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Abstract 

Individuals with disabilities live in higher rates of poverty and are not always able to fully 

integrate into their communities. Postsecondary education has traditionally been a means to 

enhance employment opportunities. Currently, students with disabilities are attending 

community colleges as their primary choice for higher education. Having an increased 

participation in postsecondary education is a significant step forward for students with 

disabilities. It is imperative that the focus now shift toward students with disabilities graduate 

from postsecondary institutions, specifically community colleges with the credentials needed that 

will lead to full integration into work and their communities. Understanding what works or best 

practices should be researched so students with disabilities complete postsecondary education. 

Research for students with disabilities has included follow along studies on what is occurring 

post high school graduation. This ex post facto study looked at the impact of two interventions 

on four academic factors. These factors included within-semester retention, semester-to-semester 

enrollment, spring to fall enrollment, overall grade point average above 2.0, and student’s 

completion of academic goals or graduation. Intervention One (ASI) was a pre-college short-

term precollege intervention. Intervention Two (CareerConnect) was a long-term case 

management intervention program. The two intervention groups were composed solely of 

students with disabilities who chose to participate in disability services and the intervention. 

Each intervention group was compared to students with disabilities that were receiving services 

from the disability services office. Correlation analysis were run to look at the impact of 

Intervention One (ASI) and the Disability Services Only groups on the four academic dependent 

variables. For Intervention One (ASI) none of the findings were statistically significant in finding 
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a relationship to this intervention. Correlation analysis were also run the impact of Intervention 

Two (CareerConnect) and the Disability Services Only group on the four academic dependent 

variables. A fifth dependent variable was present only for Intervention Two (CareerConnect) the 

number of contacts or appointments. The only statistically significant relationship was a positive 

correlation between total contacts and semester-to-semester retention. The results and 

implications for students with disabilities, community college and partners, and funding 

structures are discussed.     

Keywords: postsecondary education, students with disabilities, community college, graduation, 

summer programming, long-term case management  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

According to the U.S. Department of Labor (2020), eight out of ten individuals with 

disabilities do not participate in the labor force. The definition of labor force, also referred to as 

workforce, includes those individuals who are either working at least part-time or actively 

looking for employment. Current studies show participation in the workforce for individuals with 

disabilities is 20.5%, compared to 61.7% for individuals without disabilities, and these statistics 

have been stable across time (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016; U.S. Department of Labor, 2020). Even 

when individuals with disabilities seek employment, their outcomes are bleak. The Department 

of Labor (2020) statistics reported unemployment rates on September 2018 and February 2019 

for individuals with disabilities was at 7.3%, compared to 3.4% and 3.5% for individuals without 

disabilities. In 2019, the employment rate went up by .4% for individuals without disabilities as 

compared to 2% for individuals with disabilities.  

To increase opportunities in the workforce for individuals with disabilities, those who are 

underemployed, those who are transition-age students, and those pursuing high school 

equivalency, Congress passed the Workforce Innovation Opportunity Act (WIOA; 2014). The 

underlying function for WIOA is to provide opportunity and equity in the workforce for 

underserved individuals. The goal is to provide funding for career exploration, job training, and 

social skills development needed for employment as well as increasing employment and 

independence for these selected groups of Americans, thereby increasing the size of the 

productive workforce of our communities (WIOA, 2014).  

According to Newman et al. (2011), a postsecondary degree or credential is critical to 

participating in the labor force and earning a livable wage. For students with disabilities, earning 

a living wage increases opportunities to be included in their communities. A living wage allows 
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full participation in economic and social activities of communities, thereby meeting the goals 

families had for these young adults with disabilities. Thus, WIOA (2014) has specific language 

requiring state agencies, such as vocational rehabilitation offices, to work within communities to 

expand employment opportunities.  

Postsecondary education is an additional option within WIOA (2014) that is now 

available for agencies to serve their populations. Federal agencies can partner with 

postsecondary education institutions to create potential pathways to increase student access to 

education thereby helping students with disabilities in obtaining full employment. Over time, the 

attendance rates in higher education have increased for students with disabilities, from 1995 at 

6%, to 19% in 2019 (Cameto et al., 2004; Hong, 2015; National Center for Education Statistics, 

1999). Students with disabilities are transitioning to postsecondary institutions; however, they 

are struggling to navigate postsecondary education and accomplish their academic goals 

(Fleming et al., 2017; Getzel, 2008; Kim & Lee, 2016; Lee et al., 2015). 

Increasing participation in postsecondary education is important for students with 

disabilities, but it is critical to focus on completion/graduation with credentials that lead to 

employment. When students fail to complete their academic goals, their workforce goals are also 

out of reach (Newman et al., 2011). Students with disabilities who leave college without earning 

degrees have fewer opportunities to participate socially and vocationally in their communities 

(Braxton et al., 2000; Carnevale et al., 2010; Horn & Berktold, 1999; Reinschmiedt et al., 2013). 

Examining postsecondary retention and graduation efforts is critical to closing the discrepancy 

that currently exists between individuals with disabilities and their peers. The effects of this gap 

in postsecondary graduation rates between students with disabilities and typically developing 

peers in higher education may lead to significant disparities in the workforce. 
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 Entering the work force is an essential step in transitioning to adulthood, but there are 

many individuals with disabilities who struggle with this transition (Lindstrom et al., 2011). 

Transition age as defined in WIOA (2014) refers to students who are high school starting at 14-

years-old until their 22nd birthday. Students with disabilities need exposure to activities that are 

critical to connecting postsecondary education with work goals. One example of these activities 

is developing career goals through career exploration. Wehmeyer and Shwartz (1997) found that 

students with disabilities who have developed their own career goals and have a sense of self-

efficacy have higher wages in their careers. Further, Flannery et al. (2008) noted that students 

with disabilities who received services with vocational rehabilitation and postsecondary 

education improved their financial outlooks. These small steps in career development often occur 

through the postsecondary career education process (Lindstrom et al., 2011). 

Starting at a Community College 

Open-access institutions, like community colleges, do not have entrance requirements, 

such as minimum GPA (GPA) or ACT scores, making them a preferred option for students with 

disabilities (Mullin, 2010). Many community colleges are open-access institutions; this may be 

why students with disabilities are enrolling in higher numbers as compared to enrollment rates in 

4-year institutions (Kimbark et al., 2016). In a national longitudinal study, Newman et al. (2011) 

reported that approximately 60% of students with disabilities transitioned from high school to 

community colleges. Traditionally, community colleges have successfully implemented a host of 

access programs for a variety of populations since the 1950s (Kimbark et al., 2016). Therefore, 

community colleges are perfectly positioned to collaborate with agencies to meet the 

requirements of WIOA (2014). 
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Community College Credentialing Opportunities 

Credentialing or degree granting in the community college setting offers a continuum of 

options, including workforce development workshops, certificates, and associate degrees 

(Mullen, 2010). These options may be a pathway for providing more workforce opportunities 

upon graduation. Community college certificates can encompass skill certificates or micro-

credentials (Perea, 2020) that may require as little as one semester or up to 30 credits of required 

coursework. Micro credentialing can open doors to students who may need to exit postsecondary 

education with workforce credentialing, but still leave an option open to returning later for a 

degree if desired. An example of a certificate is a certified nursing assistant program that requires 

six credits that can be completed in one semester of academic coursework and includes a clinical 

internship (Truckee Meadows Community College, 2019). The clinical internship requires a 

specific number of hours working as a nursing assistant under the supervision of a licensed 

nursing assistant. A student would be able to earn a skills certificate in early childhood education 

on their way to earning their Associate of Arts in Early Childhood Education. Associate degrees 

are more traditional in community colleges, with specific coursework of about 60 credits, and 

can be terminal degrees or transferrable degrees to 4-year institutions (Mullin, 2010). 

Workforce development workshops are also available at community colleges (Truckee 

Meadows Community College, 2019). For example, workshops focusing on Microsoft Office 

products may not come with college credits, but they can offer industry-specific or national-

credentialing opportunities that are needed in the workforce. In summary, community colleges 

offer students with disabilities options, such as workforce development, community college 

certificates, and 2-year associate degrees.  
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Challenges to Completing Postsecondary Education 

Graduation rates in community college settings are approximately 50% for all students 

(Seidman, 2012; Tinto, 2003; Tinto & Engle, 2008). According to Newman et al. (2011), in a 

national longitudinal study, about 31% of students with disabilities left postsecondary education 

completing the requirements for graduation. Students with disabilities who leave postsecondary 

institutions without graduating or credentialing face barriers integrating into their community, 

participating in the workforce, and earning a livable wage (Department of Labor, 2017, 

Smedema et al., 2015).  

Kutscher and Tuckwiller (2019) completed a systematic review of literature from the 

1990s to 2017 focusing on factors related to persistence for students with disabilities in higher 

education. These researchers noted that there are three categories of facilitating factors that may 

aid in persistence in postsecondary education. The categories included characteristics the 

students bring with them, engagement of the students both in and out of the classroom, and use 

of accommodations. The literature on retention or persistence in postsecondary education has 

focused on specific cohorts based on criteria such as race or ethnicity, socioeconomic status 

(SES), and academic standing—e.g., first-year, academic probation, etc. (Talbert, 2012; Tinto, 

1993, 1997). While there may be students with disabilities in each of the cohorts studied, 

disability has not been a category of sole focus in retention research for postsecondary education, 

specifically community colleges. Students attending community college may experience 

additional challenges, including student characteristics, remediation, eligibility programming, 

use of services, and lack of interventions.   

Students with disabilities are frequently identified with additional risk factors, such as 

minority race/ethnicity, first-generation status, low SES, etc., that impact their ability to 
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complete postsecondary education in addition to challenges associated with having a disability 

(Kim & Lee, 2016; Weis et al., 2016). Tinto (1997) has been studying the relationship between 

student demographics and postsecondary education retention since the 1970s. Tinto noted that 

while being engaged in the classroom and campus is important the first academic year, financial 

resources are key to degree completion (Tinto & Russo, 1994; Tinto & Love, 1995; Tinto, 1998). 

The following demographics of students with disabilities play parts in postsecondary education 

completion, but disability is often not teased out: (a) first-generation, (b) low (SES), (c) race or 

ethnicity, (d) parental expectations, (e) activities outside of school, and (f) independent mobility 

of a student (Roux et al., 2015). 

Remediation  

Stewart et al. (2015) noted that many first-year students at 4-year institutions persist even 

when remediation is required but that other factors, such as the student’s personal demographics, 

play a part in completion. Early research on students with disabilities in higher education was 

first published in the 1990s with minimal publications since (Oertle & Bragg, 2014). Students 

with disabilities attending postsecondary education are expected to adjust to higher demands as 

well as a different law for accommodations (Americans With Disabilities Act Amended 

[ADAA], 2008). New demands of students with disabilities can include organization or self-

regulation. These expectations may have been mitigated in secondary grades through an 

individual education plan (IEP) by adults. Students who have not developed advocacy skills and 

whose parents may have limited their children’s access to their IEPs and future planning can 

create situations in which students are not prepared for the rigors of postsecondary education 

(Fleming & McMahon, 2012). DuPaul et al. (2018) noted that students with ADHD are more 

likely to attend postsecondary education yet the graduation rate is a dismal 5%.  A student’s high 
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school GPA is a commonly used indicator for the ability to get through postsecondary education; 

however, other variables should be examined, including the number of credits students are 

enrolled in and those successfully completed (DuPaul et al., 2018).   

Eligibility Services 

One challenge in postsecondary education for students with disabilities is that they are 

required to disclose their disability to access services; whereas, in secondary education, 

administrators seek out students to provide services (ADAA, 2008 Newman et al., 2011; Squires 

et al., 2018). Students with disabilities in postsecondary education have to meet criteria for 

eligibility-based services, including having a diagnosis that qualifies them for services under 

ADA or section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (Gobbo & Shmulsky, 2012, Lee et al., 2015; 

Shmulsky & Gobbo, 2013.) Services are not granted to the parents or guardians of the student in 

postsecondary education, and the parents or guardians, many times, were the sole party involved 

in the process throughout secondary education. Scaffolding the responsibilities involved can be 

hit or miss and the student with disabilities can oftentimes be unprepared on how to access 

services or even if they want to access services (Squires et al., 2018). 

Newman et al. (2011) reported that approximately 19% of students with disabilities 

access accommodations in postsecondary education, compared to 87% in high school. Students 

pursuing education at community colleges need to seek out disability services and self-disclose 

to access services (ADAA, 2008). Other variables that can impact a student’s access to disability 

services include stigma associated with receiving services, family income level, and degree of 

impact of the student’s disability (Newman & Madaus, 2015). The requirement of having to seek 

out services is noted by Newman and Madaus (2015) as an additional challenge for students in 

community colleges or universities. 
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Within the population of students with disabilities there are differences in how disabilities 

manifest, and these differences can create additional challenges when accessing postsecondary 

education (Flexer et al., 2011). For example, students with severe disabilities have lower 

academic skills and need more supports (Gregg 2007, 2012). Accessing accommodations is 

usually essential for students with disabilities when completing postsecondary education. While 

the degree of impact and a higher visibility of disabilities increase the likelihood that students 

will access disability services, the visibility of a disability is not a guarantee of success (Newman 

& Madaus, 2015). The need for accommodations is beneficial for all students with disabilities; 

although, specific research would be helpful to identify best practices. 

Lack of Interventions 

Currently there is a lack of research, in general, about interventions for students with 

disabilities but especially concerning evidence-based interventions in the community college 

setting (Barnhill, 2016). Research about students with disabilities has heavily focused on 

required self-determination, skill-building, and transition planning for students in secondary 

education to support access to disability services in postsecondary education (Newman & 

Madaus, 2015). Interventions for students with disabilities, such as teaching self-determination 

skills, are warranted, even though other barriers exist (Weis et al., 2016). Newman & Madaus 

(2015) noted that postsecondary educational institutions could create further opportunities to 

teach self-determination skills to ameliorate barriers caused by the student’s disability. However, 

the relationship between self-determination and postsecondary education outcomes has not been 

studied.  
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Problem Statement 

WIOA (2014) was passed with language to facilitate collaboration between agencies and 

postsecondary educational institutions. The legislation was designed to help individuals with 

disabilities enter the workforce and reduce the discrepancy of workforce participation between 

young adults with disabilities and those without disabilities.  

Community college students with disabilities are not graduating from postsecondary 

programs at the same rate as students without disabilities (Newman et al., 2011). According to 

Newman et al. (2011), a focus on retention of students with disabilities is necessary as only 34% 

of students with disabilities graduate from community colleges compared to 54% of students 

without disabilities. This discrepancy in graduation rate is concerning because obtaining a degree 

or certification impacts a student’s ability to reach a level of financial security (Department of 

Labor, 2018; Smedema et al., 2015). Research indicates that any completed postsecondary work 

positively affects a student’s ability to secure work and maintain a livable wage compared to 

those who do not pursue or complete postsecondary education (U.S. Department of Education, 

2015; Shaw & Dukes, 2013). Further, there is a lack of evidence-based strategies for bridging the 

gap between completing secondary education and entering the workforce regarding students with 

disabilities. The programs available to support students with disabilities in postsecondary 

education is a function of both federal legislation, such as the Workforce Investment Act (WIA; 

1998), and WIOA (2014), and the funding that legislation can generate. The impact of federal 

programs only lasts as long as funding is available; therefore, funding needs to be long-term and 

enduring for students with disabilities to bridge from postsecondary education to careers.  

Higher education programs lack evidence-based remediation interventions to improve the 

academic skills that students with disabilities need to graduate (Getzel, 2014; Kim & Lee, 2016; 
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Morningstar et al., 2010; Oertle & Bragg, 2014). Without specific strategies or best practices 

designed specifically for individuals with disabilities to succeed in postsecondary education, it is 

unlikely that there will be a change in the economic outcomes of these students, their families, or 

their communities (Getzel, 2008; Knight et al., 2018).  

