT

[ NTRODUCTI ON AND OVERVI EW OF STUDY

The Devel opnental Disabilities Act, since its original passage in
1970, has undergone ngjor revisions by anendment. These amendments have
resulted in a major expansion and reorientation of the constituent
disability groups served, a differentiation between the role of the
Council and the state adm nistrating agency, increased requirements on

the targeting and utilization of funding, and transitions in the Council
role.

The original |aw addressed three disabilities —ental retardation,
cerebral palsy and epilepsy. The mgjor role mandated for Councils
through the Act incorporated that of planning conprehensive services for
the constituent disability groups. The Act was permssive in the manner
in which Councils utilized funds, provided that these funds filled
identified and justifiable service gaps within a state or territory.

Public Law 94-103, passed in 1975, nade significant changes in the
program Two new disability categories were added to the definition of
devel opmental disabilities, autismand dyslexia (the latter being
included if it was attributable to one of the other four disabilities).
The anendnents further established the role of the Council as a systemc
advocate, having responsibilities for planning, influencing and advocat -
ing at the state level to insure an appropriate system of services for
devel opmental 'y disabled individuals. A Bill of Rghts for Devel opment-
ally Disabled Persons was added to the legislation, along with Protec-
tion and Advocacy System requirenents.

Public Law 95-602 nade further significant changes in the original _
Act. O major inportance was the definition of developmental disabilities
whi ch enphasized functional limtations rather than disability categ-
ories. Through these latter amendments, the role of the Council has
becone |ess certain. Wiile reference is still made to the role of the
Counci| as an advocate at the systemic |evel, various portions of the
law inply that the role of the Council is that of a service provider.
This inplication is best seen in the requirement that Councils select
fromone of four priority service areas and target 65% of the federal
allotment to that area. Further, evaluation system requirenments based
upon devel opnental progress and individual habilitation plans infer that
Councils would be in the business of providing services.

Being a programof very recent origin, the Developnental Disabilities
program has been faced with the necessity of not only program devel opment,



but program change and reorientation. Certainly, many of the anendnents
were justifiable in nost appropriately neeting the needs of the devel op-
mental |y disabled clientele. Sone changes — particularly the change
to the functional definition, the confusion in the Council role, and the
eval uation requirenents — pose many problems of inplenentation for
Councils. The intensity of effort needed to refocus the program pur-
suant to the anendnents has left little opportunity for the programto
achieve stability in its inplementation or adm nistration.

P.L. 95-602 will expire in Cctober of 1981. The legislative
process reviewng the current law and its inplenentation and renewal
will likely be initiated during the fall of 1980. Keeping in mnd the
history of the program those associated with the Councils, as nenbers
or staff, viewthe |egislative renewal process as a critical point for
the future of the program As front-line workers, we have seen both
positive and difficult changes devel op through the amendments to the
original Act. Wth ten years of experience behind us, we view the
renewal process as being one worthy of nuch consideration. W encourage
a very thoughtful and thorough review of all conponents of the Devel opm
ental Disabilities Act prior to decisions being nade as to whether those
conmponents shoul d be maintained or anended. W hope that careful con-
sideration will be given to the potential inpact of those conponents
once they have the force of |aw.

Having know edge of the need for full deliberation of all conpon-
ents of the Act prior to their reconsideration, the Governmental Affairs
Commttee of the National Association of Developnental Disabilities
Councils (NADDC) sponsored a legislative study which is summarized in
the follow ng pages. The study solicited the opinions of inplementors
of the Devel opnental Disabilities Act regarding both the appropriateness
of current |anguage of the law and the necessity for amendnent. The
purposes of the study are: first, to provide a systematic analysis of
the opinions of those on the front |ines of programinplenmentation; and
second, to identify areas of concern in the current Act as it relates to
the fornula grant program

To carry out the purpose of the study, a questionnaire was devel op-
ed which covered the followi ng thirteern conponents of the Devel opnent al
Disabilities Act:

—The definition of Developmental Disabilities
—Priority service areas

—The 65% funding requirenent

—Eval uation system requirements

—Counci |l authorization levels

—UAF authorization levels

—Protection and Advocacy System authorization |evel
—Counci | staffing

—St ate admnistrating agency role

—Council role

—Prof essi onal assessnment requirenent

—Empl oyee protection plan requirenment
—Counci | nenbership



For each of the thirteen conmponents, two forced-choice questions were
asked. The first question sought the respondent's degree of agree-
ment/ di sagreement w th the appropriateness of the current |anguage of
the Act regarding that conponent. The second question asked for the
respondent's agreenent/di sagreenent that the |anguage shoul d be anended.
A third question provided an opportunity for the respondent to provide
narrative information further clarifying his/her opinion.

(ne hundred seventy-one respondents representing the Devel opnenta
Disabilities comunity across the country responded to the question-
naire. The respondents were w dely dispersed in terns of geography,
famliarity with the Devel opnental Disabilities Act and type of involve-
ment with Devel opmental Disabilities Prograns. Seventy-four percent of
the respondents were either staff or Council nenbers.

In anal yzing the responses, various types of statistical analyses
were enployed. Wiile these conplex techniques were necessary for
substantiating the validity and reliability of the instrument and
results, they have not been presented in the sumary docunment for the
sake of brevity.

The responses to each of the thirteen conponents of the Act are
presented in Table 1 in summary form Presentation in this manner is
intended to provide the reader with an overview of the opinions of the
devel oprmental disabilities community. However, the reader is encouraged
to proceed through the subsequent sections which present a detailed
di scussion of the results.

For each of the thirteen conponents included in the study, three
types of information are included in the summary table. First, the nean
for the respondents' agreement with the current |anguage of the Act and
the need for amendment are stated. The mean is the average score for
all respondents for the itemin question. A neutral score would be 4.0.
The smaller the mean, the higher the anmount of agreement with that
item

The second type of information included for each conponent is that
of variance, a neasure of the amount of variability or stability among
all responses. A high variance indicates a greater divergence of
opinion on the item whereas a small variance indicates a greater degree
of consistency of opinions.

The third type of information is a summarization of narrative
comrents included for each of the thirteen conponents. It should be
noted that only the major conments have been included. While the
comments included were frequently nentioned, they do not necessarily
represent the opinions of the entire group.