Purpose  

Community colleges are the most likely postsecondary education option for students with 

disabilities (Newman et al., 2011). Further, Mullin (2010) noted that community colleges have a 

mission to fill the gaps in vocational or specific skill openings in the community. Community 

colleges are traditionally open-access institutions and, as such, meet the needs of their 

communities by providing programs aimed at meeting local employer needs. Consequently, 

these 2-year colleges are best positioned to provide evidence-based remediation services for 

students who may need support services to graduate. Therefore, students with disabilities who 

are successful in community college programs may find themselves positioned to enter the 

workforce via a skilled job (Brucker et al., 2015). 

The purpose of this study is to determine the impact of two programs, one pre-college 

and one that followed enrolled, first-year students with disabilities at a selected community 

college. First, outcomes of students with disabilities who participate in the two distinct 

interventions will be compared to students who choose not to participate. Second, the impact of a 

long-term case management program for community college students who are seeking services 

to support their disability needs in the community college setting will be compared to students 

with disabilities who only seek supportive services. This quantitative ex post facto study 

examined the impact of programs on retention and graduation of first-year students with 

disabilities at a western, public, 2-year, urban community college who enrolled from 2015–2019.  
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Research Questions 

1. Are there differences of measures of success between first-year community college 

students with disabilities who: (a) participated in a short-term, pre-college program 

(Academic Skills Institute [ASI]) and accessed disability services, and those who (b) 

participated in receiving disability services only?  Measures of success include: 

a. Within-semester course retention,  

b. Semester-to-semester enrollment,  

c. Overall GPA above 2.0, 

d. Completion of academic goals/graduation, and  

e. Semester GPA means. 

2. Are there differences in measures of success between first-year community college 

students with disabilities who: (a) participate in a long-term case management 

program (CareerConnect) and who access disability services, and those (b) who only 

access disability services.  Measures of success include:  

a.  Within-semester course retention, 

b. Semester-to-semester enrollment,  

c. Overall GPA above 2.0, 

d. Completion of academic goals/graduation,  

e. Semester GPA means, and 

f. Number of case management sessions/appointments.  

  



 12

Operationalized Terms 

The following terms are defined as they are used within this study.  

1. Academic Accommodation—An alternative way of presenting academic material or 

services that is not originally accessible to a student with a disability (Gordon & 

Keiser, 1998).  

2. Academic Skills Institute—A short-term, pre-college program for students with 

disabilities. Participants could be determined as eligible for services for state 

vocational rehabilitation programming (Mesina, 2015). 

3. Attrition—A term used to describe students who fail to re-enroll at a postsecondary 

institution in consecutive semesters (Tinto, 1993).  

4. CareerConnect Program—A long-term case management program for students with 

disabilities connected with their community college disability services office and state 

vocational rehabilitation office (Mesina, 2015).  

5. Grade Point Average (GPA)— “A measure of scholastic attainment computed by 

dividing the total number of grade points received by the total number of credits or 

hours of course work taken” (Definitions, n. d., para. 1). 

6. High Incidence Disabilities—Students identified as special education depending on 

the frequency of a particular disability may be encountered in the classroom. The 

disabilities in this category can include Autism spectrum disorders, speech-language 

impairment, learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, and mild intellectual 

disabilities (Friend & Bursuck, 2012).  
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7. Learning disability—A group of disabilities that represent skills that are not at 

average peer level as defined by eligibility requirement for ADAA (2008) and 

Rehabilitation Act Reauthorized (2014).  

8. Persistence—“The desire and action of a student to stay within the system of higher 

education” (Berger & Lyon, 2005, p. 7).  

9. Public Law 94-142—“The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) 

passed in 1975, passed by congress for services to be provided for children with 

disabilities. This guaranteed parents and guardians that their child(ren) would be 

entitled to ‘free, appropriate public education’ aged 3–21. Further,  

PL 94-142 was an amendment to the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) of 

1970 and served as Part B of the EHA. Congress has since replaced PL 94-142 with 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act, but the tenets of the EAHCA–namely to improve the 

educational opportunities of students with disabilities–remain intact.” (Dunn, 2013, 

p. 1) 

10. Retention—The percentage of students that continue enrollment within the same 

postsecondary education institution (National Student Clearinghouse, 2018, p. 11).  

11. Within-semester course retention—Defined as the semester that the student is 

enrolled in the student remains enrolled for the duration of the semester (Mesina, 

2020). 

12. Program completion/graduation—Completion of all degree requirements to meet the 

requirements for graduation (Mesina, O, 2020).  
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

 Individuals who have a disability live in poverty at disproportionately higher numbers 

than the general student population (Brault, 2012; Brucker et al., 2015; Yeo & Moore, 2003). Of 

individuals with disabilities who have less than a high school education, 48.86% live in poverty 

(Brucker et al., 2015). Even those individuals with disabilities who are employed are still at risk 

of living a life in poverty (Kraus, 2015). Overall, of the individuals with disability who are living 

in poverty, 29.13% have a high school education, and 20.25% have higher than a high school 

degree 20.25% (Brucker et al., 2015). Because opportunities to enter the workforce for 

individuals with disabilities are connected to completing college training, attention must be paid 

to providing essential postsecondary education opportunities (Brucker et al., 2015; Ji et al., 

2015). Those individuals with disabilities who do not have postsecondary education or 

vocational training are more likely to remain in poverty. There is a limited body of knowledge 

regarding programming specifically for students with disabilities and retention or college 

completion. Postsecondary outcomes for students with disabilities have been tracked since 1987 

via the National Longitudinal Transition Study 1 (NLTS) and the National Longitudinal 

Transition Study-2 (NLTS-2; Javitz & Wagner, 1990). NLTS-2 is key in seeing that while there 

are more students with disabilities attending college, they are floundering and not completing 

their educational goals.   

 This literature review introduces educational programming at the community college 

level that can help students with disabilities successfully complete college despite any barriers 

they may have due to their disability. Language in WIOA (2014) will be reviewed to showcase 

opportunities and partnerships that could be created to support students with disabilities in the 

community college setting. The language from WIOA (2014) is explicit for the agencies under 



 15

the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. Agencies must offer significant opportunities for individuals 

with disabilities as well as precise verbiage for youth and persons with disabilities. The language 

is specific to help individuals with disabilities enter the workforce by way of postsecondary 

education to bridge the discrepancy in entering the workforce. The review will focus on 

postsecondary education and the benefits, barriers, and interventions currently facing students 

with disabilities. Also included in this discussion are some considerations for overcoming 

barriers to college completion. Finally, this study seeks to develop programming for students 

with disabilities aimed at retention and successful community college completion.  

Search Strategy 

 The search strategy for creating this literature review was to use keywords in searching 

databases. Keywords included, but not limited to, were as follows: students with disabilities, 

benefits of college education, college completion, community college, Individuals With Disability 

Act, summer bridge, students with disabilities + community college, National Longitudinal 

Study, National Longitudinal Study-2, students with disabilities + college completion, retention, 

the education of handicapped children act, vocational rehabilitation + postsecondary education, 

and Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act + students with disabilities or special needs. 

EBSCOHOST, ERIC, ProQuest, and One Search databases were searched. Google Scholar was 

also used to search for relevant articles and information. Sources of information included peer-

reviewed journal articles, books, government statistics, government websites, theses, and 

dissertations. While the majority of the publications were within the last 10 years due to the lack 

of recent research into this topic, older sources were included to provide a history of 

programming around students with disabilities in postsecondary education.  
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Legislation Involving Individuals With Disabilities 

WIA (1998) laid the groundwork for WIOA (2014). Acts such as the Family Education 

Act and the Rehabilitation Act (1975) have pieces that are bound to WIA (1998), and now, 

WIOA (2014) as it has been updated. Other legislative acts, such as IDEA (1990, 1997) and 

ADA (1990, 2008), were also critical in leveraging WIOA (2014) to same population of 

individuals. The matrix of major legislative pieces are demonstrated in Figure 1. 

Figure 1   

Intertwining of Legislation 

 

Workforce Innovation Opportunities Act 

Legislation has often led to changes needed to correct disproportionality in American 

society that does not correct by itself. WIOA (2014) legislation passed with language opening 

more opportunities for all Americans, but it has opportunities specifically for individuals with 

disabilities. WIOA (2014) was passed with the intent to integrate funding resources and expand 

training opportunities for disconnected youth, unemployed or underemployed individuals, and 
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veterans. To understand the scope of WIOA (2014), one must possess significant knowledge of 

previous workforce and legislation related to individuals with disabilities, such as The Wagner-

Peyser Act (1933, 1998, 2014), the Rehabilitation Act (1973), and the Adult Education and 

Family Literacy Act-Title II (1998). The Education of Handicapped Children, also known as 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1990 and 1997, included the critical 

component of outcome measures. The edict was followed by conducting national surveys, NLTS 

and NLTS-2, to gauge the outcomes of legislation for students with disabilities in entering 

postsecondary education, the workforce, and their communities (Petcu et al,, 2017; Wagner & 

Davis, 2006; Wagner et al., 2005; Wehman et al., 2014; Wehmeyer & Ward, 1995).  

Wagner-Peyser Act 

The Wagner-Peyser Act was passed originally in 1933 and amended in 1998 and 2014. 

This act established nationwide job centers to assist those individuals who are not employed yet 

are seeking services leading to employment (WIA, 1998). The 1998 amendment to the Wagner-

Peysner Act included the following: (1) direction and responsibilities for how state funds would 

be allocated, (2) state requirements needed to maintain eligibility for funding, (3) process of 

handling unemployment compensation for eligible individuals, and (4) employment-seeking 

activities required of participants. In addition, the amendment added the ability to aid those 

workers who were permanently categorized as layoff, pending layoff, or unemployed due to 

company downsize or closure.  

In reviewing the reports, there is a lack of specific information relating to the outcomes of 

youth with disabilities. While legislators required surveying student with disabilities’ outcomes, 

there is no related directive on programming or how funding is being used to meet the needs of 

those students. The federal government gathers data for fiscal reporting on how legislative 
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funding, in this case WIOA (2014), funding is being utilized. The report for WIOA (2014) in 

fiscal year 2015 does not list specific information related to programming for youth.  Data are 

crucial when WIOA (2014) called for more of the same type of joint services to be put towards 

programming (U.S. Department of Labor, 2016). WIOA (2014) is missing specificity regarding 

working with individuals with disabilities; specific guidelines and calls for best practices are 

needed.   

Workforce Investment Act  

WIA was passed in 1998 and called for services and federal programs to partner to serve 

individuals with disabilities in entering the workforce. WIA (1998) combined many legislative 

programs to concentrate funding and bridge Americans into the workforce. Individuals with 

disabilities were designated as a qualifying category for funding and services. WIA (1998) 

specifically noted that statewide youth activities can include completion of secondary education 

and alternative secondary education (adult basic education or similar programming). This ties 

into secondary education legislation, which at this time is IDEA (1990, 1997).  Important 

language from IDEA (1990, 1997) that continued into the new law addresses full inclusion into 

society and self-determination skill-building to make informed decisions with regard to their 

futures (WIA, 1998).  

Part of the services outlined in WIA (1998) included outreach to students who needed 

transition services and connection to services that would be critical to success once high school 

was done (Wehmeyer & Ward, 1995). Service utilization by students with disabilities after they 

completed high school was not adequately demonstrated in research being conducted. Prior to 

the intertwined service provision done through specific language in WIA (1998) and IDEA 

(1990, 1997), there was no legal precedent to coordinate services across legislative platforms. 
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WIA (1998) required coordination of services at the secondary level in compliance with different 

legislative pieces, such as WIA (1998) and IDEA (1990, 1997), to create a consortium of 

services for Americans out-of-work as well as individuals with disabilities. The purpose of the 

consortium of services was to ensure that at least three or more possible programs or partners 

were in one location for ease of access and adherence to IDEA (1990, 1997). Serving individuals 

with disabilities meant a partnership in services and resources to be leveraged in a fiscally 

judicious manner (WIA, 1998).  Changes enhanced previously authorized legislation under the 

Wagner-Peysner Acts and established what entities could be listed as authorized training sites 

(WIA, 1998). The purpose of these training sites was to have a list of recognized training 

facilities based on workforce needs for the state. At this time, postsecondary institutions were 

mentioned in connection with vocational training for qualified individuals, specific academic 

programs, and successful employment outcomes (WIA, 1998).   

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act 

The Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) was created in 1998 and 

amended in 2014 by WIOA. Both the Departments of Labor and Education worked together in 

creating and changing the regulations within the act. Americans who had dropped out of 

secondary education were provided literacy and completion of secondary education services. The 

services could include alternative adult education services such as completing the General 

Education Development (GED) to create more opportunities for their children, for economic 

self-sufficiency, and activities between parents and their children (WIA, 1998). Individuals with 

limited English proficiency were also able to access services with the same goals and 

additionally would be able to function in the workplace and their community.    
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 The types of tests or assessments for participants were reviewed and updated regarding 

the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing in the national database for centers 

(WIOA, 2014). Language was changed within the AEFLA to clarify the change from English as 

a Second Language (ESL) to English Language Acquisition (ELA) to ensure alignment between 

the two documents. Another technical change included replacing the name of the Office of 

Vocational and Adult Education with the Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education. A 

regulation change noted in the AEFLA was how to measure educational gains in adult education. 

The AEFLA had previously allowed the Carnegie unit or credits to be reported as educational 

gains for participants. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2014) defines 

a unit as “a credit system that bases awarding of academic credit based on how much time 

students spend in direct contact with a classroom teacher”.  

Under WIA (1998), the AEFLA (2014) was aimed at improving educational and 

employment outcomes of adults by helping them become self-sufficient and helping them to 

progress the educational development of their children. There are no specific areas dedicated to 

individuals with disabilities within the AEFLA and its predecessor versions; however, the 

definition of an individual with a disability as originally noted in WIA (1998) counts within the 

adult education programs as well. Statistical data for annual reporting do not contain disability 

information. In WIOA (2014), AEFLA gets additional goals, but primarily it is the shift towards 

postsecondary education as a key indicator. Under WIOA (2014), additional goals have been 

added to the AEFLA such as transitioning to postsecondary education and training and formally 

including ELA as a role of adult education in which the participant completes the program by 

achieving a high school equivalency through an exam/competency process, which leads to 

postsecondary education or training leading toward employment.  
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The role of adult education centers will need to include skill development for self-

management and digital literacy for the current basic academic and critical thinking skills under 

WIOA. WIOA (2014) included services for adults with disabilities to complete high school or 

alternative diploma pathways. The adult or alternative education services can also be used for 

individuals who received an adjusted diploma in high school (Benz et al., 1997). Previous 

legislation stopped at completing high school or an equivalency; however, with this new 

legislation, the importance of postsecondary education and skill training is emphasized. There 

are provisions aimed at students or youth with disabilities transitioning from high school into 

postsecondary education and the workforce. There is also guidance for state vocational offices to 

be more collaborative and work with local education agencies, not just until high school 

graduation.   

The Rehabilitation Act 

This will be a cursory overview of this legislation as it has changed due to WIA (1998) 

and what changed are under WIOA (2014). The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (The Rehab Act) was 

passed on September 26, 1973, as PL 93-112. The federal act mandated that states provide 

services and training to those individuals with the most severe handicaps. The expansion of 

federal responsibilities included research and training programs for individuals with disabilities 

and the requirement to aid in an individual’s ability to live independently and with self-

sufficiency as much as possible. Funding requirements were written into the legislation requiring 

participants and agencies to access other resources, including non-federal funding, prior to 

applying for federal funds. It was determined that federal agencies, employers/contractors, or 

entities receiving federal funds could not discriminate against individuals with disabilities. The 

Rehab Act requires that each state have a plan to include programming for individuals with 
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developmental disabilities. If there is noncompliance, there are punitive actions that can be taken 

that include termination of funding.  

This act included the addition to services, expansion of current services, direction on 

setting aside federal funding to aid youth with disabilities, prioritization of serving youth with 

disabilities, direction to support STEM and other technical program training, and support of 

employment funds to be split in half to fund youth with the most significant disabilities as they 

enter the workforce (Slupe, 2014). Specifics with additional services include “pre-employment 

transition services” (pp. 11–12) to those students transitioning from school to the workforce and 

allocate 15% of funding for this purpose, which benefits all students who may be eligible for 

vocational services and the exploration of jobs for youth which need to be from work 

experiences and counseling on postsecondary opportunities  

Youth will be able to explore the workforce and training prior to deciding to participate 

with the vocational rehabilitation agency. Within the State of Nevada Bureau of Vocational 

Rehabilitation, there is a need for vendors willing to partner with the agencies and provide pre-

employment services to students with disabilities in high school (C. Canton, personal 

communication, March 3, 2017). Accountability measures are across the board in WIOA (2014) 

and include vocational rehabilitation agencies and six indicators for youth working with 

vocational rehabilitation. The Association of University Centers on Disabilities AUCD released a 

summary of WIOA on July 24, 2014, along with the changes to the Rehab Act (1973), and 

described how employers are to be engaged specifically by vocational rehabilitation agencies in 

offering work experiences for youth with disabilities with an emphasis on competitive and 

integrated work for individuals with disabilities. Prior to WIOA (2014), subminimum payment or 

“wages that are less than the prevailing wage to workers who have disabilities for the work being 
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performed” (Department of Labor Fact Sheet #39, 2008 section), could be an option for 

vocational rehabilitation agencies or families to refer individuals who were deemed to not benefit 

from services and enter a sheltered work environment. A sheltered work environment, according 

to Armstrong (as cited in Encyclopedia of Clinical Neuropsychology, 2011), is a “setting in 

which people with disabilities receive services and training to develop work-related skills and 

behaviors [and] segregated in nature” (p. 2286).  

A larger change for the Rehab Act (1998) within WIOA (2014) was that sheltered 

employment in which individuals with disabilities were paid subminimum wages is no longer an 

accepted practice. This culminated individual changes that were occurring in different federal 

agencies. According to AUCD’s summary report (2014), “the grant program Projects with 

Industry was repealed” (p. 3), and according to the U.S. Department of Education (2014), the 

program was no longer funded after 2010. The Projects with Industry and Recreational Programs 

were intended to develop work readiness skills, job skills training, job development, and job 

placement among the purposes for the programs (U.S. Department of Education, 2014). Other 

programs within vocational rehabilitation that were repealed included the In-Service Training 

Program, Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Program, and Recreational Programs. All of these 

changes propel WIOA (2014) into the legislation that can aid services to be created in new and 

innovative ways with colleges.  

Education of Handicapped Children Act 

Congress passed the Education of Handicapped Children (EAHCA), PL94-142, in 1975, 

and under this law, individual states and schools were held accountable for providing services to 

children from ages 3–21 (Dunn, 2013). Bellamy (1985) noted that students with disabilities were 

not engaging with supportive services after high school. The students with disabilities in this 
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group also struggled to secure full-time employment and competitive pay. While the directive to 

provide education was federal law guaranteed within EAHCA (1975), the directive came alone 

to the states and schools. Stark (1982) noted that while EAHCA (1975) had been passed almost a 

decade before, implementation was difficult due to finances being limited within the schools and 

states to support the needed services. Stark (1982) pointed out doubled the number of children 

were served by EAHCA’s mandates, yet federal funding did not increase. While federal funding 

was not increased, oversight increased by multiple federal agencies, creating the very inequity 

the law was meant to address (Stark, 1982).  

Hasazi et al. (1985) noted that no agency is singularly responsible for tracking progress 

of students with disabilities after high school. The authors arrived at this after following a sample 

of Virginia students with disabilities who left high school from 1979 to 1983. The study's focus 

was to look at the relationship between high school and postsecondary experiences and 

employment outcomes for students with disabilities. The authors noted that the support services 

and other variables needed for the students with disabilities to achieve the current employment 

outcomes. At the time that Hasazi et al. (1985) were following this cohort, EAHCA (1975) had 

been in effect for 10 years. Bellamy (1985) pointed out that the information in Hasazi et al. 

(1985) was specific to one state and should be expanded across more areas to examine the 

condition of students with disabilities after high school graduation. This helped create the 

impetus to look at the state of transition for students with disabilities across multiple factors.  

National Longitudinal Transition Study of Special Education Students-1 

NLTS was reflective of the long-term effects of EAHCA (1975) legislation in multiple 

facets of a transitioning student’s life (Javitz & Wagner, 1990). The survey was conducted across 

the nation starting in 1985 and covering all of the following: sampling 8,000 students, 
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interviewing parents, extrapolating data from school records, surveying secondary special 

education programs, and analyzing nonresponses (Javitz & Wagner, 1985). NLTS was focused 

on how students with disabilities were faring post high school graduation; specific areas 

examined were work, postsecondary education, and living situations (Blackorby & Wagner, 

1996). The study was groundbreaking in that it was the first review of the lives of students with 

disabilities after the implementation of EAHCA (1975) across time and looking at their lives 

after secondary education. Javiz and Wagner (1990) noted that the directive for NLTS the first 

wave from the federal congressional level in 1983 to conduct a study on students with disabilities 

and follow the cohorts from 1987 to 1990. The goal was to access the effects of EAHCA and 

whether it was creating the change that was intended (Javiz & Wagner, 1990). Data gathering 

and process for parent or guardian surveys along with special education program surveys were 

only gathered for this general overview. Results of the NLTS will be discussed after the general 

overview of the data conducted by Wagner et al. (1987).    

Data were gathered in 1987 and planned to be gathered again in 1990, for a total sample 

of 10,369 youth, using the 11 federal disability categories and the complete sample together 

(Wagner et al., 1989). Wagner et al. (1989) published a report on the collection and procedures 

on the data collected. The first component, parent interviews, will be explained in how the data 

were collected and analyzed for the report. Interviews were conducted in 1987 via telephone and 

data were noted on the family as well as the student with a disability from a household. These 

interviews were intentionally created for the parents as some questions were specifically about 

the parent or guardians’ demographics and their expectations for their student. Wagner et al. 

(1989) used skip logic, which is defined as omitting questions that were not applicable to a 

participant from their interview. Questionnaires were limited to bimodal (yes or no responses), 
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and subcontractors were used to reach out to all the participants. When interviewing the parents, 

the subcontractors were using a computer program (computer assisted telephone interviewing) 

that was programmed to use skip logic to determine what questions to asked (Wagner et al., 

1989). Utilizing a computer program was intended to assist in quality control of the answers 

received. Contacting the participants began with an introductory letter, and interested 

participants notified Wagner et al. (1989) and returned a completed release of information.  

Wagner et al. (1989) had many cases in which the participant information was not 

accurate and thus needed to reach out to the school district for current information; however, this 

only yielded about 27% of the requested data. Other contact options were setting up a 1-800 

number so participants could call in and be interviewed as well as mailings (questionnaires and 

postcards) requesting participants to contact the survey authors. Wagner et al. (1989) did have 

participants refuse to give information but not many, and the authors believed this was “due the 

subject matter” (p. 14). With all of these measures, 6,438 interviews were fully completed for 

parent or guardian surveys. The data were then reviewed by Wagner et al. (1989), and cases that 

had discrepancies or issues with the data were removed before analysis.  

Wagner et al. (1989) also collected data on special education programs that were 

connected to the students with disabilities and the community. The survey intended to collect 

data on the special education programs had two components; one was for staff with a macro-

understanding of the program and school, and the other was intended for staff with boots on the 

ground. Due to issues with this survey, it needed to be modified; specific service information for 

each of the 11 disability categories was omitted, and general service information only was 

requested. All the schools that were connected, according to identified students’ school records, 

were mailed an introductory letter, survey, and an envelope with prepaid postage; a total of 1782 



 27

surveys were sent out. Responses by each of the schools was categorized or reasons why no 

response was given were identified. After the initial mailing, one additional round of prompt 

mailings (postcards and then a complete survey packet) were sent to the schools on a biweekly 

basis. If these prompts were unsuccessful, phone calls to the schools then began. An additional 

option of filling out the survey via phone was added to ease completion. All of these efforts led 

to 1,736 surveys being filled out and reviewed for data analysis. Data reliability was questioned 

on one item prompting phone calls to the schools for follow up questions (Wagner et al., 1989).  

Blackorby and Wagner (1996) noted of the students with disabilities in NLTS who were 

post-graduation from a few months up to 5 years, 20% were without employment or not looking 

for work. Having an unemployment rate of 20% is very high considering the unemployment of 

their peers was at least 10% lower. The NLTS looked at the employment rate for students with 

multiple disabilities, and this group’s unemployment rate increased another 10%; race and 

gender were noted as factors in being competitively employed (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996). 

Another key finding from NLTS was that only 14% of eligible students applied for vocational 

rehabilitation services (Wagner & Cox, 1991).  

Fairweather and Shaver (1990) followed students in middle and high school in the 1985 

to 1986 NLTS for their study. Transition to vocational schools was encouraging as the numbers 

of students with disabilities attending was the same as their peers without disabilities; however, 

the outlook was bleaker when looking at community colleges and universities (Fairweather & 

Shaver, 1991). Transition to postsecondary education is critical for students with disabilities as 

these student are not as prepared as their peers upon exiting secondary education (Blarkorby & 

Wagner, 1996). The attendance percentages varied by disability category, and if they had 

multiple disabilities, but maxed out at less than 45% (Fairweather & Shaver, 1991). Blackorby 
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and Wagner (1996) compared postsecondary education participation between students with 

disabilities, who were at 14%, and their peers, who were at 53%, noting this significant 

difference in participation. They found that the students with disabilities who were classified as 

having hearing impairments, learning disabilities, or speech impairments were much more likely 

to attend college than those with multiple disabilities or deaf/blindness (Blackorby & Wagner, 

1996). The discrepancies for students with disabilities within the group and as compared to their 

peers without disabilities in the areas of work and education were glaring in the NLTS. This and 

many other studies called for more research following cohorts of students with disabilities, more 

individualized transition planning, and increasing the participation with agencies such as 

vocational rehabilitation can increase positive long-term outcomes (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996).  

Individuals With Disabilities Education Act  

This data all lead to the next piece of legislation impacting how transition services are 

managed—the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990 and 1997. Starting 

with IDEA in 1990, the transition from high school is emphasized as launching from secondary 

at this point. The importance of preparing students for life post-school and the usage of services 

is critical in ensuring transition into work, independence in living situations, and integration into 

their communities. Wehmeyer and Ward (1995) noted that the spirit of IDEA (1990) needed to 

be followed, not just the black and white words written on paper. During IDEA (1990), the push 

for student involvement and self-determination skill development was starting (Wehmeyer & 

Ward, 1995). Both Ward and Wehmeyer had been working on defining self-determination as 

part of IDEA (1990), leading to an explicit definition as follows: student participating in the 

process as well as providing skills that would be needed to meet the needs of transitioning after 

high school (Wehmeyer & Ward, 1995). Another legislative change that occurred due to IDEA 
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(1990), the Rehab Act was amended in 1992 to create stronger focus on transition services and a 

critical partner for education agencies and students with disabilities (Benz et al., 1999).  

All of the changes in legislation and progress created a spot at the transition table for 

students with disabilities and the IEP (Wehmeyer & Ward, 1995). IDEA was amended in 1997 

with more specific language for transition and the role of students with disabilities and their 

transition to the work world and living as fully integrated as possible in their community (IDEA, 

1997; Levine et al., 2004). Levine et al (2004) noted that the IEP should contain services as 

needed by the student with a disability and specifically listed rehabilitation counseling. A call for 

greater opportunities be presented to students with disabilities vs. limiting their potential and thus 

transition options (Heumann & Warlick, 2000). Transition information as captured in the NLTS-

2 is critical in knowing what students with disabilities are experiencing under legislation 

surrounding transition for students with disability (Cameto et al., 2004). 

National Longitudinal Transition Study-2  

NLTS-2 was a national survey that continued in the steps of NLTS that began in the year 

2000 and served as a 10-year-follow-along study (SRI, 2000). The SRI (2000) study surveyed 

students with disabilities in seventh-grade and ages 13 to 16, parents or guardians, and schools. 

SRI (2000) alternated the years surveys sending surveys to students with disabilities (Years 1, 3, 

5, 7, and 9), parents or guardians (Years 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9; Years 5 and 7 are contingent on the 

identified student being under 18 years old), and schools (Years 2 and 4), along with an annual 

analysis. A broad overview of data collection and analysis procedures for the three cohorts 

identified above will be done.  

Data collection procedures of how the surveys for the identified students with disabilities, 

parent or guardian, and school will be reviewed along with any quality control involved in the 
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NLTS-2. Questions that were static throughout the 10 years of the study were removed if the 

parent or guardian had already given the information in past surveys (SRI, 2000). The SRI 

(2000) survey for parents or guardians was considered necessary for the identified years as they 

may be knowledgeable about familial demographic information (acceptance of services, hopes, 

etc.). Collection of data was in a broader approach than in NLTS as surveys were mailed, 

telephone interviews were conducted, and additional outreach efforts were made for 

nonresponses. The additional efforts for nonresponses were intended to lower skewed results for 

the study. SRI (2000) sought out the students with disabilities who were nonresponses, data 

collectors were sent to the known addresses with phones so the student and family could 

complete their surveys. The surveys were in English and Spanish, but the survey could also be 

translated to a diverse number of additional languages. SRI (2000) used a computer program that 

was also used in NLTS to aid in ensuring only appropriate questions were being asked. By 

utilizing this process, an investigator attempts to lessen response fatigue and increased completed 

surveys. The student interviews were to commence in Year 3 of the study (SRI, 2000). 

Data collection for the student surveys included a waiting period for Year 3, inquiring 

about capability to complete the survey and be conducted in different years to focus on 

secondary education experiences as well as experiences after graduation (SRI, 2000). Student 

surveys were sent out in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9, and for each designated year, the parents or 

guardians were asked if the students with disabilities had the capability to respond 

independently. SRI (2000) surveyed students with disabilities in Years 2 and 4 to capture the 

experiences in secondary education. SRI (2000) also included a payment of $25 for students with 

disabilities to complete the survey post high school graduation.  
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The school version of NLTS-2 included a survey for: (a) the first period teacher (to avoid 

selection bias), (b) the identified student’s special education teacher, (c) the principal to acquire 

background information on the school itself, and (d) a transcript for the identified student. The 

schools were identified in Years 1 and 3 from the parent or guardian surveys when questions 

were asked about the specific student the identified student attends among other relevant 

questions (SRI, 2000). Surveys were sent to the schools with an introductory letter and each 

identified teacher or administrator was able to fill out the surveys and return them. For the 

nonresponse surveys for the schools, a telephone interview was attempted (SRI, 2000).  

The selected results are all extrapolated from the NLTS-2 in reports or journal articles by 

various authors, and each wave is analyzed separately focusing on different pieces of the surveys 

and cohorts. Sanford et al. (2011) analyzed data up to 6 years after graduation for students with 

disabilities in the NLTS-2 and found that 55% of them had attended postsecondary education. 

Students with disabilities up to 6 years after graduation in the NLTS-2 enrolled in postsecondary 

education at a rate of 39% compared to their peers at 60% (Sanford et al., 2011). Sanford et al. 