A review of the means, variance and narrative coments allows for
pl acement of the thirteen conponents into three categories those in which
consensus exists;,for anendment, those in which consensus is generally



Conmponent of the Act

Definition of devel opnental
disabilities

Priority service areas

65% fundi ng requirenent

Eval uation system
requirements

Counci| authorization
| evel s

TABLE 1

Summary of Responses

Mean

current 3. 383
amendment 3. 986

current 3.103
amendnent 4. 071

current 3.644
amendment  3.746

current 3. 859
anendnent 3. 414

current 4,382
amendment 3. 254

Vari ance

3.654
5. 203

3. 344

4.241

4.231
4.499

3.734
3. 936

3. 942
3. 853

Narrative Comments

—Pifficulty in operationalizing defini-
tion

---Eligibility difficult to determne

—Need nore conmonal ity with other
federal program definitions

---Funding level inadequate for
broadened definition

—Priority service area conponent
causes confusion on Council role
as service provider or systemc
advocat e

---Councils need nore flexibility
in determning percentage

—Mi ni mum al | ot ment and snal |
states have difficulty funding
other requirenents through the
remaining 3%

---Same diffi€u4ties-as-nofe4 wHeh ——
priority service areas

—Strong support by Councils for
eval uation of Council activities

—Grossly inadequate funding
avail abl e

—Concern about system requirenents
devel oped by HHS

---Authorization level needs to be
congruent with nmandated responsi -
bilities



Component of the Act Mean Vari ance Narrative Comments

UAF aut hori zation current 4,137 N A —Mi ni mum al | ot ment states need
| evel s amendment 3.458 4,032 increased UAF support which w |l
necessitate increased funding
—Pefinition change has expanded UAF
clientel e without concomm tant
resour ce increase.

P &A authorization current 4,812 4,198 —Resources grossly inadequate to
| evel s amendment 2. 774 3.721 operational i ze mandat es.
---Smal | states/territories nost
i nadequat el y funded

Counci| staffing current 3.314 3. 667 —Nat i onal studies suggested
anendment 4. 021 4. 365 regardi ng:
—functional responsibilities
and conconm tant staffing needs
—+elationship of staff role to
state adm nistering agency role

State adm nistering current 3.459 2. 564 —Councils' role and authority vis-
agency role anendnent 4. 309 3.335 a-vis state admnistering agency
needs clarification
—Resour ce needs- of state adm nisterinj
agency relevant to responsibilities
specified under Act need

exam nation
Council role current 3.172 2. 717 —Confusion over current role as
amendnment 4. 244 3.995 specified in Act

—Conflict between roles of service
provi der/system ¢ advocate

Prof essi onal assessnent current 3.895 3.691 —A nore appropriate role for
requi renent amendment 3.659 3.942 Councils would be as a nonitor
of the professional assessnent
process

— f maintained UAF's should carry
out professional assessnent jointly
with Councils



Conponent of Act

Enpl oyee protection

pl an

Counci |

menber shi p

Mean

current 3.783
anendnment 3.791

current 3.449
anendnent 4,134

Vari ance

3.838
4.434

3.797
4.418

Narrative Comments

—+ nappropriate for inclusion
in DD Act

—Ri ghts of institutional enployees
enphasi zed over rights of the
devel opnental |y disabl ed

—Requi rement s discourage Councils’
selection of commnity alterna-
tive living arrangenents as a
priority service area

—Consumer s neeting former
definition should be allowed to
be included as consumer menbers

—UAF' s should be included as
mandat ory menbers



upon retaining but in which further clarification is desired, and
t hose which constitute major problem areas.

The first category, those needing anendment, includes the three
conponent s regarding authorization levels: those for Councils, UAFs,
and Protection and Advocacy Agencies. In each of these program areas
respondents felt that authorization levels (not to mention appropriation
| evel s) nust be commensurate with the responsibilities mandated by
Congr ess.

The second category enconpasses those conponents of the Act for
whi ch general consensus exists to naintain the component but within
which there is a need for further study and clarification. This cate-
gory includes the definition of devel opnental disabilities, the priority
service areas, Council staff, state admnistrating agency role, the
Council role, and Council nenbership. The narrative statements provide
i ndications of the specific points of needed study and clarification.

The final category includes problemareas. The conponents included
here lack consensus as indicated by the nean, show a high variance,
i nvol ve operationalization problens as evidenced by the narrative res-
ponses, or a conbination of the three. Significant problens were noted
within the 65% funding requirement, the evaluation systemrequirenents,
the professional assessment requirenents, and the enpl oyee protection
plan. The data indicate that significant consideration needs to be paid
to these four areas prior to their being continued, anmended or otherw se
treated in the new |egislation

Al though not reported in this document, one of the statistica
anal yses perforned bears mention because of the pervasiveness of the
findings. A factor analysis was utilized to study both the appropri-
ateness and the amendment scal es of the questionnaire. In each anal-
ysis, two conponents were identified which tend to be associated with
respondents' opinions on the other eleven conponents. These two were the
definition of devel opmental disabilities and the Council role. The
heavy inpact associated with the definition is likely due to its ex-
pansi veness and the transition difficulties experienced by Councils in
Its operationalization. Yet, consensus was apparent for maintaining the
definition as it is currently stated in the Act.

The Council role is perhaps even nore pervasive in inpact. The
law, as currently stated, provides contrary indications as to the
Council's role as a system c advocate or a service provider. The
critical question arising fromthe divergent |anguage of the law is
this: Can the provider of services be an unbiased advocate for change
and for service quality? Many of the problens identified in the narra-
tive responses provide evidence that Councils are experiencing diffi-
culty with the inplenentation of two adversarial role statenents. The
statistical analyses further substantiate that problens identified
through the survey results are highly associated with the divergent role
which the current |aw specifies.



I'n conclusion, the opinions expressed in the study indicate a high
| evel of support for the Devel opnental Disabilities Act. Overall,
respondents to the questionnaire support continuation of conponents of
the Act with an expressed desire to amend only those portions in which
significant problems are being experienced. The major problem and,
according to the data, the primary focus of the |egislative renewal
process should be a clarification of the Council role in a singular,
unanbi guous manner. Attendant upon that definition of role, mnor re-
visions are suggested by the data intendent upon insuring that the Act
is internally consistent and effectively inplenmented.