(2011) noted that the attendance rates of students with disabilities varied based on disability 

category. Students with sensory impairments (hearing or visual) were more likely to attend 

(70%) than students with autism or multiple disabilities (47% and 31% respectively; Sanford et 

al., 2011). The attendance rates in postsecondary education have increased for students with 

disabilities dramatically and are almost triple what they were in the 1990s (Cameto et al., 2004; 

Hong, 2015; National Center on Education Statistics, 2000). Between 68–85% of students with 

disabilities attend postsecondary education, and the difference is dependent on the disability 

category (Newman et al., 2011).  
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Specific enrollment type, specific disability categories transition to community colleges, 

and college completions has been analyzed from the NLTS-2 surveys. Enrollment on a fulltime 

basis is 71% of students with disabilities who are attending postsecondary education. The most 

recent review of NLTS-2 cohort of students that transitioned in 2008 noted that 44 % of students 

with disabilities pursuing postsecondary education do so at public 2-year institutions or 

community colleges. The following break-down represents the categories of students who 

transitioned to 2-year institutions or community colleges: 37.7% emotional disturbance, 49% 

learning disabilities, 46% speech/language, 51.5% hearing, 51.5% visual, 50.3% orthopedic, 

32.2% autism, and 51.6% other health disabilities (Newman et al., 2011). Yu et al. (2018) 

analyzed NLTS-2 data for students with a learning disability category, a college preparation 

program, and college completion rates. Students with learning disabilities who completed the 

college preparation program were more likely to complete college (Yu et al., 2018).   

Workforce Innovation Opportunity Act and Transition  

To help ensure shared responsibility, WIOA (2014) focused on transition program 

centers, combining state and federal agency responsibilities, and funding to aid in the provision 

and rollout of programming. The intended impact of this legislation for transition programming 

was to extend the responsibility of student preparation for the transition from K–12 institutions to 

include state agencies, federal agencies, and communities. Collaboration between rehabilitation 

agencies and community colleges has been noted to help bridge low expectations, retention, and 

graduation rates (Newman et al., 2011; Oertle & Bragg, 2014). This is a considerable shift how 

secondary education students with disabilities launch into postsecondary education or the 

workforce. While the focus is still on the final goal being the students with disabilities enter the 

workforce, more supports can be developed aimed at completion of academic goals (WIOA, 
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2014). More students with disabilities are entering postsecondary education; however, retention 

and graduation are not comparable (Getzel, 2008; Knight et al., 2018; Newman et al., 2011; 

Wagner et al., 2003).  

Progress in transition planning is noted in NLTS-2 as 90% of the students have some sort 

of planning being done whether on their behalf or with the student participant, but only 14% 

have received services under the Rehab Act as of November 2004 (Cameto et al., 2004). There is 

evidence that students with disabilities opt to attend community colleges for various reasons, 

such as the lower cost of attendance, they are first-generation, or that they can take remedial 

coursework (Mamiseishvili & Koch, 2012; Pascarella et al., 2004; Tinto & Engle, 2008). In a 

survey from the 2008–2009 academic year, Raue and Lewis (2011) asked both public and private 

institutions about students with disabilities attending their institutions; there were approximatley 

707,000 students with disabilities enrolled in the 2008–2009 academic year. Public institutions, 

2-year institutions or community colleges reported 328,800 students with disabilities compared 

to 205,600 at 4-year institutions. 

 Johnson et al. (2008) noted there are more supports for students with disabilities at 

community colleges. Through those supports, they are able to complete their educational goal by 

either transferring to a 4-year institution or gaining skilled employment. Community colleges 

offer a wider variety of educational experiences for students than their 4-year counterparts 

(Ankeny & Lehmann, 2010). Research at community colleges is limited for programming with 

students with disabilities (Mamiseishvili & Koch, 2012). Rosenbaum (2018) applied Tinto’s 

community college theory that students with physical disabilities should be considered of 

minority status, and participation in college matters. In her study, Rosenbaum (2018) looked at 

graduation rates in 2008 for students with physical disabilities who enrolled in 2001, and 60% of 



 34

students earned postsecondary degrees. Mamiseishvili and Koch (2012) looked at students with 

disabilities in the Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study, from 2004–2006, and 

noted that students with orthopedic disabilities or depression were more likely to leave 

community college without completing. Students with dyslexia or emotional or psychiatric 

disabilities were able to persist in this group of students (Rosenbaum, 2018). As more students 

access postsecondary education, data on their success and challenges should be investigated. The 

collected data can assist postsecondary education institutions to create programming.   

Postsecondary Education Retention and Persistence 

Retention of all college students has been studied and methods researched for over 100 

years (Seidman, 2005; Tinto, 1975, 2003). Retention for all students differs between 4-year and 

2-year institutions or community colleges. Four-year public institutions have entrance 

requirements that can include minimum high school GPA, minimum placement exam scores, and 

residency on-campus, to name a few (Craig & Ward, 2008). Mullin (2010) noted that 2-year 

institutions have an open-access mission where they are focused on meeting the needs of their 

community. While the expectation for increased graduation across America is still on the 

national agenda, funding to support community colleges has not been. While community 

colleges have been working on increasing retention rates, the focus has been towards the 

completion of students’ goals.  

The shift for community colleges has been to certificates or credentials to aid students in 

entering the workforce or reentering with a new skill set quickly (Mullin, 2010). Community 

colleges serve a variety of populations from high school students taking college courses to those 

who need a short-term credential to re-enter the workforce. Mullin (2010) notes that community 

colleges have an on-going dilemma of attempting to meet national standards for outcomes in 
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postsecondary education or their community’s needs centered on work-based requirements. 

Potential areas to meet national standards include stackable credentials (academic credits that are 

transferrable), career pathways (Shifting-Gears military program), and credentialed 

apprenticeships. Students with disabilities may benefit from being able to tap into career 

pathways where students may be able to complete degrees or certificates (Mamiseishvili & 

Koch, 2012).  

Risk Factors for Students With Disabilities 

Risk factors for students with disabilities include having low levels of academic 

preparation, management of self, rates of persistence in college, needing to seek out 

accommodation services, and being discouraged from attending by faculty and classmates 

(Getzel, 2008; Whitney et al., 2012). Some examples of barriers include: not earning a secondary 

diploma, not being exposed to rigorous secondary coursework, taking a gap year in studies, and 

being on their own financially (Crisp & Mina, 2012). Only about 19% of students with 

disabilities access accommodations in postsecondary education as compared to 87% in high 

school (Newman et al., 2011). Students attending community colleges also noted that barriers 

include having limited contact with faculty outside of class (Schuetz, 2008).   

Contributions to the body of research are disproportionate for strategies specifically for 

students with disabilities attending community colleges (Oertle & Bragg, 2014). Research that 

was published was significant in the 1990s with minimal publications since and without 

theoretical foundations for strategies (Oertle & Bragg, 2014). Mamiseishvili and Koch (2012) 

noted that over half the students in their study delayed entering college, thus decreasing their 

chances of college completion. Some recommendations for interventions include academic 

factors such as retention and persistence in courses, semester GPA and overall GPA, and 
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progression to goal completion (Flink & Leonard, 2018; Kim & Lee, 2016). Kim and Lee (2016) 

looked at accommodations and GPAs, and while there was a connection, this was mitigated by 

other factors such as personal/demographic factors the students bring with them to college. Other 

factors included not having high career expectations after completing high school and not being 

able to navigate through career requirements (Fabien & Liesener, 2005; Kortering, Brazeil, & 

McClannon, 2010; Mamiseishvili & Koch, 2012). One recommendation from Mamiseishvili and 

Koch (2012) was high contact with college faculty and advising staff as keys to retention and 

persistence, which is also noted in Tinto’s theory (1993). The challenges for students on the 

autism spectrum include nonverbal communication and flexibility (Flexer et al., 2011). Current 

research for evidence-based strategies is needed for all students with disabilities to assure 

success in postsecondary education.  

Retention Programming 

The literature on retention in postsecondary education has focused on populations based 

on specific criteria such as race or ethnicity, SES, and academic standing (i.e., first-year, 

academic probation, etc.; Talbert, 2012; Tinto, 1993, 2003). Factors that affect retention and 

completion in postsecondary education include being a first-generation college student, being an 

older student, delaying entry to college, not engaging with the college campus community, and, 

for students with disabilities, not receiving disability accommodations/services (Heiman & 

Precel, 2003; Lawson et al., 2016; Newman et al., 2011; Tinto, 2004). Efforts to increase 

retention and graduation rates in postsecondary education have consisted of first-year college 

programming (Institute of Education Sciences, 2016; Jamelske, 2009); bridge programming for 

specific populations such as academic preparation, underrepresented populations, specific 
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academic programming (Arendale & Lee, 2018; Kim & Lee, 2016); and federal TRiO 

programming (U.S. Department of Education, 2018).  

Retention Programming for Students With Disabilities 

Students with disabilities, arrive to institutions of postsecondary education with their 

characteristics (i.e. race, first-generation, low SES, etc.) that may be barriers, but they have an 

additional barrier of being an individual with a disability and need to disclose their disability to 

access services (Kim & Lee, 2016). The focus of research and interventions for individuals has 

not focused on academic factors. The focus has been on self-determination training, education on 

changes in access laws, access to accommodations, and accessibility of technology (AHEAD, 

2012; Kim & Lee, 2016; Morningstar et al., 2010; Oertle & Bragg, 2014; Reinschmiedt et al., 

2013).  

Other factors have been looked at such as access to accommodations, faculty 

comprehending the usage of accommodations, and peer acceptance. Looking at accommodation 

access, Reinschmeidt et al. (2013) examined student satisfaction with accommodations, and 

while students were satisfied, the authors recommended tweaking accommodations to ensure 

students were receiving the appropriate accommodations. Coaching was the focus of Prevatt 

(2016) as an intervention for students with ADHD in college; however, this is a personal service 

and not mandated under ADA. Students with disabilities who were using accommodations found 

them beneficial, but the accommodations were not understood by faculty and peers according to 

Timmerman and Mulvihill (2015). The importance of faculty understanding the student’s 

accommodation, according to Timmerman and Mulvihill (2015), is the faculty’s amenability in 

working with the student on successful implementation of accommodations.  
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Students with disabilities need to understand the importance of accommodations by 

students who have invisible disabilities and those from low-income households according to 

Newman and Madaus (2015). The literature did not yield any specific accommodation 

recommendations and Weis et al. (2016) noted that accommodations should be reviewed to 

ensure that they do not modify the curriculum in postsecondary education, which is not the 

purpose of accommodations.  

Having a positive outlook for college completion will have an impact on persisting in 

college (Mamiseishvili & Koch, 2011). Timmerman and Mulvihil (2015) noted that the students 

in their study were not only positive but understood about following through on tasks 

themselves. Flexer et al. (2011) gave insights to where practitioners can focus interventions in 

higher education, specifically for students who are on the autism spectrum. Having a sense of 

purpose or understanding of set goals is necessary, according to Newman et al. (2019), for 

students with disabilities to persist and complete postsecondary education. Researchers are 

beginning to examine postsecondary education for students with Asperger syndrome or high 

functioning autism (Barnhill, 2016; Wolf et al., 2009). However, the research is primarily in the 

university or 4-year setting rather than at community colleges.  

Interventions for students with disabilities can also include collaboration between 

rehabilitation agencies and community colleges to help bridge low expectations, retention, and 

graduation rates (Newman et al., 2011; Oertle & Bragg, 2014). Oertle and Seader (2015) noted 

that interagency partnerships have not been as commonplace as needed for students with 

disabilities to achieve their full potential in postsecondary education. Partnerships with 

vocational rehabilitation entities have been subject of research as far back as 1980s, but the 

projects are temporary. Specific variables of vocational rehabilitation’s involvement have not 
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been teased out as to what if effective for which populations and mainly surround transitioning to 

college rather than college completion (Oertle & Seader, 2015). While personal demographics 

need to be accounted for, having students with disabilities complete college preparation courses 

along with receiving services in college increases completion of college by 5 times across the 

board (Yu et al., 2018). The research and strategies fail to address academic preparation issues, 

integration into college, and funding postsecondary education for students with disabilities.  

Postsecondary Education and Completion 

Increases in enrollment at community colleges have been in the double digits after the 

2009 call by former President Obama on America to increase college graduation (Mamiseishvili 

& Koch, 2012; Mullin, 2010; The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, 2009). Students 

with disabilities attend community college at a higher rate than 4-year institutions (Flink & 

Leonard, 2018; Newman et al., 2011). Programming and offerings have ebbed and flowed as 

demand for vocational training has increased along with academic preparation for universities 

(Crisp & Mina, 2012). Since the inception of community colleges in the 1940s, the students 

served have been the most diverse as access has been very broad (Crisp & Mina, 2012; Melguizo 

et al., 2017; Seidman, 2005). The missions of public 2-year institutions or community colleges 

often receive lower funding due to the nature of the students they serve and the level of credits 

earned (Melguizo et al., 2017). Legislative changes in funding have created the need for publicly 

funded postsecondary educational institutions to evaluate retention across all student 

populations.  

Community colleges serve as an open-access avenue for students who may not otherwise 

attend postsecondary education (Crisp & Mina, 2012: Mamiseishvili & Koch, 2012). They also 

need to help students address academic and environmental gaps that students have to overcome 
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in order to be successful and graduate. Pectu et al. (2017) took a look at certain factors within 

self-determination that influenced students with disabilities. When Pectu et al. (2017) looked at 

factors for 2-year institutions or community colleges and vocational schools for students with 

disabilities, they noted that individual characteristics affect attending specific institutions. Taking 

a look at the individual characteristics as well as the disability categories are important to 

successful completion of vocational and community colleges (Pectu et al., 2017). A critical 

component of the transition process needs to include disclosure and requesting accommodations 

from the community college’s disability services office (Yu et al., 2018).      

Effects of Leaving College Before Graduation 

The gap in college graduation between students with disabilities and their typically 

developing peers leads to significant disparities in the workforce. Eight out of 10 individuals 

with disabilities do not participate in the labor force as defined by the Department of Labor 

(2017). According to the Department of Labor, only 18.7% of those individuals with disabilities 

were participating in the labor force as compared to 65.7% of individuals without disabilities in 

2017 (Department of Labor, 2017). In looking at the Department of Labor statistics for March 

2019, the unemployment rate for individuals with disabilities is 7.3% as compared to their 

counterparts at 3.4% (U.S. Labor Statistics, 2019). Students with disabilities who leave college 

without completing have fewer opportunities to participate socially and vocationally in their 

communities (Braxton et al., 2000; Carnevale et al., 2010; Horn & Berktold, 1999; Reinschmiedt 

et al., 2013). The communities to which they return are also affected in ways such as loss of 

income and tax revenue and increased welfare burden (Saddler et al., 2011). Students with 

disabilities are diverse, but they still need to know that any programming or supports available 
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will lend them an opportunity to complete their educational goals (Yu et al., 2018). Looking at 

retention and graduation efforts is critical to leveling the discrepancy that currently exists.  

Summary 

 There have been numerous pieces of legislation passed in order to get to this point where 

there are multiple resources available to benefit individuals with disabilities in the postsecondary 

setting. WIOA (2014) combined multiple resources under its umbrella including vocational 

rehabilitation, the U.S. Department of Education, and services under Title I of WIA (1998). 

IDEA (1990, 1997) and ADA (2008) have also been updated and now offer individuals with 

disabilities and agencies the ability to pool services to enter postsecondary education. Key 

stakeholders such as community colleges, which are governed by ADA (2008) partnerships with 

other agencies that are governed by WIOA (2014), can begin to offer more supportive services. 

One of the intents of WIOA (2014) was to have multiple agencies working together in order to 

have individuals with disabilities access as many services as possible and be able to enter the 

workforce and their communities and be as self-sufficient as possible.  