MVETHCDOLOGY

The purpose of NADDC s |egislative study was two-fold: first,
to provide a systematic analysis of the opinions of those responsible
for inplementation of the devel opnental disabilities program and,
second, to identify areas of particular concern in the current for-
mul a grant program To carry out this purpose, a questionnaire regard-
ing the legislation was devel oped and conpl eted by individuals represent-
ative of the devel opnental disabilities community. Various types of
anal yses were perforned in order to ascertain prevailing opinion and
areas of concern

The Questionnaire

An initial questionnaire, conpleted by NADDC Governnental Affairs
Conm ttee menmbers, was utilized to identify conponents of the current
Act which were felt to be of primary inportance. Thirteen conponents
were selected on the basis of responses by Commttee nenbers. These were:

—The definition of developmental disabilities
—Priority service areas

—The 65% funding requirement for priority service areas
—Eval uati on system requirenents

—Counci | authorization levels

—University Affiliated Facility authorization |evels
—Protection and advocacy system authorization |evels
—Counci | staffing

—St at e admnistering agency responsibilities
—Council role

—Prof essi onal assessment requirenents

—Empl oyee protection plan requirenments

—Counci | nenbership

A second questionnaire was then devel oped surrounding these thirteen
conponent s which included two major parts: forced answer pairs and open-
ended narrative questions. The pairs of forced answer itens were used to
exam ne opinions on current and future legislation. The first itemin the
pair obtained opinions on appropriateness of existing legislation in regard
to a component, and the second item exam ned opinions regarding future
| egislative changes in that area. The open-ended narrative provided the
respondent an opportunity for further clarification

The forced-choice answer items were set out in a format with a range
of answers fromstongly agree to strongly disagree. Nunerical values
were assigned to the answers provided by respondents as foll ows:

strongly agree
moderat el y agree
moder atel y di sagree
strongly disagree

~No1TWw R
I

Wiile a fifth category, no opinion,was included in the questionnaire,



-10-

such responses were excluded fromthe analysis for that particul ar
item

The neutral point on the scale is represented by a value of 4.0
in the construction of the questionnaire. Any score |less than 4.0 in-
dicates agreement with a given item And a score greater than that
denot es di sagreenent.

In addition to the itens related to conponents of the |egislation,
the questionnaire requested demographic information about the respondents
including the individual's state, region, type of affiliation with the
devel opmental disabilities council, age, famliarity with types of disa-
bilities, and famliarity with the Devel opmental Disabilities Act. This
data was included so as to ascertain the representativeness of the sanple
popul ation to the larger devel opnental disabilities community.

The Respondents

The questionnaire was made available to various individuals involved
wi th the Devel opmental Disabilities Program throughout the country in-
cluding Council nenbers, Council staff, Protection and Advocacy Agenci es,
University Affiliated Facilities, state and national consuner organizations,
federal and regional Devel opmental Disabilities admnistrative staff, and
others selected by the individual Councils.

Responses were obtained from 171 individuals widely dispersed in terns
of geography and affiliation. Geographically, fifty-two state or territor-
ial units of government were represented within the sanple population. O
the total, 126 (75% of the respondents were affiliated with their state
or territorial Developnmental Disabilities Councils. Table 2 shows the
distribution of the sanple by affiliation, numbers and percentages.

Table 2

Distribution of the Respondents by Affiliation

Affiliation # of Responded.g Percentage
of Sample

Council Staff Directors 34 19.9
Protection & Advocacy

Directors 31 18.2
University Affiliated Facility

Representatives 28 16.4
Secondary Consumers 19 11.0
Other Respondents 17 9.9
Local Agency Members 13 7.6
Primary Consumers 10 5.8
Council Staff Members 9 5.3
State Agency Members 7 4.1
State Administrative

Agencies 3 1.8

Totals 171 100.0
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Overall, the respondents were well dispersed in terms of geography,
affiliation, years of association, age and famliarity with the Act.
Therefore, the group is considered to be representative of the |arger
devel opmental disabilities comunity.

Analysis of the Data

Initial tests were perforned to determne the reliability of the
questionnaire itself. Two scales were constructed, the first including
the item for each conmponent relevant to current |anguage of the Act and
the second including itens relavent to amendnent of the conponent. Both
scales were found to be highly reliable.

Various statistical procedures were utilized in analyzing responses
to each conponent anong which were examnation of the frequency distri-
butions, measures of central tendency, analysis of variance, regression
and nultiple regression, factor analysis and path analysis. These analy-
ses were nost valuable to the understanding and interpretation, however,
due to their conplexity, they generally will not be reported or discussed
in this docunent. For the purposes of summarization, the distribution
of responses, the average scores for each item and the variances wll be
present ed.

The full statistical report is available fromthe NADDC Office or from
the aut hors.
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DI SCUSSI ON OF THE FI NDI NG5S

The findings will be reported and discussed in each of the thir-
teen topical areas examned through the questionnaire. An overview
of the opinions regarding current |anguage and amendnent for each com
ponent will be provided in addition to a sunmarization of narrative
comrent s.

For each of the thirteen conponents, two tables are presented:
one regarding the current |anguage of the Act and a second regarding
anmendnment to that component. Each table includes the mean and variance
for the entire group of respondents. The nean is the average score
for the respondents as a whole. A neutral score would be 4.0. The
smal l er the mean, the higher the amount of agreement with either the
appropri ateness of the current |anguage of the Act or with the need
to amend the |anguage

Variance is a neasure of the anount of variability or stability
anong all responses. A high variance indicates a greater divergence
of opinion, whereas a small variance indicates a greater degree of
consi stency of opi nions.

Wi le narrative responses for each conponent are also reported,
a word of caution is necessary. Those conmments reported were frequently
mentioned but do not necessarily represent the opinion of all individuals
included in the study.

Throughout the discussion, reference will be made to "subgroups."”
This termis used to describe the type of association an individual
has to the devel opnental disabilities program The types of subgroups
ment i oned include Council chairpersons, Council menbers, consumer nmem
bers, staff, and others not directly associated with Councils.

Definition of Devel opnental Disabilities

Table 3 sunmarizes the distribution of responses regarding agreement
or disagreement with the appropriateness of the current definition of
devel opmental disabilities. As indicated in the table, a large majority
(71.6% of the respondents either strongly or noderately agree with the
current definition. The mean for all respondents was 3.3, sonewhat |ower
than the mdpoint score of 4.0. This distribution anong the respondents
suggests agreement with the current definition.

A variety of statistical analyses! were performed on the subgroups
to determne where differences of opinion existed. Wile sonme variance
was noted, none was statistically significant. The failure of these
tests to determne differences lends support to the observation that
agreement with the current definition is rather well defined within the
sanmpl e popul ati on.

Table 4 includes responses regarding amendment to the definition.
More variance in noted regarding anmendment of than  appropriateness
of the current definition. Responses were alnmost equal ly distributed



Cat egory Label
Strongly Agree
Moderat el y Agree
Moderat el y Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Tot al

Mean

Vari ance

Cat egory Label
Strongly Agree
Moderatel y Agree
Moder atel y Di sagree
Strongly Disagree
Tot al

Mean

Vari ance
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Table 3

Appropri at eness of DD Definition

Code

~No1 W

Frequency Per cent age
38 23.5
78 48. 1
23 14. 2
23 14. 2
162 100.0
3.383
3.654
Table 4

Amendnent to DD Definition

Code

~NO1TWwE

Frequency Per cent age

38 26.4

34 23.6

35 24.3

37 25.7

144 100.0
3. 986
5.203

anmong the four categories, indicating a lack of consistency in the
opi nions. The mean score was 3.99 which, when conpared to a neutral
score of 4.0, denotes a lack of consensus regarding anendnent.

Narrative coments brought out difficulties experienced by Councils
in operationalizing the current definition. First, several respondents
commented on the difficulty of determining eligibility of clients under
the current definition.

Suggestions were made that the definition should
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be nore conpatible with those of other federal programs in order to con-
sistently apply the definition across those agencies conmonly utilized
by devel opmental |y disabled individuals. Conpatibility would optim ze
t he opportunity of Councils to collect data and appropriately plan for
t he devel oprmental |y disabled population. Finally, several respondents
indicated that the funding |evel presents problems in light of the broad-

ened definition.

Priority Service Areas

Table 5 sunmarizes the responses regarding appropriateness of
priority service areas as presently stated in the law. Over three-
fourths of the respondents agree wit* the current |anguage. Wile var-
ious statistical analyses were perforned to determne the inportance of
the differences in opinions, none were significant. The analyses indi-
cate that a high level of agreenment Exists in regard to the current

| anguage.

Presented in Table 6 are respondents’ opinions regarding amendi ng
the priority service areas. An examnation of the distribution shows
that 37.0% noderately disagree and 18.9% strongly disagree with anend-
ments. Agreement, however, on the anendment scale is not as clearly evident
as that found in the appropriateness scale. A significant difference is
noted in the opinions of council nembers and council staff as opposed to
others in-the devel opnental disabilities commnity. These two groups
indicate a high level of support for anendment of the priority service

ar eas.
Table 5
Appropriateness of Prioritiy Service Areas

Category Label Code Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 1 45 28 8
Moderately Agree 3 74 47.4
Moderately Disagree 5 21 13*5
Strongly Disagree 7 16 10.3
Total 156 100.0
Mean 3.103

Variance 3,344
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Table 6

Amrendrrent of PRiiority Service Areas

Category Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 27 21.3
Moderately Agree 3 29 22.8
Moder at el y Di sagr ee! 5 a7 37.0
Strongly D sagree 7 24 18.9
Tot al 127 100. 0
Mean 4.071

Vari ance 4.241

Narrative comrents indicate that a major point of concern energes
regarding priority service areas, the focal point resting upon the nmanner
in which* those areas are interpretted. The law as currently witten
appears to provide Councils with considerable latitude in operationalizing
its selected priority service area, allowing for either direct services
or activities in support of the service area. However as wll be dis-
cussed in subsequent pages, the law provides contrary inferences as to
the role of the Council as a service provider or a system c advocate.
Dependi ng upon the view taken regarding the Council's role, the priority
service area conponent of the law takes on equal |y divergent meanings.

It appears as though respondents are satisfied with their individua
interpretations of priority service areas, but that those interpretations
likely vary.

The lack of a clear and concise interpretation, conmbined with a Iack
of consensus regarding amendment, suggests this as an area of further
st udy.

Sixty-five Percent Funding Requirenment for Priority Service Areas

The responses of the sanple regarding appropriateness of the 65%
funding requirenent are presented in Table 7. Two-thirds of the sanple
(66.59% strongly agree or noderately agree with the appropriateness of
this conponent of the law. Statistical tests pointed out that signif-
icant differences of opinion exist within one of the subgroups—the
Counci| affiliates. Wthin this group, the Council staff disagree
with the 65%requirenent, whereas the other subgroups were in favor of
the requirenent.

Table 8 illustrates all responses to anendment of the 65% require-
ment. Respondents were equally divided among the agree or disagree
categories, however, the |argest single category of response was noder- .
ately disagree (33.1% . Statistical analyses indicates no significant
differences of opinion within the various subgroups.
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Table 7
Appropri at eness of 65% Requi r enent

Cat egory Label Code Fr equency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 32 21.5
Moderat el y Agree 3 67 45.0
Moderatel y D sagree 5 20 13. 4
Srongly D sagree 7 30 20.0
Tot al 149 100. 0
Mean 3.644

Var i ance 4.231

Table 8

Amrendment of 65% Requi r ement

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 33 28.0
Moderat el y Agree 3 27 22.9
Moderat el y D sagree 5 39 33.1
Strongly Disagree 7 19 16.1

Tot al 118 100. 0
Mean 3. 746

Vari ance 4.499

Narrative responses indicate Councils' need for greater flexibility
in deternmning the percentage of funds required to support priority ser-
vice areas. Responses further pointed out the problens of interpretation
discussed in the previous section on priority services areas, i.e., the
need to clearly define the role of the Council as an antecedent to requir-
ing a predetermned allocation of funds.

Further coments point out difficulties experienced by small and
mnimumal |l otnent states. Councils in these states argue that the



resources necessary for conplying with other requirenent of the law are
commensurate regardl ess of the size of the state or territory. Notable
exanples are found in the planning and adm ni strative requirenents which
are fairly well prescribed by law and regulation. The 65% requirenment for
priority service areas |eaves a disproportionate availability of resources
for the remaining responsibilities in smaller states and territories.

Eval uati on System Requirenents

Table 9 provides the responses regarding appropriateness of current
eval uati on system | anguage. Sone sixty percent of respondents agree
wi th current |anguage. However, the mean score of 3.859 is barely above
the mdpoint of 4.0, indicating that intensity of agreenent is weak
Statistical analyses identify that significant differences of opinion
exist within the subgroups. Wile consuner nenbers, agency respresenta-
tives and other Council menbers agree with the requirenents, Council

staff disagree.

Approximately two-thirds of the respondents either strongly or
moderately agree with amending the evaluation requirements as is shown
in Table 10. A mean of 3.414 noves that data to the agreenment end of
the scale. Significant differences of opinion were noted between affil-
lates and non-affiliates of the Devel opnental Disabilities Councils A
hi gher level of support for anmending the evaluation requirements cones from
the affiliates. Wthin the subgroups of Council affiliates, agency repre-
sentatives to Councils and Council staff provide the highest Ievel of

support for anendnent.