 Community colleges are where individuals with disabilities are choosing to enter 

postsecondary education (Newman et al., 2011). Community colleges are open-access 

postsecondary educational institutions thus these institutions are not selecting individuals based 

on specific criteria or demographics to admit (Mullin, 2010). Community college institutions are 

bound to offer services to students with disabilities under Section 504 of the Rehab Act (2014) 

and the ADA (2008). While both Section 504 (2014) and the ADA (2008) require 

accommodations, these laws are vastly different from IDEA (1990, 1997). Individuals with 

disabilities who enter community colleges to become students with disabilities have to seek out 

services and be able to navigate the explicit rules and hidden rules of academia (ADA, 2008; 
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Newman et al., 2011). While students with disabilities are attending postsecondary education, 

specifically community colleges, they are failing to complete (Newman et al., 2011). Leaving 

community college without completing is detrimental for students with disabilities as well as 

their communities (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996; Newman et al., 2011; Wehman et al., 2014).  A 

community college or postsecondary degree offers a key step for students with disabilities to 

achieving integration to work, living independently, and being able to fully integrate into their 

communities. Previous articles have supported specific programming for certain disability 

categories (traumatic brain injuries, hearing impairment, autism, and learning disabilities); 

however, generalizing the strategies has not been proposed for postsecondary education 

(Wehman, 2014; Brown & Coomes, 2016; Cawthon, 2016; Yu et al., 2018). Much of the data 

utilized in these articles come from a national survey in which there is not an actual intervention 

being analyzed. Programming or strategies that can be applied at the community college level are 

needed that leverage supports currently available, that can be generalized to other disabilities, 

and that are available in the community college setting (Yu et al., 2018).  

 Community colleges need guiding practices to offer students with disabilities. Strategies 

or programming that will guide students with disabilities to an equal opportunity for completion 

of academic goals is critically needed (Yu et al., 2018). It is not sufficient to have students with 

disabilities attend community college but instead to support and guide them towards completion 

of their academic goals. This study aims to look at programming for students with disabilities at 

the community college level by offering opportunities to access multiple services both at the 

college and with local partners. 
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Chapter 3: Method 

The purpose of this ex post facto study is to assess two interventions designed to support 

students with disabilities at community colleges. First, a short-term pre-college program for 

students with disabilities, the ASI, was examined. Second, the impact of a long-term case-

management program, CareerConnect, on retention for students with disabilities was evaluated. 

The layout of this chapter is comprised of the site description, participant description, research 

design, data collection, data analysis, assumptions and limitations. The two research questions 

examined the impact of programming for first-year college students with disabilities who 

participated in the intervention programs and those who did not. For clarity purposes, the 

procedures, analysis, and limitations sections will be divided into a description of Intervention 1: 

ASI, and Intervention 2: CareerConnect (CC). The impact of the interventions will be measured 

on course retention, continued enrollment, semester and overall GPAs, and program completion 

or graduation.   

Research Site 

 The sample used in this current study represented students who attended a mid-sized 

western community college that serves approximately 11,000–11,500 students per year. Student 

data for the 2015–2019 academic years were used for this study. These years were selected to 

accurately capture the estimated student completion. According to Newman et al. (2011), rates of 

completion for students with disabilities can be longer than their peers. Using these years 

allowed for evaluation of students’ start and completion of community college goals. At the time 

of this current study, enrollment was approximately 28–29% full-time students and, overall, 56% 

of the enrollment in the 18–24 year-old age range (TMCC 2018 Factbook, p. 3).  
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This community college offers support services that are available for all enrolled 

students. The services offered include the following (TMCC, 2020): 

• academic advising,  

• counseling services,  

• financial aid,  

• veteran services,  

• disability services,  

• student conduct,  

• career services,  

• admissions and records,  

• international student services,  

• student life and development (student government), and  

• outreach and recruitment services. 

Some of the services offered at the community college have eligibility requirements, such as the 

Disability Resource Center or Veteran Resource Center.  

This community college houses a Disability Resource Center (DRC) that serves all 

students who wish to self-disclose and request accommodations as per the Americans With 

Disabilities Amendments Act (ADAA; 2008). The disabilities served within the DRC include 

students with emotional or psychiatric disabilities, learning disabilities, physical disabilities, 

traumatic brain injuries, deaf and hard of hearing, and visual impairments (ADAA, 2008). 

Disability services in postsecondary education is an eligibility based service and guided by the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973, specifically section 504, and title II of the AADA (2008). Each 

postsecondary education service center applies the laws at their discretion. Students with 
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disabilities need to request services and provide proof of a disability to become eligible for 

services/accommodations in accordance with the regulating laws (U.S. Department of Education, 

2011). At this community college, once services are requested, an intake interview is scheduled 

with a disability specialist. Any previous accommodations from another higher education 

institution are reviewed. For example, once the student has a class schedule, accommodations are 

reviewed and granted based on both the documentation provided and the intake interview. 

Students can then choose to follow the disability specialist’s recommendations, select their 

preferred accommodations from what was approved for their academic courses, or choose not to 

use any accommodations. Students who are connected to disability services are encouraged to 

connect with other appropriate student services across campus for needed services. 

Communication between departments is encouraged as students may belong to more than one 

special population or could benefit from services after encountering barriers in their educational 

pathway. Thus students can be referred to the DRC or get referrals from this office to other 

resources at the community college.  

Participants 

The current study included three groups of students in two distinct interventions. The first 

group included those who enrolled in Intervention One: Academic Skills Institute. The second 

group was comprised of those students who enrolled in Intervention Two: CareerConnect. The 

third group served as a control for both intervention groups. Students in the third group did not 

participate in interventions but chose to seek out DRC services only with no additional services.   

The following sample demographic information for all three groups was included in the 

study: (a) socio-economic-status (SES), Pell eligibility, (b) ethnicity, (c) gender, (d) age, (e) 

disability, and (f) number of courses taken. Student SES was determined by eligibility (yes/no) 
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for federal student financial aid. Students applying for federal financial aid provided the needed 

financial documentation to the college’s financial aid office to determine eligibility for the Pell 

Grant (U.S. Department of Education, 2020a). This grant is a federal subsidy given to students 

that meet certain criteria through an institution’s financial aid office to pay for their first 

bachelor’s degree (U.S. Department of Education, 2020b). Ethnicity was disclosed when 

applying for admission to college, and students could choose whether to disclose this 

information. Students also disclosed their genders and could change to preferred gender as well, 

but non-binary was not a gender option at the time of this study. When applying to the 

community college, the date of birth was required and thus connected to the student’s 

information. Information on disability will be listed as primary disability or, if there was more 

than one, comorbidity, and the primary disability the student receives services for. 

Documentation for disabilities was required for service provision.         

Group 1: Participants in Intervention One (ASI)  

Participants were recruited for the Academic Skills Institute (ASI) program from 12 local 

high schools. New, incoming first-year community college students with disabilities who were 

under 24 years-of-age seeking disability services are given an opportunity to participate in ASI. 

Participation is voluntary. ASI intervention was only open to students with disabilities who 

intend on enrolling at the community college. ASI was considered a short-term, pre-college 

intervention to support the retention and success of students with disabilities.  

Group 2: Participants in Intervention Two (CareerConnect)  

At the community college involved in this study, recruitment for the long-term 

intervention, CareerConnect, was a joint activity with the state vocational rehabilitation program 

and the community college’s DRC. Students with disabilities could choose to connect with either 
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the DRC or vocational rehabilitation first but must ultimately connect and receive services from 

both support services to qualify for the CareerConnect program. For example, if a student with a 

disability has a plan with state vocational rehabilitation department that includes postsecondary 

education, they must also connect with the community college’s disability services office. When 

the student connects with both support programs, then they can receive additional services from 

the CareerConnect program. Participants in this group elected to participate in this long-term 

case management intervention that occurred throughout the academic year. The supports 

followed students until they transferred to a 4-year institution or were employed for 3-months 

post-graduation or completion of their academic goals.  

Group 3: Participants in DRC Services Only  

 At the community college, recruitment for the disability resource center is done through 

presentations at the local high schools. Students with disabilities choose to connect with the DRC 

at any time while taking courses at the community college. Students with disabilities needed to 

self-disclose that they have a disability and provide supporting documentation. Once 

documentation and intake is completed, the specialist and student review the needed 

accommodations. The accommodations vary depending on the impact of the student’s disability 

on having equal access to their academic courses. Since this service is choice-based, students 

who connect with the DRC may or may not access their accommodations for their courses. 

Students receiving accommodations were identified by academic year status to ensure first-year 

students are selected for the current study. Figure 2 illustrates the flow of how student groups 

were identified.  
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Figure 2   

Assignment of Group Participation 

 

 

Research Design 

This descriptive study used an ex post facto design using extant datasets. According to 

Cohen et al. (2000), using an ex post facto two-group comparison design allows for a 

retrospective analysis of the impact of programming on students with disabilities and changes 

that occurred between groups. As each of the intervention groups will be compared to a third 

group composed of students with disabilities choosing only to receive services from the 

disability services office. Data from 2015–2019 were requested for the three different student 

groups from the institutional research office of the 2-year, publicly funded community college. 

Two groups of students in each intervention will be included in the study. Each intervention, ASI 
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Interventions   

In the current study, there were two interventions, therefore, two independent variables. 

Intervention One (ASI) is designed for new, incoming students with disabilities who are between 

16–21 years old, choose to connect with the DRC, and are potentially eligible for the state’s 

vocational rehabilitation program. Intervention Two (CareerConnect) is designed for students 

with disabilities who choose to connect with the state’s vocational rehabilitation program and the 

community college’s DRC. There were no age qualifiers for this group. The DRC only group 

was comprised of those students who connected with the college’s DRC for services but chose 

not to participate in any other intervention groups. Interventions One and Two are explained 

separately but the dependent variables will be explained together as they are the same for the two 

interventions.  

Intervention One (ASI): as an Independent Variable. The ASI is a pre-college and 

first-year college, short-term summer program created for students who are finishing high school 

or are 24 years-old or younger. Students who choose to participate in the ASI program 

committed to attending the full program during the summer before starting at the community 

college. The program was developed to increase access and retention of students with disabilities 

from the first year of their academic career to the second. Grant funding for this program was 

sought in partnership with the state vocational rehabilitation program. There were age 

restrictions to be accepted; the participants need to be transition age, and according to WIOA 

(2014), that ends on the 22nd birthday for the students participating due to the grant funding rules 

from the state vocational rehabilitation office. The partnership was created to help the state 

vocational rehabilitation program fulfill requirements for WIOA (2014).  
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The students were connected with the state vocational rehabilitation and received services 

from the DRC for their academic courses during the summer program. Students were also 

provided with an opportunity to open a case with the state vocational rehabilitation office; 

however, students with disabilities were able to participate in ASI without accessing vocational 

rehabilitation services. There were no costs to students who participated in ASI.  

The ASI program included an academic course, textbooks, mathematics skills 

remediation, career exploration, and food for breakfast and lunch. If other needs were identified, 

the student was given a referral to college resources as well as a referral to the state vocational 

rehabilitation office. The impact of the Academic Skills Program (ASI) was measured on the 

following factors: grade point average, within-semester course retention, semester-to-semester 

enrollment, and graduation.  

The expectation for college level academic work was incorporated into Intervention 1: 

ASI and was completed in its entirety with regular college grading. Components of the program 

consisted of a three-credit educational leadership course, a non-credit math remediation course, 

and workshops aimed at developing self-determination skills. Figure 3 is a visual representation 

of the weekly schedule for the ASI program. The students took pre- and post-assessments of the 

Accuplacer English and math placement tests. This pre- and post-testing is designed to measure 

the learning that the students with disabilities gained in English and math from participating in 

the intervention. Students’ scores also determine whether additional remediation needs to be 

done in the afternoon homework session.     

Intervention One (ASI) was designed as an academic summer program that was intended 

to provide students learning opportunities in adjusting to the college environment and academic 

rigor. Programming was on the community college campus, and there were four instructors and 



 51

two tutors who supported the 6-week intervention. The academic course covered career 

exploration, intrapersonal and interpersonal skill development, and tips for academic success.  

Figure 3 

Academic Skills Institute Program Sample Schedule 

 Monday  Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 

8:30 am – 9 am 

Breakfast 

8:30 am – 9 am 

Breakfast 

8:30 am – 9 am 

Breakfast 

8:30 am – 9 am 

Breakfast 

8:30 am – 9 am 

Breakfast 

9 am – 11:30 am  

First Year 

Experience 

Course 

9 am – 11:30 am 

First Year 

Experience 

Course 

9 am – 11:30 am 

First Year 

Experience 

Course 

9 am – 11:30 am 

First Year 

Experience 

Course 

9 am – 12 pm  

Career 

Exploration 

Workshops 

11:30 am – 

12:30 pm 

Lunch 

11:30 am – 

12:30 pm 

Lunch 

11:30 am – 

12:30 pm 

Lunch 

11:30 am – 

12:30 pm 

Lunch 

12 pm – 1 pm 

Lunch 

12:30 pm – 2 pm  

Math -

Remediation 

12:30 pm – 2 pm  

Math-

Remediation 

12:30 pm – 2 pm  

Math-

Remediation 

12:30 pm – 2 pm  

Math-

Remediation 

No 

programming 

2 pm – 3 pm 

Homework time 

(voluntary) 

2 pm – 3 pm 

Homework time 

(voluntary) 

2 pm – 3 pm 

Homework time 

(voluntary) 

2 pm – 3 pm 

Homework time 

(voluntary) 
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The course could be counted towards the college’s humanity requirement or as an elective, and it 

could be transferred to other institutions. The students with disabilities who chose to participate 

in the ASI program had additional self-determination skill workshops within the structure of the 

course. Some students chose to participate in the ASI program and, after starting the academic 

year, could choose to participate in Intervention Two (CareerConnect) as a long-term support.   

Intervention Two (CareerConnect) as an Independent Variable. The CareerConnect 

program was a long-term case management program created for students with disabilities 

connected between the community college’s disability service office and state vocational 

rehabilitation agency. Students who chose to participate in the CC program committed to 

receiving services from the college’s disability services office and to have an open case with the 

state’s vocational rehabilitation agency. The program was developed as a partnership with the 

state’s vocational rehabilitation agency to support mutual students/participants and joint funding 

allocations within WIOA (2014).  

At the community college, recruitment for the long-term intervention CareerConnect was 

a joint activity between the state vocational rehabilitation program and the community college’s 

DRC. Students with disabilities could choose to connect with either the DRC or vocational 

rehabilitation but ultimately must connect with both support services in order to qualify for the 

CareerConnect program.  

For example, if a student with a disability has a plan with state vocational rehabilitation 

department that includes postsecondary education, they may choose to enroll with the 

CareerConnect program to receive additional support services during their community college 

education. This interagency collaboration assures that the vocational rehabilitation counselor 

sends a referral to the CareerConnect program, a copy of the vocational plan, a release of 
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information, and contact information. Students could be enrolled in certificate or degree 

programs at the community college while participating in this intervention. Intervention Two 

(CareerConnect) did not have an age restriction to participate. Intervention Two (CareerConnect) 

was created through a third-party cooperative agreement between the college and the state 

vocational rehabilitation on a 3-year contract basis. The partnership enabled the college to hire 

four additional staff members whose primary responsibility was supporting this group of 

students.  

To participate in Intervention Two (CareerConnect), students needed to set up an 

appointment with the program coordinator for an intake appointment. At the intake appointment, 

the coordinator reviewed documentation from the referral and spoke with the student to review 

program requirements. Releases of information forms were signed so the programs were able to 

exchange information as needed. Figure 4 shows a sample of the Intervention Two 

(CareerConnect) process of steps that needed to be completed throughout a student’s academic 

experience. Students and the vocational rehabilitation counselor would get a copy of the roadmap 

with designated steps that need to be completed by the student. The steps to enroll and roadmap 

documentation for Intervention Two (CareerConnect) can be located in Appendix A and B.    