A clear-cut consensus is not apparent when the data fromthe two
questions regarding evaluation are conpared. While a |arge nunber of
respondents are inclined to agree with current requirenents, further
anal yses indicate that this agreenent is not consistent anong the various
subgroups. Further, opinions to the two questions oppose each ot her.

Table 9

Appropriateness of Evaluation System Requirements

Category Label Code Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 1 21 C
Moderately Agree 3 60 15.6
Moderately Disagree 5 29 44.4
Strongly Disagree 7 25 18 5
Total 135
135 100.0

Mean 3.859

* 3.734

Variance



Tabl e 10

Anendment of Eval uation System Requirenents

Cat egory Label

Strongly Agree
Moderatel y Agree
Moderatel y Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Tot al

Mean

Vari ance

Nearly all

Code

~No1 W

Fr equency Per cent age

32 28.8

37 33.3

29 26.1

13 11.7
111 100.0

3.414

3.936

i ndi vidual s responding in the narrative section cited

cost and resources as problematic under the present eval ution system

requirenents.

requi renents, additional
full inplementation is to be seriously considered.

Respondents suggested that concommtant to the current
staff and funding nust be allocated if

Q her problem areas centered around the system specifications
Unrealistic time constraints inposed upon
Councils since the issuance of the specifications and the conprehensive-
ness of the specifications in conparison to the lawwere also very fre-

devel oped by the Secretary.

quently cited.

Al though a lack of consensus was noted regarding the eval uation
requirements as currently stated, Councils were clear in their support

for the concept of evaluation

The fecal point of concern rests upon

the need to relate evaluation requirements to the role of the Council
If the intent of Congress was that Councils be service providers and
were the resources available for inplementation of the current eval ua-

tion requirements,
agreenent. However,
system ¢ advocat es,

Presently,

It appears as though respondents would provide their

shoul d the intent of Congress be that Councils are
t he consensus for current requirenents appears to
dimnish in favor of requirements nore suited to that systemc role.

the evaluation systemrequirements are a segnent of the

| egi slation which can be characterized by a lack of consensus as to both

appropriateness and anendnent.
with the quantitative data,

The narrative conments, in conbination

suggest the need for an intensive review of
current requirenents in line with the Council role and of resource
al l ocations commensurate with operational requirements.

Counci| Authorization Levels

Responses tend toward the disagreenent end of the scale with regard

to the current Council

authorization levels. As indicated in Table 11,
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the average of all resonses is 4.382. No significant differences were
found within any of the subgroups.

Approxi mately two-thirds of the sanple were in agreement with the
notion of anending the Council authorization. This indicator was sub-
stantiated by a mean of 3.054 which provides a strong tendency toward
agreement. Again, no statistical differences were found in the responses
of the various subgroups. The disbribution of responses regarding amend-
ment is presented in Table 12.

Tabl e 11

Appropri at eness of Gounciil Authori zations

Cat egory Label Code Fr equency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 14 10.3
Moderat el y Agree 3 52 38.2
Moder at el y Di sagree 5 32 23.5
Srongly D sagree 7 38 27.9
Tot al 136 100.0
Mean 4. 382

Vari ance 3.942

Tabl e 12

Arendnent to Council Authorization

Cat egory Label Code Fr equency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 43 38.4
Moderatel y Agree 3 32 28.6
Moderatel y D sagree 5 28 25.0
Strongly D sagree 7 9 8.0
Tot al 112 100.0
Mean 3.054

Vari ance 3. 853

Narrative responses raise the issue of conpatibility of Counci
responsibilities under the law and commensurate funding levels. The
authorization levels (and appropriation |levels) should be eval uated
in relation to the additional responsibilities placed upon Councils by
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functional definition, the evaluation system the professional assessnent
requi renments, and other responsibilities.

O her areas of concern which emerged formthe narrative statenents
related to the special needs of the small and m ninmum all ot ment states;
particularly the difficulties being experienced in inplenmenting the
planning and admnistrative responsibilities under the 35% funding
cat egory.

Protection and Advocacy System Authorization Levels

A large percentage of respondents (62% disagree that current
authorization levels are appropriate. This observation is supported
by the data summary in Table 13. The nean score (4.812) shows a rather
strong tendency toward the disagreement side of the scale. Analysis of
t he subgroups reveal ed significant differences, although interestingly,
the differences center around how strongly the subgroups disagree. These
findings illustrate the intensity of disagreenent with current authoriza-
tion |evels.

Parallel to the disagreenment with current authorization |evels,
respondents tend toward high agreenment with anmendment. Approximately
73% of the responses fall in the agreenent category, with a mean of
2.744. This represents the highest level of agreenent for any of the
items tested in the study. Table 14 provides an overview of the data
regardi ng amendment .

Table 13

Appropriateness of P&A Authorization

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 13 9.4
Moderately Agree 3 40 29.0
Moder atel y D sagree 5 32 23.2
Strongly Disagree 7 53 38.4
Tot al 138 100.0
Mean 4.812

Variance | 4.198
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Table 14

Amrendment to P&A Authorization

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 56 gg%
Moderatel y Agree 3 35 28.2
Mbderatel y Di sagree 5 24 23
Strongly Disagree 7 9 :

Tot al 124 100. 0
Mean 2.774

Vari ance 3.721

Wthin the narrative coments, concern was expressed with the cur-
rently lowlevels of funding for the Protection and Advocacy Agenci es.
Q her conments related the dependency of P &A Agencies on the Councils
for funding in sone states. Since the inplenentation of the 65% funding
requirement for priority service areas, the availability of Council funds
for other purposes, including P&A activities, has decreased. Respondents
note that increased federal funding would provide greater stability of
the P&A efforts.

The mnimum al | otment states strongly voice the concern for the
difficulty of inplementing the |aw under current funding levels. Wile
authorization levels, in general, were of concern, the discpepency between
authorization and appropriation levels was frequently cited.

University Affiliated Facility Authorization Levels

No apparent consensus energes fromthe responses regarding UAF author-
lzation levels (see Table 15). However, the nean of 3.458 in regard
to anmendment supports increased authorization |evels. This response is
quitequuaIIy spread throughout the various subgroups and is presented
in Tabl e 16.