Additional services that were offered through Intervention Two (CareerConnect) include 

assistance navigating the college offices and understanding processes to complete requirements 

within the college and with the state vocational rehabilitation agency. Specific additional 

services could include individual guidance when requesting college services; individualized self-

determination skill development; workshops were offered to develop study techniques; 

additional tutoring services that included more hours of tutoring and prearranged tutoring for the 

full semester; and work readiness skill development.  
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Figure 4 

Sample of CareerConnect Experiences 

  

 

Intervention One (ASI) and Intervention Two (CareerConnect) as Independent 

Variables. Comparisons were conducted between students who received Intervention One (ASI) 

and those who only received DRC services while at the community college. Comparisons will be 

conducted between students who received Intervention Two (CareerConnect) and those who 

only received DRC services for the entirety of their attendance at the community college. The 

measures of success on dependent variables for Intervention One (ASI) are: (1) within-semester 

course retention, (2) semester-to-semester enrollment, (3) overall GPA above 2.0, and (4) 

program completion or graduation. The measures of success for Intervention Two 

(CareerConnect) were measured on the following dependent variables: (1) within-semester 

course retention, (2) semester-to-semester enrollment, (3) overall GPA above 2.0, and (4) 

program completion or graduation. The additional dependent variable of contact or appointments 

with the case manager was for Intervention 2: CC only.    

Referral & Intake
Meet w/Academic 
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Career Exploration 

w/Counselor

Enroll in Classes & 
Meet with DRC

Fill out Financial 
Aid Application

Request Academic 
Tutoring Services 

(as needed)
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Manager (at least 

monthly)

Meet/Update 
Vocational 

Rehabilitation 
Counselor (at least 

quarterly)

Enroll in next term/Request 
tutoring/Meet with 
DRC/Meet with case 

manager/ Update Voc 
Rehab until graduation
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Within-Semester Course Retention. Within-semester course retention is defined in that 

the student is enrolled and remains enrolled in the same semester. This was a categorical variable 

and will be coded as an affirmative if they remained enrolled or negative if they did not remain 

enrolled in the semester. This variable was critical to look at to ensure that students are enrolling 

in sufficient credits to complete their degree in a timely basis. There could also be risks for 

students to enroll in too many credits and withdrawing, putting them at risk for not returning.   

Semester-to-Semester Enrollment. Semester-to-semester enrollment is when a student is 

enrolled in one semester (fall or spring) and enrolls in the following semester (fall or spring) 

without an interruption in enrollment. This was a categorical variable as it will be a yes or no 

variable. This was important to ensure that students continually enroll to complete their academic 

goal or degree. Breaks in the academic pathway can result in students never returning and not 

having the necessary skills to be successful in their community.  

  Overall Grade Point Average Above 2.0. GPA was a dependent measure. This was coded 

by GPA, which is a continuous interval measure. A minimum GPA of a 2.0 is an overall 

institution requirement to continue attending, and it is the threshold for many requirements at the 

community college level. Some of the programs or services that require a 2.0 GPA include 

financial aid and scholarships, and it is a requirement to graduation. A GPA of 2.0 is needed to 

continue receiving services and be in good academic standing with vocational rehabilitation. The 

overall GPA is calculated by averaging the grades of all the courses taken by the student.    

 Program Completion or Graduation. Having students complete their programs is critical 

to move on to the career or workforce. Program completion or graduation is categorical measure 

and will be coded by yes (1) or no (2). Completion of the degree requirements leads to 

graduation from the institution. Depending on the student’s program, completion does not 
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include an associate degree from the community college; it can be a certificate in a specific 

workforce area. For example, program completion could include a skills certificate as a certified 

nursing assistant or phlebotomist.  

 Number of Contacts or Appointments. A program requirement for Intervention Two 

(CareerConnect) was to have monthly contacts with the assigned case manager. These were a 

necessary component in keeping with the agreement with the partnering agency. Having a case 

manager and regularly scheduled meeting is a component for the students with disabilities that 

chose to participate in this intervention. Students with disabilities would need to regularly come 

in and could discuss any issues or request supports at this point with their case manager. This 

dependent variable was only applicable to Intervention Two (CareerConnect). 

Data Collection  

Data collected for this project were extant data, which are routinely collected as part of 

the institution data gathering processes at the community college. Information collected by the 

community college includes all demographic information, i.e. age, race/ethnicity, SES, veteran 

status, higher education generational status, and academic data connected to the student through 

their student identification number given during the application process. The academic data 

include the number of courses the student has enrolled in, any withdrawals from courses (after 

the second week of the semester), and course grades.  

Data were housed in a secure database for student information system that is a shared 

between all the institutions of higher education in the state. Each institution has its own data 

warehouse, but the institutions are limited to the functions of the database that all the institutions 

agree to use. Additional information was needed from the DRC for demographic data on 

disability as that is not collected by the institution. The community college’s institutional 
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research department collects all data related to students’ academic records. All courses and 

information pertaining to those courses were added to the students’ records. Student records are 

collected every semester and include records from courses taken during the summer and winter 

sessions. All academic data are identifiable by the student identification number. Student data 

were de-identified by the Institutional Research Department. This ensured that that this 

researcher received de-identified data.    

An application to the researcher’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) was submitted to 

gain approval to request data from the community college. A letter from the community college 

was needed noting that they would de-identify the student data prior to approval from the 

researcher’s IRB. Once approval was received, the written request was sent to the community 

college with the IRB approval attached for the described independent and dependent variables. 

Extant data requested for this research study included high school GPAs, semester GPAs, overall 

GPAs, enrollment status, credits attempted, credits earned, age, gender, ethnicity, father’s and 

mother’s educational backgrounds, and disability category. The academic data included the 

number of courses the student enrolled in, any withdrawals from courses after the second week 

of the semester, and course grades. Comparative data were requested for matching students who 

participated in an intervention to those who chose to only receive disability services. Additional 

information was needed from the DRC for demographic data on disability as these were not 

collected by the institution. Groups were not equivalent due to the size of intervention groups 

and the group of students that did not participate in the interventions.  

Data Analysis   

 Data analysis was completed based on the research questions and measures of success. 

The dependent variables of each intervention were analyzed as continuous or categorical data. 
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There were five measures in both interventions that were analyzed (a) within-semester retention, 

(b) semester-to-semester enrollment, (c) overall GPA above 2.0, and (d) completion of academic 

goals or graduation. Appointment sessions in Intervention 2: CC were also analyzed.   

Design Variables 

Each variable within Intervention 1: ASI or Intervention 2: CC were further defined in 

this section and divided by analysis type categorical (divided into groups of Yes/1 or No/0) or 

continuous dependent variable (unknown numerical possible values) type. Table 1 shows the 

variable descriptions and codes.  

Categorical Data 

The first measure of semester-to-semester enrollment was categorical data. The 

categorical variable was classified as Yes (1) or No (0), on student enrollment in the subsequent 

semester. The semesters evaluated were fall to spring enrollment for Intervention 1: ASI. For 

Intervention 2: CC, there were additional data based on enrollment from spring to fall of the 

subsequent academic year. The statistical analysis that was used was the chi-square test of 

independence.  

The second measure of overall GPA above 2.0 was also categorical data. The variable 

was classified as Yes (1) or No (0), based on the GPA being below or above 2.0. The statistical 

analysis that was used was the chi-square test of independence.  
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Table 1 

Variable Descriptions and Codes 

Variable 
Categorical 

variable 
Code 

Statistical analysis 
performed 

Semester-to-semester 
enrollment 

Yes 1 Chi-square test of 
independence 

 
No 0 

Spring to fall enrollment Yes 1 Chi-square test of 
independence 

 
No 0 

Overall GPA above 2.0 Yes 1 Chi-square test of 
independence 

 
No 0 

Student’s completion of  
academic goals/graduation 

Yes 1 Chi-square test of 
independence No 0 

 Continuous 
variable 

 

  

Semester GPA mean GPA Numerical T-test means/SD 
 

Appointments/contacts Attended Numerical 
Linear Regression 

 
 

 Not attended Numerical 
 Total contacts Numerical 

   
Within-semester-retention Yes 1 T-test means/SD 
 No 0  

 

The third measure of a student’s completion of a student’s academic goals/graduation 

was categorical data. The variable was either Yes (1) or No (0) based on whether the student 

completed their academic goal or the requirements for graduation. Academic goals could differ 

from graduation. The community college’s skills certification programs are industry specific, but 

no certificate is generated; it is only designated on the students’ transcripts. The requirements for 

graduation were for a 1-year certificate or 2-year associate’s degree. The statistical test that was 

used was the chi-square test of independence.  
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Continuous Data  

The fourth dependent variable, semester GPA means, were continuous data. The 

statistical analysis that was used was the student’s t-test chi-square test of independence. The 

fifth dependent variable, number of case management sessions or appointments, that only 

occurred in Intervention Two (CareerConnect). The number of case management sessions or 

appointments in which the student was present or did not attend were totaled and analyses were 

conducted with the four academic dependent variables.  Linear regressions were necessary as 

there were continuing students that were enrolling in subsequent semesters for the case 

management appointments with the other dependent variables.  

 The sixth dependent variable was within-semester-retention percentage and was a 

continuous variable created from several categorical ones. In an example, if a student enrolled in 

a course, did they stay enrolled, Yes (1) or No (0), in that semester. These Yes/No responses were 

averaged within-student to create an overall percentage of course retention. The statistical 

analysis test that was used was the student’s t-test.  

Missing data 

 The data were analyzed according to the overall number cases and homogeneity between 

the two groups of students in the two different interventions. Missing data cases were excluded 

from each cohort. The cases were excluded on the analysis that the data are missing. This method 

ensured that the data is excluded on the specific missing measure but not from other measures 

where there was data.   
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Chapter 4: Results 

The purpose of this quantitative ex post facto study was to review two interventions at a 

western mid-sized community college on first-year students with disabilities and the effects on 

academic factors leading towards degree completion or goal completion. Community colleges 

are the institutions of higher education that students with disabilities are coming to in the largest 

numbers (Newman et al., 2011). While there could be a plethora of reasons for why, community 

college and higher education need for evidence based practices for students with disabilities (Yu 

et al., 2018). Students with disabilities require and will continue to require higher education 

credentials in order to access employment and be fully engaged in their communities (Smedema 

et al., 2015; Shaw & Dukes, 2013). This study examined the practice of offering multiple 

supports for students with disabilities in two different interventions while receiving support 

services from the campus disability services office.  

Intervention One (ASI) was a pre-college intervention designed for students with 

disabilities 22 years of age or younger. The research question below guided the analysis.  

RQ#1. Are there differences of measures of success between first-year community college 

students with disabilities who: (a) participated in a short-term, pre-college program (Academic 

Skills Institute [ASI]) and accessed disability services, and those who (b) participated in 

receiving disability services only?  Measures of success include: 

a. Within-semester course retention,  

b. Semester-to-semester enrollment,  

c. Overall GPA above 2.0, 

d. Completion of academic goals/graduation, and  

e. Semester GPA means. 
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Intervention Two (CareerConnect [CC]) was a long-term case management program for 

students with disabilities enrolled at the community college. Research question #2 guided the 

analysis, as listed below.  

RQ#2: Are there differences in measures of success between first-year community college 

students with disabilities who: (a) participate in a long-term case management program 

(CareerConnect) and who access disability services, and those (b) who only access disability 

services. Measures of success include:  

f.  Within-semester course retention, 

g. Semester-to-semester enrollment,  

h. Overall GPA above 2.0, 

i. Completion of academic goals/graduation,  

j. Semester GPA means, and 

k. Number of case management sessions/appointments.    

The first research question looked differences and if those differences were statistically 

significant for students with disabilities in the ASI cohort and students with disabilities that only 

received DRC services. The academic factors that were analyzed for statistical differences were 

within-semester course retention, semester-to-semester enrollment, overall GPA at or above 2.0, 

completion of academic goals/graduation, and semester GPA means for students with disabilities 

in the ASI intervention and those who only participated in the disability services cohort. This 

intervention was conducted the summer before the first college semester.  

The second research question looked at students with disabilities that either participated 

in Intervention Two (CAREERCONNECT) along with receiving support services from the 

disability services office and those students who were only receiving DRC support services. 
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CareerConnect was a long-term case management intervention combined with receiving 

accommodations from the disability services office. The CareerConnect program also 

incorporated additional academic supports such as tutoring along with connection to a case 

manager. The academic factors that were analyzed were within-semester course retention, 

semester-to-semester enrollment, overall GPA at or above 2.0, completion of academic 

goals/graduation, semester GPAs, along with appointments/contact with the case manager. 

Intervention Two (CareerConnect) was the only cohort that had a requirement for students to 

contact their program case manager. While the DRC cohort students have their disability services 

specialist, the students do not have meeting requirements in place.  

Sample 

The final sample for this study was composed of 387 students with disabilities as 

participants. The majority of students (63.5%) participated in receiving only the DRC 

intervention (63.56%). The majority of participants were Caucasian (56.59%), were listed in the 

TMCC Disability Services program (AIM) as having a “Specific Learning Disability” (37.98%) 

or “Psychological Disability” (14.21%). The average age of the participants was 19.36 years old 

(SD = 3.99).   A full listing of the final sample’s demographic details can be found in Table 2. A 

breakdown of the sample’s demographic details by intervention cohort can be found in Table 3. 

It bears mentioning that in some analyses, it was not appropriate to use the full sample. 

Specifically, students currently enrolled in classes (n = 36) could not be used for analysis of data 

that rely on course completion. To state it otherwise, these students do not have valid data for 

whether or not they have graduated because they have not dropped out, but may still do so in the 

future. Additionally, college policies made in reaction to the COVID 19 pandemic, lead to many 

irregularities in enrollment (n = 36), these cases were also not used due to possibility of future re-
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enrollment. Lastly, a number of students’ enrollment data were missing (n = 12). Analysis of 

semester-to-semester retention, and academic goal completion did not use any of the above-

mentioned group. In these cases, the total sample size was 303. Upon cleaning the data, 38 

students that participated in Intervention One (ASI) intervention and then chose to participate in 

Intervention Two (CareerConnect). Individual group sample sizes can be seen in Figure 5. 

Figure 5   

Group Sample Sizes 

 

 

The Effect of ASI on Academic Outcomes (Question 1) 

 The following analyses were repeated specifically comparing students in the ASI 

intervention group to the reminder of the sample. ASI was the intervention that occurred only 

during the summer for students with disabilities. The academic outcomes for this cohort were 

within-semester course retention, semester-to-semester enrollment, overall GPA above 2.0, 

completion of academic goals, and semester GPA means.  