Table 15
Appropri ateness of UN¥ Authorization

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 10 10.5
Moder atel y Agree 3 43 45.3
Moder atel y D sagree 5 20 21.0
Strongly Disagree 7 22 23.2
Tot al 95 100.0
Mean 4. 137



-22- |

Table 16

Arendrment to UAF Authorization

Cat egory Label Code Fr equency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 26 31.3
Moderately Agree 3 e . 20 24. 3
Moderately D sagree 5 29 34.9
Strongly Disagree 7 8_ 9.6
Tot al 83 100.0
Mean 3. 458

Vari ance 4. 032

Councils expressed the need for continued and increased support

from UAF s to provide necessary training and assistance. Mninmmallot-

ment states in particular note the need for increased UAF resources.

As with Councils, the level of finds authorized and appropriated
must be commensurate with nmandated responsibilities. Concern was

noted in regard to the inpact of the expanded definition on the services
to be provided by UAF s and the concurrent need for adequate resources.

Council Staffing

A high level of agreement exists in regard to the current |anguage
of the law regarding Council staffing. Some 70% of respondents, as in-
dicated on Table 17, agree. This observation is supported by a nean
score of 3.314, tending toward the agreement end of the scale.

A very anbi guous response was given to anendnent of the Council
staffing language. A nean score of 4.021 closely approximtes the
neutral point in the scale (see Table 18).

Table 17

Appropriateness of Council Staffing

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 31 25.6

. Moderately Agree 3 56 46.3
Moder atel y Di sagree 5 18 14.9
Strongly D sagree 7 16 13.2
Tot al 121 100.0
Mean 3.314

Vari ance 3. 667
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Table 18

Amendnent to Gouncil Staffing

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 22 23. 4
Moderately Agree 3 19 20. 2
Moder at el y Di sagree 5 36 38.3
Strongly D sagree 7 17 18.1
Tot al A 100.0
Mean > 4.021

Vari ance 4. 365

The difference in responses for the questions regarding current
| anguage and amendment suggest the need for further review In this
regard, respondents suggested a national study exam ning the functional
responsibilities given to Councils under the law and the staffing needs
attendant Upon those responsibilities.

G her suggestions related to the need for futher examnation of the
relationship of the roles of Council staff and the state admnistering
agenci es.

Finally, several respondents comented upon the Council staffing
patterns. Questions were raised relevant to the hiring authority of
the Council and the need for Councils to have greater supervisory capa-
city.

State Adm nistering Agency Responsibilities

Seventy-three percent of the respondents provided an affirmative
score in regard to current responsibilities of state admnistering agency
responsibilities. The mean score, reported on Table 19, supports this
level of agreement. However, an ambi guous response was shown in relation
to anendi ng that conponent of the Act. The mean of 4.039 is nearly neutra
The distribution of responses to amendnent is provided in Table 20.

Table 19
Appropriateness of State Adnini stering Agency ReSponsibility
Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 18 13.3
Moder atel y Agree 3 81 60.0
Moderat el y D sagree 5 23 17.0
Strongly Disagree 7 13 9.6
Tot al 135 100.0

Mean 3. 459
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Tabl e 20
Amendment to State Adm nistering Agency Responsibility

Category Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 16 14.5
Mderat el y Agree 3 23 20.9
Mbderatel y Disagree 5 54 49. 1
Strongly Disagree 7 17 _ 15.5
Tot al 110 100.0
Mean > 4.309

Vari ance 3.335

Narrative responses suggest that Councils should be given nore
authority and autonony vis-a-vis the state admnistering agency, thus
permtting the Councils to exercise greater discretion in directing the
program

O her comments suggested that the federal government shoul d study
the resources needed by state admnistering agencies in carrying out
responsibilities given themby the |aw.

Counci|l Role

~ Responses to the question about Council role appear to be contra-
d|ctorY. According to the data, a high level of agreement exists with
the role as currently stated in the law In fact, approximtely 78% of
respondents strongly or noderatel¥ aPree with the |anguage of the |aw
The summarization of the data in Tabl'e 21 provides further support for
this agreenent.

‘A nmuch less enthusiastic |evel of support is shown when respondents
consi der possibl e amendment to the Council role. The average score for
the group was 4.244, indicating only slight disagreement with amendnent.
Wth the high level of agreement shown for the current |anguage, it is
erpr|S|ng that a high level of disagreenent for anendnent was not al so
shown.

Table 21

Appropriateness of Council Role

Category Label Code Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 1 33 21.9
Moderately Agree 3 84 55.6
Moderately Disagree 5 22 14.6
Strongly Disagree 7 12 7.9
Total 151 100.0

Mean 3.172
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Tabl e 22

Amendnent of Council Role

Strongly Agree
Moderatel y Agree
Moderately D sagree
Strongly Disagree
Tot al

Mean

Vari ance

Code Frequency Per cent age
1 22 17.3
3 30 23.6
) 49 38.6
7 26 20.5
127 100. 0
4. 244
3.995

Narrative answers provide some explanation for the lack of con-
sistent responses to the two previous questions. The law, as currently
stated, provides contrary indications as to the Council's role as a
system ¢ advocate or* service provider. These two roles conflict with
each other. That is, how can the provider of services also be an un-
bi ased advocate for service quality and systemc change? Many of the
problens cited in the narrative section provide evidence that Councils
are experiencing difficulties in inplementing the two diverse and con-

flicting roles.

The results of other statistical analyses performed show that the
Council role is highly pervasive in its effect on other conponents of
the law. A high degree of association was found between opinions re-
garding the role and other conponents appearing to be problens anmong
which were the evaluation systemrequirements, enployee protection

plans, priority service areas, professional assessnment requirenents, and
the 65% funding requirenent.

Pr of essi onal

Assessment Requirenents

Opinions are unevenly dispersed regarding the professional assess-
ment |anguage of the current law. The mean of 3.895 shown on Table 23
is only slightly above the neutral point. A higher level of support
Is shown for current |anguage by individuals not associated with Councils
than by those who are Council nenbers or staff.

Some anount of agreenment for amendment is evidenced by the mean of
3.659 (see Table 24). The strongest support for amendnent comes from
Counci| chairpersons and staff, with disagreenent for anendnent coni ng
from consuner menbers and those not associated with Councils. The
differences in opinion were significant, indicating that consensus on
this conponent of the [aw does not exist within the devel opmental dis-

abilities commnity.
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Table 23

Appropriateness of Professional Assessment Reguirements

Category Label Code Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 1 13 12.4
Moderately Agree 3 54 51.4
Moderately Disagree 5 16 15.2
Strongly Disagree 7 22 21.0
Total 105 100.0
Mean 3.895

Variance 3.691

Table 24

Amrendnment of Professional Assessment Requirenents

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 23 27. 1
Moderately Agree 3 20 23.5
Moderately Di sagree 5 33 38.8
Strongly Disagree 7 9 10-6
Tot al 85 100. 0
Mean 3. 659

Vari ance 3.942

In witten conments, several respondents supported the deletion of
this conponent of the law entirely. Qhers thought it should be retained,
but that the role of the Council in the professional assessment process
should be that of a monitor only. Still others supported its inclusion,
but only as the requirenments would relate to Council-funded activities.
Finally, suggestions were made that should the requirenents be retained,

i npl enentation should be performed jointly between Councils and UAF's.

Both the nunerical and narrative data points to the w de divergence
of opinion on professional assessment requirenents. Due to the divergence,
this conponent is one deserving of nore study and consideration.
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Enpl oyee Protection Plan Requirenents

The enpl oyee protection plan requirements are characterized by
highly divergent opinions. \Wile looking at the raw data (see Tables
25 and 26), slight support appears for agreement with current |anguage
and di sagreement with amendnent. Neither of the nmeans are far from
the neutral point (3.783 and 3.791 respectively).

Further anal yses pointed out significant differences between
subgroups, with Council chairpersons and staff show ng strong opinions
opposing current |anquage and supporting anendment. O her subgroups
supported current requirements and opposed amendment, although these
responses were at best noderate. The data shows this conponent of the
law to be a likely problemarea and one on which a clear consensus is
m ssi ng.

Table 25

Appropri ateness of Enpl oyee Protection P an Requirenents

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 18 15.7
Moderatel y Agree 3 57 49. 6
Moder atel y D sagree 5 17 14. 8
Strongly D sagree 7 23 20.0
Tot al 115 100.0
Mean 3.783

Vari ance 3. 838

Tabl e 26
Arendnent of Enpl oyee Protection P an Requirenents

Category Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 26 28.6
Moderatel y Agree 3 16 17.6
Moderat el y D sagree 5 36 39.6
Strongly D sagree 7 13 14. 3
Tot al al 100. 0
Mean 3.791

Vari ance 4,434
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The extermty of opinion on enployee protection plans was further
substantiated by the nunber and content of the narrative responses. A
clear majority of individuals providing witten comrents supported de-
leting the requirenents entirely. Sonme pointed out that the bottom
line of the requirenents apppears to be an enphasis upon the rights of
institutional enployees over those of devel opnental |y disabled indivi-
duals. These individuals stressed that the current requirements inpede
deinstitutionalization. Further, the requirements inhibit Councils from
sel ecting commnity alternative living arrangenents as a priority service
area as a means of avoiding the enployee protection plan requirenents.

Clearly, a lack of consensus exists regarding this conponent of
the act. Based upon nunerical and narrative responses, rethinking of
the enpl oyee protection plan requirements is indicated.

Counci | Menber ship

The majority of respondents (65% agree with current nenbership
requi rements. The disbribution of responses shown on Table 27 and the
mean of 3.449 support the tendency toward agreenent. Responses tend
toward di sagreenent with amendnent, although only slightly. Table 28 shows
that opinions are spread throughout the scale. Further, a divergence
of opinion was noted within each of the subgroups. Overall, the group
tends to support continued inclusion of the requirements, but the
divergence of opinion is suggestive thyat sonme underlying problenms
are causing a noderated response.

Tabl e 27

Appr opri ateness of Counci 1l Menbership

Cat egory Label Code Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 40 25 6
Moderately Agree 3 6l 1
Mbder at el y Di sagree 5 35 22 .4
Strongly Disagree 7 20 12.8
Tot al 156 100.0
Mean 3. 449

Vari ance 3. 797
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Tabl e 28

Anendment of Council Menbership

Cat egory Label Code . Frequency Per cent age
Strongly Agree 1 25 18.7
Moderately Agree 3 40 29.9
Moderately Disagree S 37 27.6
Strongly Disagree 7 32 23.9
Tot al 134 100.0
Mean 4.134

Vari ance 4.418

Narrative answers focused upon the involverment of consuners as
menbers of Councils. The nmgjority of those providing narrative re-
sponses supported nore flexibility within the | aw, providing oppor-
tunities for those less severely disabled individuals who met the prior
devel oprmental disabilities definition to serve as consuner nmenbers.

Q her respondents supported the inclusion of University Affiliated
Facility representatives within the required nenmbership.
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CONCLUSI ONS

NADDC identified two purposes for its legislative study: first,
to provide a systematic analysis of the opinions of those responsible
for inplementation of the devel opnental disabilities program and,
second, to identify areas of particular concern in the portions of the
Act relevant to the fornula grant program Foregoing pages have included
a detailed discussion of the opinions and areas of concern. |In these
final pages, a sumary of the findings will be provided and concl usi ons
st at ed.

A sumarization of both the numerical and narrative responses is
presented on Table 29. A review of the means, variance and narrative
comments suggests that the conponents can be categorized as foll ows:

—Components for which consensus is to amend

—Component s for which consensus is to retain but for which clari-
fication is desired

—Components for which consensus does not exist and whi ch warrant
i ntensive reconsideration

Each of these categories and the conponents falling within themwll
be discussed bel ow.

Consensus to Anend

Three components fit within this category: Council authorization
| evel s, UAF authorization levels, and Protection and Advocacy Agency
aut hori zation | evels.

Referring to Table 29, it is to be noted that in each case, the
mean for the current |anguage tends toward di sagreenent and the nean
for anendment tends toward agreenent. In fact, these three conponents
represent the highest level of agreement for amendnent anmong the thirteen
conponents st udi ed. !

Narrative responses supporting the agreement for amendment particularly
cite the need to authorization levels to be commensurate with nandat ed
responsibilities. Additionally, respondents state that the authorization
l evel s nust take into account the inpact of the expanded definition upon
the need for resources. Finally, the particular needs of small and m n-
imum al | ot nent states and territories in regard to adequate funding were
cited.

Consensus to Retain but Qarify

Wthin this category are included the definition of devel opnenta
disabilities, the priority service areas, Council staff, state adm nister-
ing agency responsibilities, Council role, and Council menbership.