New incoming first 
year students 
eligible for 

disability services 
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disability services 
only (n=246)

Group 2: Students 
enrolled in the 
CareerConnect

program & disability 
services (n=95)

Group 1: Students 
enrolled in the ASI 

program

& disability 
services (n=46)
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Table 2 

Demographics of the Sample 

Variable n Valid % 

Disability   

 ADD/ADHD  40 10.34 

 Autism  50 12.92 

 Cognitive disability   14   3.62 

 Hearing impaired  11   2.84 

 Multiple disabilities   2   0.52 

 Psychological  55 14.21 

 Other health impairment  48 12.40 

 Specific learning disability 147 37.98 

 Speech or language impairment    1   0.26 

 Traumatic brain injury  10   2.58 

 Visual impairment   9   2.33 

 Not listed  11 10.34 

    

Ethnicity   

 American Indian    3   0.78 

 Asian    8   2.07 

 Black  14   3.62 

 Caucasian 219 56.59 

 Hispanic 128 33.07 

 International     1   0.26 

 Two or more races   11   2.84 

 Unknown     3   0.78 

    

Gender   

 Female 201 51.94 

 Male 186 48.06 
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Table 3 

Sample Demographic by Cohort 

Variable ASI (%) CC (%) DRC (%)  

Disability       

 ADD/ADHD 5 (10.87) 8 (6.02) 31 (12.60) 

 Autism 7 (15.22) 20 (15.04) 27 (10.98) 

 Cognitive disability  1   (2.17) 6 (4.51) 8 (3.25) 

 Hearing impaired 2   (4.35) 4 (3.01) 7 (2.85) 

 Multiple disabilities 0   (0.00) 0 (0.00) 2 (0.81) 

 Psychological 3   (6.52) 12 (9.02) 42 (17.07) 

 Other health impairment 4   (8.70) 12  (9.02) 36 (14.63) 

 Specific learning disability 23 (50.00) 63 (47.37) 81 (32.93) 

 Traumatic brain injury 0  (0.00) 0 (0.00) 1 (0.41) 

 Visual impairment 1  (2.17) 7 (5.26) 3 (1.22) 

 Not listed 0  (0.00) 1 (0.75) 8 (3.25) 

        

       

        

        

        

Ethnicity       

 American Indian 0 (0.00) 1 (0.75) 2 (0.81) 

 Asian 0 (0.00) 2 (1.50) 6 (2.44) 

 Black 0 (0.00) 2 (1.50) 12 (4.88) 

 Caucasian 27 (58.70) 74 (55.64) 139 (56.50) 

 Hispanic 19 (41.30) 53 (39.85) 73 (29.67) 

 International 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 1 (0.41) 

 Two or more races 0 (0.00) 1 (0.75) 10 (4.07) 

 Unknown 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 3 (1.22) 

        

Gender       

 Female 21 (45.65) 67 (50.38) 133 (54.00) 

 Male 25 (54.35) 66 (49.62) 113 (45.93) 

Note. Values for age are Mean (Standard Deviation). Parenthetical values for other 

variables are valid percentage. 
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Semester-to-Semester Retention 

Retention between semesters was coded into a binomial variable. Students still enrolling 

in classes were excluded from analysis. The retention variable was compared to ASI vs. non-ASI 

Participants. The analysis did not yield significant results (χ2(1) = 1.16, p = .28), indicating there 

is not statistically significant evidence to show a relationship between semester to semester 

retention and the ASI intervention group. A full accounting of analysis can be found in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Crosstabs of ASI and Semester-to-Semester Retention 

Variable 
ASI 

(%) 

Non-ASI 

(%) 

Total 

(%) 

Not retained 31 188 219 

(79.49) (71.21) (72.28) 

 

Retained 

  8   76  84 

(20.51) (28.79) (27.72) 

 

Total 39 264 303 

Note. χ2(1) = 1.16, p = .28. Column percentages displayed. 

 

GPA > 2.0 

The ASI-specific dummy code from the prior regression analysis was entered into a crosstabs vs. 

the binomially coded variable representing an overall GPA > 2.0. The test did not yield 

significant results (χ2(1) = 0.90, p = .33), indicating there is not statistically significant evidence 

to conclude the ASI intervention was related to an overall GPA > 2.0. The full results can be 

found in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Crosstabs of ASI and GPA > 2.0 

Variable ASI n 

% 

Non-ASI n 

% 

Total n 

% 

GPA ≤ 2.0 22 138 160 

(47.83) (40.47) (41.34) 

GPA > 2.0 

 

24 

 

203 

 

227 

(52.17) (59.53) (58.66) 

 

Total 

 

46 

 

341 

 

387 

Note. χ2(1) = 0.90, p = .33. 

 

Academic Goals 

The ASI-specific dummy code from the prior regression analysis was entered into a 

crosstabs vs. the binomially coded variable representing achievement of academic goals. 

Participants still enrolling were excluded from analysis. The test did not yield significant results 

(χ2(1) = 0.94, p = .33), indicating there is not statistically significant evidence to conclude the 

ASI intervention was related to achievement of academic goals. Results can be found in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Crosstabs of ASI and Academic Goal Completion 

Variable ASI n 

(%) 

Non-ASI n 

(%) 

Total n 

(%) 

No goal achieved 
30 183 213 

(76.92) (69.32) (70.30) 

    

Goal achieved 
  9   81   90 

(23.08) (30.68) (29.70) 

    

Total 39 264 303 

Note. χ2(1) = 0.94, p = .33. Column percentages displayed. 
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GPA 

A possible relationship between overall GPA and ASI was more directly assessed using a 

t-test to examine group GPA differences between ASI and DRC groups. The test showed that 

any mean differences in GPA were not statistically significant (t(290) = -0.03, p = .97). There is 

no empirical support for the hypothesis the ASI intervention will effect GPA. Results are 

summarized in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Mean GPA Differences Between ASI and DRC 

Group Mean SD t df p-value 

ASI 2.12 1.09 -0.03 290 .97 

DRC 2.13 1.26    

Note. n = 292. Equal variance assumed (Levene’s F = 1.73, p = .19). 

 

To further investigate any possible effect of the ASI intervention will effect GPA, more 

of the same analyses were performed within each semester ranging from Fall 2015 to Fall 2019. 

However, none of the results were significantly significant, reinforcing the previous finding that 

the ASI intervention has no effect on GPA. A summary of all results can be found in Table 8. 
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Table 8  

Mean GPA Differences Between ASI and DRC Within Semester 

Semester Group n Mean SD 
Levene 

F 

Levene 

p-value 
t df p-value 

Fall 2015 ASI 13 2.05 1.27 1.41 .24 -0.60 74 .55 

 DRC 63 2.31 1.43      

          

Spring 2016 ASI 10 2.00 1.18 0.72 .40 -0.97 71 .34 

 DRC 63 2.46 1.40      

          

Fall 2016 ASI 18 1.64 1.44 0.13 .72 -1.50 117 .14 

 DRC 101 2.20 1.47      

          

Spring 2017 ASI 12 2.29 1.31 0.15 .70 -0.74 101 .45 

 DRC 91 2.60 1.34      

          

Fall 2017 ASI 18 1.80 1.45 0.08 .78 -1.12 134 .26 

 DRC 118 2.19 1.35      

          

Spring 2018 ASI 18 2.25 1.43 0.11 .74 -0.07 111 .94 

 DRC 95 2.28 1.30      

          

Fall 2018 ASI 19 2.26 1.30 0.26 .61 -0.17 158 .87 

 DRC 141 2.31 1.32      

          

Spring 2019 ASI 15 2.27 1.36 0.02 .89 0.04 137 .97 

 DRC 124 2.25 1.39      

          

Fall 2019 ASI 10 2.16 1.59 0.77 .38 -0.58 115 .57 

 DRC 107 2.42 1.34      

Note. 

 

Within Semester Retention Percentage 

A possible relationship between within semester retention percentage and ASI was more 

directly assessed using a regression framework using categorical variables. The dummy-coded 

ASI variable was and entered into a model predicting the same within semester retention 
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percentage variable described before. The regression model was non-significant (F(1, 385) = 

0.06, p = .80) and explained less than 0.10% of total variance. There is not statistically sufficient 

evidence to state there is any relationship between the ASI interventions and within semester 

retention percentage. A summary of the results can be found in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Regression Model Predicting Within Semester Retention Percentage 

Predictor B SE β t p-value 

Constant  0.65 0.02  36.33 < .001 

ASI -0.01 0.05 -.01 -0.25  .80 

      

F (1,385)  0.06     

p-value  0.80     

R2  < .001     

Note. n = 387. 

 

The Effect of CareerConnect on Academic Outcomes (Question 2) 

 The analyses below were repeated specifically comparing those undergoing the 

CareerConnect intervention to the remainder of the sample.  

Semester-to-Semester Retention 

The retention between semesters variable was coded into a binomial variable. Students 

that were continuing to enroll in classes were excluded from analysis. This retention was 

compared to CareerConnect vs. non-CareerConnect Participants. The analysis did not yield 

significant results (χ2(1) = 0.23, p = .63), indicating there is not statistically significant evidence 

to show a relationship between semester to semester retention and the CareerConnect 

intervention group. A full accounting of analysis can be found in Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Crosstabs of CC and Semester-to-Semester Retention 

Variable CC n 

(%) 

DRC n 

(%) 

Total n 

(%) 

Not retained  78 137 215 

(70.27) (72.87) (71.91) 

 

Retained  33   51   84 

(29.73) (27.13) (28.09) 

 

Total 111 188 299 

Note. χ2(1) = 0.23, p = .63. Column percentages displayed. 

 

GPA > 2.0 

The CC-specific dummy code from the prior regression analysis was entered into a 

crosstabs vs. the binomially coded variable representing an overall GPA > 2.0. The test did not 

yield significant results (χ2(1) = 0.18, p = .67), indicating there is not statistically significant 

evidence to conclude the CC intervention was related to an overall GPA > 2.0. The full results 

can be found in Table 11. 

Table 11 

Crosstabs of CC and GPA > 2.0 

Variable CC n 

(%) 

Non-CC n 

(%) 

Total n 

(%) 

GPA ≤ 2.0   56   98 154 

(42.11) (39.84) (40.63) 

 

GPA > 2.0   77 148 255 

(57.89) (60.16) (59.37) 

 

Total 133 246 379 

Note. χ2(1) = 0.18, p = .67. Column percentages displayed. 
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Academic Goals 

The CC-specific dummy code from the prior regression analysis was entered into a 

crosstabs vs. the binomially coded variable representing achievement of academic goals. 

Analysis was limited to those not still enrolling. The test did not yield significant results (χ2(1) = 

0.28, p = .60), indicating there is not statistically significant evidence to conclude the CC 

intervention was related to achievement of academic goals. The full results can be found in Table 

12. 

Table 12 

Crosstabs of CC and Completion of Academic Goals 

Variable CC n 

(%) 

Non-CC n 

(%) 

Total n 

(%) 

No goal achieved   76 137 213 

(68.47) (71.35) (70.30) 

 

Goal achieved   35   55   90 

(31.53) (28.65) (29.70) 

 

Total 111 192 303 

Note. χ2(1) = 0.28, p = .60. Column percentages displayed. 

 

GPA 

Looking at possible differences in GPA between CC and DRC, an independent sample t-

test was performed. Directly comparing the two groups, no significant difference was observed 

(t(337) = -0.07, p = .95). There is not statistically sufficient evidence to state there are mean GPA 

differences between the CC interventions and DRC. A summary of the results can be found in 

Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Mean GPA Differences Between CC and DRC 

Group Mean SD t df p-value 

CC 2.12 1.17 -0.07 337 .95 

DRC 2.13 1.26    

Note. n = 379. Equal variance assumed (Levene’s F = 1.34, p = .25). 

 

 Further investigating this trend, the same analysis was performed again for each Fall and 

Spring semester between Fall 2015 and Fall 2019. Again, there were no significant differences in 

GPA between the two groups for any semester, reiterating the previous point. The hypothesis is 

not supported. All results can be found in Table 14.  

Table 14 

Mean GPA Differences Between CC and DRC by Semester 

Semester Group n Mean SD 
Levene 

F 

Levene 

p-value 
t df p-value 

Fall 2015 CC 30 2.20 1.40 0.31 .58 -0.32 91 .75 

 DRC 63 2.31 1.43      

          

Spring 2016 CC 25 2.17 1.26 0.25 .62 -0.89 86 .38 

 DRC 63 2.46 1.40      

          

Fall 2016 CC 49 2.27 1.37 0.31 .58 0.26 148 .80 

 DRC 101 2.20 1.47      

          

Spring 2017 CC 46 2.15 1.48 2.32 .13 -1.79 135 .08 

 DRC 91 2.60 1.34      

          

Fall 2017 CC 64 2.24 1.31 0.36 .55 0.26 180 .80 

 DRC 118 2.19 1.35      

          

Spring 2018 CC 66 2.27 1.34 0.05 .82 -0.04 159 .97 

 DRC 95 2.28 1.30      
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Fall 2018 CC 68 2.19 1.47 2.91 .09 -0.61 207 .54 

 DRC 141 2.31 1.32      

          

Spring 2019 CC 52 2.41 1.26 1.63 .20 0.73 174 .47 

 DRC 124 2.25 1.39      

          

Fall 2019 CC 44 2.34 1.27 0.00 .96 -0.37 149 .72 

 DRC 107 2.42 1.34      

Note. SD = Standard Deviation. 

 

Within Semester Retention Percentage 

A possible relationship between within semester retention percentage and CC was more 

directly assessed using a regression framework using categorical variables. The dummy-coded 

CC variable was and entered into a model predicting the same within semester retention 

percentage variable described before. The regression model was non-significant (F(1, 385) = 

0.07, p = .78) and explained less than 0.10% of total variance. There is not statistically sufficient 

evidence to state there is any relationship between the CC interventions and within semester 

retention percentage. A summary of the results can be found in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Regression Model Predicting Within Semester Retention Percentage 

Predictor B SE β t p-value 

Constant   0.65 0.02  31.04 < .001 

CC   0.00 0.04 .00  0.09   .93 

      

F (1,377)   0.08     

p-value   0.93     

R2 < .01     

Note. n = 379. 
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Total Contacts 

The effects of total contacts as a part of the CC program were compared to other 

variables of interest to determine any effect. Specifically, academic goal achievement, retention, 

and GPA. Because total contacts, within-semester retention, and GPA are all continuous a 

parametric correlation was used. As semester-to-semester retention, and academic goal 

achievement are binomial, a non-parametric correlation designed to deal with binomial data 

(Kendall’s τ) was used. As with prior analysis, only students not currently enrolled were used in 

analysis for academic goal achievement. The only significant correlation was a weak-but positive 

one between total contacts and semester-to-semester retention (τ = .24, p < .01), it is possible this 

is an artifact of duration in the program contributing to a higher number of total contacts. A 

summary of all correlations can be found in Table 16. 

Table 16 

Correlation With Total Contacts Among CC Students 

Variable n Statistic used Correlation p-value 

Within semester retention (%) 133 Pearson’s r .07    .40 

 

GPA 133 Pearson’s r .12    .17 

 

Academic goal achievement 111 Kendall’s τ .15    .08 

 

Semester to semester retention 129 Kendall’s τ .24 < .01 

Note. Correlation between total contacts and achievement of academic goals only among those 

not currently still enrolling. 

The Effect of Intervention Groups on Academic Outcomes 

Due to the lack of mutual exclusivity in the interventions (i.e. some participants receiving 

both ASI and CC interventions), and the structural characteristics of the outcome variables, a mix 

of analytical approaches were used. Research questions on categorical outcome variables (i.e. 
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retention, GPA > 2.0, Completion of Academic Goals) will be addressed with χ2 analysis, which 

will treat ASI and CC combined interventions as a distinct group. Research questions concerning 

continuous outcome variables (i.e. GPA, and Number of Contacts) will be addressed with 

regression analysis of categorical variables where ASI, CC, and DRC interventions can be 

examined individually. Regression analysis was chosen in favor of ANOVA as regression coding 

allows ASI and CC to overlap. 

Semester-to-Semester Retention 

Retention between semesters was coded into a binomial variable. Students that were 

continuing to enrolling were excluded from analysis. This retention was compared to 

intervention group. The analysis did not yield significant results (χ2(3) = 3.00, p = .39), 

indicating there is not statistically significant evidence to show a relationship between semester 

to semester retention and a intervention group. A full list of the analysis results can be found in 

Table 17. 