For each of these conponents, several characteristics can be observed
fromdata presented on Table 29. The nmean for each tends toward agreenent,



Tabl e 29

Summary of Responses

Conponent of the Act Mean Vari ance Narrative Comments
Definition of devel opnental current 3.383 3.654 —Pifficulty in operationalizing defini
disabilities anmendment 3. 986 5.203 tion

—Eligibility difficult to determne

—Need nore comonality with other
federal program definitions

—undi ng level inadequate for
broadened definition

Priority service areas current 3.103 3.344 ---Priority service area conponent
anendment  4.071 4,241 causes confusion on Council role
as service provider or systemc
advocat e
65% funding requirenent current 3. 644 4,231 —Councils need nore flexibility
amendment 3. 746 4. 499 in determning percentage

—Mi ni mum al | ot nent and snal
states have difficulty funding
other requirenents through the
remai ning 35%

—Same difficulties as noted with
priority service areas

Eval uation system current 3. 859 3.734 — Strong support by Councils for
requirenents amendment 3. 414 3.936 eval uation of Council activities
—Grossly inadequate funding
avail abl e

—Concern about system requirenents
devel oped by HHS

Counci | authori zation current 4.382 3.942 ---Authorization level needs to be
| evel s amendment 3. 254 3.853 congruent with mandated responsi -
bilities



Conponent of the Act Mean Vari ance Narrative Comments

UAF aut hori zation current 4,137 NA -—M nimum al l ot ment states need
| evel s amendment 3.458 4.032 i ncreased UAF support which will
necessitate increased funding
—Pefinition change has expanded UAF
clientele without conconmtant
resource increase.

P &A authorization current 4,812 4,198 —Resources grossly inadequate to
| evel s amendnent 2. 774 3.721 operationalize nmandates.
—Smal | states/territories nost
i nadequat el y funded

Counci| staffing current 3.314 3.667 —Nat i onal studies suggested
anendnent 4,021 4. 365 regar di ng:
—functional responsibilities
and concommitant staffing needs
---relationship of staff role to
state administering agency role

State adm nistering current 3.459 2.564 ---Councils' role and authority vis-
agency role anendnent 4.309 3.335 a-vis state admnistering agency
needs clarification
—Resource needs of state adm nistering
. agency relevant to responsibilities—
specified under Act need

exani nation
Council role current 3.172 2. 717 —Confusion over current role as
anendnent 4,244 3. 995 specified in Act

—LConflict between roles of service
provi der/system c advocate

Prof essi onal assessnent current 3.895 3.691 ---A nore appropriate role for
requi rement anendnent 3.659 3.942 Councils would be as a nonitor
of the professional assessnent
process

---1f maintained UAF's should carry
out professional assessnent jointly
with Councils



Conponent of Act

Enpl oyee protection

pl an

Counci |

menber shi p

Mean

current 3.783
amendnent 3.791

current 3. 449
amendnent 4.134

Variance

3.838
4.434

3,797
4.418

Narrative Comments

—Inappropriate for inclusion
in DO Act

—Rights of institutional employees
emphasized over rights of the
developmentally disabled

---Requirements discourage Councils'
selection of community alterna-
tive living arrangements as a
priority service area

—Consumers meeting former
definition should be allowed to
be included as consumer members

—UAF's should be included as
mandatory members in states where
UAF's exist.
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with the current |anguage of the law, and as a group they represent the
conponents with highest level of agreement. The nmean scores for anend-
ment are all higher than the neans for agreenent with the current |ang-
uage, but all center close to the neutral point of 4.0. These sane
means all show a high variance. The) tendency toward agreenent with
current language is the basis for categorizing the conponents as those
whi ch respondents feel should be retained. The high variance |evel
regardi ng amendment suggests the need for clarification.

Narrative conments point out problenms experienced by Councils in
operationalizating the conponents in this category as they are currently
stated in the law The comments suggest the need for clearer articul a-
tion of the intent of Congress within each conponent. Further, the
conponents are seen to be highly related and need to be eval uated and
further clarified on the basis of their interrelationships. O nost
importance is the inpact which Council role has on the other conponents.

No Consensus: Reconsideration |Indicated

Four conponents fall in this category and, according to the data,
constitute major problemareas. Included are the 65% funding require-
ment, the evaluation systemrequirenments, the professional assessnent
requi renents, and the enpl oyee protection plan requirenents.

The data indicates a comonality of these four conmponents in that
consensus could not be established for any. The failure to develop
consensus is shown through the means for the two separate scales regarding
current |anguage and amendnent. Al means (for each scale) are very
close to the neutral score of 4.0, stowing that no direction of opinion
for the group energes. Wen reviewing the pair of neans for each conpon-
ent, each nean in the pair tends (though slightly) in the same direction,
again an indication that consensus is not apparent. Finally, the nagni-
tude of difference between each pair of means is very slight.

The major problens illustrated through the narrative responses
center around the relationship that each conponent bears to the role of
the Council that is, depending upon the interpretation of the Counci
rol e, these four conponents may or may not be consistent with that role
Al'so noted was the relationship of the four components to the fiscal
resources of the programand the need for authorization levels to reflect

I npl ementation costs.

A Suppl enentary Anal ysi s

Al though not reported in this docunent, one of the statistical
anal yses perforned bears nention because of the pervasiveness of its
findings. A factor analysis was utilized to study both the scales
relating to current |anguage and to amendment. In each of the anal yses
two conponents were identified which tend to be highly associated with
respondents opinions on the other el even conponents. These two were
the definition of devel opmental disabilities and the Council role
The heavy degree of inpact associated with the definition is likely

due to its
and the transition difficulties experienced
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by Councils in its operationalization. Yet, consensus was apparent
for maintaining the definition currently stated in the Act.

The Council role is perhaps even nore pervasive in inpact. The
| aw now provides contrary indications as to the Council role of service
provider and of system c advocate. The critical question arising from
the divergent |anguage is this: Can the provider of services be an un-
bi ased advocate for service quality and system change? Many of the
probl ens brought out by the narrative coments provide evidence that
Councils are experiencing difficulty in inplenenting these adversaria
role statenents. The statistical analyses further substantiate that
probl emareas in other components are highly associated with the diver-
gence of roles specified in the |aw

Concl udi ng St at enent

The opinions, when taken in sum indicate a high |evel of support
for the Devel opnental Disabilities Act. In an overall sense, respond-
ents support the continuation of conponents of the Act with an expressed
desire to anend only those portions in which significant problens are
bei ng experienced.

The maj or problemand, according to the data, the primary focus of
the legislative renewal process should be a clarification of the Counci
role in a singular, unanbiguous manner. Attendant upon that definition
of role, mnor revisions are suggested by the data to insure that the
Act is internally consistent,and effectively inplenented.