Table 17 

Crosstabs of Intervention Group and Semester-to-Semester Retention 

Variable ASI n 

(%) 

ASI + CC n 

(%) 

CC n 

(%) 

DRC n 

(%) 

Total n 

(%) 

Not retained 4 

(100.00) 

27 

(77.14) 

51 

(67.11) 

137 

(72.87) 

219 

(72.28) 

 

Retained 0 

   (0.00) 

  8 

(22.86) 

25 

(32.89) 

  51 

(27.13) 

  84 

(27.72) 

 

Total 4 35 76 188 303 

Note. χ2(3) = 4.00, p = .39. Column percentages displayed. 
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GPA > 2.0 

GPA data were recoded into a binomial variable based on whether or not the participant’s 

overall GPA was above 2.0. A GPA above .20 was maintained by 41.34% of the sample. The χ2 

independence test examining rates of a GPA > 2.0 between intervention groups yielded 

nonsignificant results (χ2(3) = 4.00, p = .26). There is no statistically significant evidence to 

conclude a GPA over 2.0 was related to the intervention group. A crosstab of the results can be 

found in Table 18. 

Completion of Academic Goals 

The Academic Goals completion variable was created by creating a binomial variable 

indicating whether or not a participant had completed a skills certificate, a one-year certificate, 

associate’s degree, or bachelor’s degree. At least one academic goal was achieved by 29.70% of 

the sample. The χ2 independence test examining rates of achieving academic goals between 

intervention groups yielded nonsignificant results (χ2(3) = 2,71, p = .44). There is not statistically 

significant evidence to conclude that achieving academic goals is related to intervention group. A 

crosstab of the results can be found in Table 19. 

Table 18 

Crosstabs of Intervention Group and GPA > 2.0 

Variable ASI n 

(%) 

ASI + CC n 

(%) 

CC n 

(%) 

DRC n 

(%) 

Total n 

(%) 

GPA ≤ 2.0 6 

(75.00) 

16 

(42.10) 

40 

(42.10) 

98 

(37.12) 

160 

(41.34) 

 

GPA > 2.0 2 

(25.00) 

22 

(57.89) 

55 

(57.89) 

148 

(62.88) 

227 

(58.66) 

 

Total 8 38 95 264 387 

Note. χ2(3) = 4.00, p = .26. Column percentages displayed. 
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Table 19 

Crosstabs of Intervention Group and Achievement of Academic Goals 

Variable ASI n 

(%) 

ASI + CC n 

(%) 

CC n 

(%) 

DRC n 

(%) 

Total n 

(%) 

No goal achieved 4 

(100.00) 

26 

(74.29) 

50 

(65.79) 

113 

(70.74) 

213 

(70.30) 

 

Goal achieved 0 

   (0.00) 

  9 

(25.71) 

26 

(34.21) 

  55 

(29.26) 

  90 

(29.70) 

 

Total 4 35 76 188 303 

Note. χ2(3) = 2.71, p = .44. Column percentages displayed. 

 

GPA 

GPA for each semester was more directly assessed using a regression framework using 

categorical variables. ASI, CC, and DRC were dummy-coded and entered into a model 

predicting overall GPA. All regression models were non-significant with a maximum variance 

accounted for of 4%. There is not statistically sufficient evidence to state there is any relationship 

between the three interventions and overall GPA. A summary of results can be seen in Table 20. 

Table 20 

Regression Model Predicting GPA 

Semester Predictor B SE β F df n R2 

Fall 2015 Constant     2.32*** 0.35  0.18 2, 90   93 < .01 

 ASI    -0.27 0.53 -.07     

 CC Excluded from analysis–Tolerance limit reached. 

 DRC      0.01 0.39  .00     

         

Spring 2016 Constant     2.28*** 0.35  0.52 2, 85   88    .01 

 ASI    -0.28 0.56 -.06     

 CC Excluded from analysis–Tolerance limit reached. 

 DRC     0.18 0.39  .06     
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Table 20 (continued)        

Semester Predictor B SE β F df n R2 

Fall 2016 Constant   0.81 1.49  2.03 3, 147 151    .04 

 ASI -0.81 0.43 -.18     

 CC  1.74 1.47   .57     

 DRC  1.39 1.50   .46     

         

Spring 2017 
Constant 

      

2.10*** 

0.24  1.68 2, 134 137    .01 

 ASI   0.20 0.47 .04     

 CC Excluded from analysis–Tolerance limit reached. 

 DRC   0.50 0.28 .17     

         

Fall 2017 Constant   1.55 1.02  0.98 3, 180 184    .02 

 ASI  -0.47 0.38 -.10     

 CC   0.81 1.00  .29     

 DRC   0.64 1.03  .23     

         

Spring 2018 Constant 1.66 0.21  0.07 3, 158 162 < .01 

 ASI 0.02 0.37 -.00     

 CC 0.60 1.36  .23     

 DRC 0.61 1.36  .23     

         

Fall 2018 Constant 2.19** 0.73  0.14 3, 210 214 < .01 

 ASI    0.08 0.41  .02     

 CC   -0.03 0.71 -.01     

 DRC    0.11 0.74  .04     

         

Spring 2019 Constant   1.65* 0.77  0.44 3, 177 181 .01 

 ASI 0.12 0.48 .03     

 CC 0.74 0.74 .25     

 DRC 0.60 0.78 .21     

         

Fall 2019 Constant 0.63 0.88  1.44 3, 151 155 .03 

 ASI 0.56 0.58 .10     

 CC 1.63 0.85 .55     

 DRC* 1.79 0.89 .63     

Note. CC was excluded from most analyses due to excessive multicollinearity (r = -1.00, Tolerance = 

0.00) with DRC. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Within Semester Retention Percentage 

The within a semester retention variable was coded as the percentage of courses in which 

a student remained enrolled for the duration of a semester. ASI, CC, and DRC were dummy-

coded and entered into a model predicting within semester retention percentage. The regression 

model was nonsignificant (F(3, 383) = 1.07, p = .36) and accounted for less than 1% of total 

variance. There is not statistically sufficient evidence to state there is any relationship between 

the three interventions and within semester retention. Results can be found in Table 21. 

Table 21 

Regression Model Predicting Within Semester Retention Percentage 

Predictor B SE β t p-value 

Constant   0.42 0.13  3.16 < .01 

ASI   0.03 0.06 .03 0.48    .63 

CC   0.23 0.13 .33 1.77    .08 

DRC   0.23 0.14 .34 1.73    .08 

      

F (3,383) 1.07     

p-value 0.36     

R2 0.01     

Note. n = 387. 

 

Total Contacts 

The Contacts Variable was the number of appointments that the CC intervention group 

had with the program specialist. The CC program required at least one contact per month either 

in-person, via phone, or email. This would be as a check-in to see how the student was doing and 

if there were any barriers to completing the courses and to satisfy academic progress 

requirements. By connecting with the program specialist, the student would be able to discuss 

any barriers or request supports if needed. The student participating in the program would also be 
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to continue in their educational pathway and ensure that services such as vocational 

rehabilitation and financial aid were not lost. The relationship between total contacts and 

intervention was addressed with a linear regression model using the same dummy-coded 

variables as the analysis for overall GPA. The regression model was statistically significant (F(3, 

383) = 45.86, p-value < .001) and accounted for 26% of total variance. Examination of the beta 

scores show a moderate positive relationship between the number of contacts and the CC 

intervention (β = .46). There was statistically significant evidence to show a relationship between 

intervention and total contacts. A summary of these results can be found in Table 22. 

Table 22 

Regression Model Predicting GPA 

Predictor B SE β t p-value 

Constant 1.12 0.49  2.28 .02 

ASI 0.23 0.24 0.06 0.98 .33 

CC 0.93 0.48 0.36 1.95 .05 

DRC 1.00 0.50 0.39 2.01 .04 

      

F (3,383) 1.35     

p-value 0.26     

R2 0.01     

Note. n = 387. 

Summary 

 The descriptive summary demonstrates the students who are choosing to participate in 

interventions and disabilities services at this institution. The majority of the students in the 

sample were Caucasian (56.59%) and the largest disability group was specific learning disability 

diagnosis (37.98%). Female students composed (51.94%) of the selected population and males 

composed (48.06%). The second largest group of students was composed of Hispanic students 

(33.07%) and the second largest disability category was psychological (14.21%).  
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Both intervention groups received services from the disability services office. The two 

intervention groups’ academic factors were compared to those students who were only receiving 

support services from the disability services office. The academic factors that were within-

semester course retention, semester-to-semester enrollment, overall GPA above 2.0, completion 

of academic goals, and semester GPA means.  

Analyses were run on the academic factors and achievement of academic goals for 387 

students with disabilities in two interventions and those only receiving disability services 

supports. The completed analysis shows that generally academic outcomes were not statistically 

significant for participants in all intervention groups. Students with disabilities, who only 

participated in Intervention One (ASI), had all of their academic outcomes with no statistically 

significant correlations and none of the students completed their academic goals. The only 

exception to this trend were the results for the variables in Intervention Two (CareerConnect). 

For Intervention Two (CareerConnect) there was a statistically significant relationship between 

total contacts and semester-to-semester retention. The longer retention time could have also led 

to more contacts. Intervention Two (CareerConnect) was the intervention to have a statistically 

significant correlation.    
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Individuals with disabilities deserve and have a right to access the necessary academic 

tools to enter and complete postsecondary education and be able to fully enter their communities 

(WIOA, 2014; Newman et al., 2011; IDEA, 1997). The impact of having strong secondary 

education transition programming on individuals with disabilities has improved the number of 

students with disabilities who are now enrolling in postsecondary education (Newman et al., 

2011). While increasing enrollment is constructive, access is not enough. Students with 

disabilities who enter community college are not graduating with their peers which inhibits their 

access to the workforce and full integration into their communities (Newman et al., 2011; 

Kortering et al., 2010). Previous studies have focused on following students with disabilities into 

postsecondary education without attempting to evaluate best practices in guiding them towards 

their academic goal completion.   

While transition programming has been the focus of legislation and research, it has 

focused primarily on secondary (grades 9-12) educational practices (Cobb et al., 2013). The 

purpose of this quantitative ex post facto study examined the impact of two types of first-year 

post-secondary support programs on retention and graduation/completion of students with 

disabilities who were enrolled from 2015–2019 at a western, public, 2-year, urban community 

college. The two types of postsecondary support programs under investigation were: (1) A short 

term pre-college course referred to ASI which was completed in the summer prior to beginning 

community college; and (2) a long-term intervention collaboration with Vocation Rehabilitation 

referred to as Career Connect, which was designed to support students through a full academic 

year. The academic outcomes of students with disabilities who participated in the two distinct 
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interventions were compared to students with disabilities who only sought supportive services 

such as the Disability Resource Center.  

The first research question was designed to determine if Intervention One (ASI), a short-

term summer program, significantly impacted the academic outcomes for the students with 

disabilities who participated. Among the four dependent variables that were analyzed, there were 

no significant findings. Although there was not statistical significance with ASI and the four 

academic dependent variables it is important to note that exposing students with disabilities to 

career exploration and exposure to college is relevant despite no noticeable long-term effect. 

Intervention One (ASI) had 24 students with disabilities that achieved a grade point average 

above the minimum of a 2.0. There were a total of nine students that completed their academic 

goal within Intervention One (ASI). These are nine students that could potentially move towards 

the next phase of entering the workforce. Employment trends currently suggest that students with 

disabilities need to have the type of exposure that ASI provided (Kortering et al., 2010). Mixed 

methods follow-up research may be a strategy to inquire if the students that participated in 

Intervention One (ASI) used the content taught and if they have bridged their pathway to 

employment and to their communities.    

The second research question examined the impact of CareerConnect, a long-term case 

management program that included academic supports. Specifically, the question was designed 

to determine whether students with disabilities who participated in long-term case management  

demonstrated a significant relationship with the four academic dependent variables (semester to 

semester retention, academic goals, GPA and within semester retention) and the number of 

contacts with support staff. The results indicated that three of the four academic dependent 

variables did not show a statistically significant relationship for students participating in 
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Intervention Two (CareerConnect). However, there was a significant correlation between the 

fourth academic dependent variable, semester-to-semester retention to the total number of 

contacts. The number of contacts that students had with their case manager positively impacted 

the likelihood of retention from one semester to the next for students with disabilities. While the 

relationship is weak it is positive in that having regular contact with a case manager at the 

community college was an important factor in keeping the students with disabilities continuously 

enrolled. Students need to persist and continual enrollment from one semester to the next 

increases their chances of achieving academic goals leading into careers and full integration into 

their community. 

Implications 

 The implications for this study fall into three groups. First, the results have implications 

for students with disabilities who enroll in community colleges. These students have unique 

needs and the types of supports available may impact their success. Second, the results have 

implications for secondary schools, community colleges and their partners, which in this case is 

the state vocational rehabilitation department. As these groups consider the types and structures 

of their programs, this study may provide some guidance. Finally, because so much of the 

programming offered to post-secondary students is grant based, this study may have implications 

for future funding options.  

Implications for Students  

ASI or Career Connect both did not demonstrate any statistically significant relationships 

with the outcome variables in this study, with the exception of the participants in Career Connect 

and the number of interactions they have with their case managers. Regular and consistent 

connection to a case manager is statistically related to semester-to semester retention. Assuring 
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that students with disabilities understand the impact of this relationship to their personal goals 

should be part of any programming decisions for these students. Promoting this relationship and 

providing strategies to students with disabilities for maintaining the relationship may need to be a 

significant component to orientation and supplemental activities. Students with disabilities are 

coming to postsecondary institutions and specifically community colleges (Newman et al., 

2011). Focusing on the relationships that can make the most important impact on their success 

and achievement of their goals seems like an easy and manageable step. Students must be taught 

not only the impact of the relationship between student and case manager, but how to build the 

relationship and use it to maximum benefit. The messaging that students with disabilities need to 

hear is they are in charge of building this relationship and actively involved. Students must be 

empowered to have a plan of consistent contact with a case manager or disability services 

program specialist. It is not sufficient for students with disabilities to get to college or visit the 

disability services office. Students with disabilities must actively engage with this office to 

maximize the likelihood of completing their academic goals.  

Implications for Community Colleges and Their Partners  

Having an academic goal (Kortering et al., 2010), participating in self-determination 

training (Test et al., 2009), and access to vocational rehabilitation assists students with 

disabilities to enter community colleges.  However, this preparation does not guarantee academic 

goal completion. The current ex post factor quantitative study aimed to determine which type of 

interventions may be the most effective in helping enrolled students meet academic goals. This 

information is vital to community colleges and their partners who only have limited resources to 

direct to this group of students. Understanding which interventions are related to positive 

outcomes can make resource allocation and program development more targeted and useful for 
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students with disabilities. Further, the literature is void of best practices, so any finding, both 

significant and not are informative.    

Intervention Two, Career Connect holds the most promise for community colleges and 

their partners. While there was one small finding, all the information learned represents a new 

direction for how interventions are developed, implemented and evaluated. Importantly, previous 

research on outcomes in community colleges has not focused specifically on students with 

disabilities and academic program completion (Smedema et al., 2015; Jenkins et al., 2013; 

Newman et al., 2011; Tinto, 1993). This study represents an initial attempt at untangling the 

impact of two types of interventions. While the short-term program for incoming students may 

be easier on the community college system, the impact on students was not significant. 

Community colleges that invest in summer preparation may find their funds, and faculty time are 

better spent elsewhere. The interventions in this study incorporated the local vocational 

rehabilitation office and working with the school district as partners in the programming. 

The study suggests that community colleges may be more successful in helping students 

with disabilities meet their academic goals if focused long-term programming with human 

interactions and connections are part of the student’s program. Further, community colleges may 

need to focus on their relationships with students, but also their relationships with their partners, 

including secondary schools and agencies like vocational rehabilitation. The CareerConnect 

option for students was a partnership between the disability resource office and the local 

vocational rehabilitation office. This two pronged approach with two sets of requirements for 

checking in and following up may be what sets students up for success. This study did not 

disentangle the impact of the relationships and contacts made at the community college from 

those made at vocational rehabilitation. Learning more about the collaboration between 
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community college and this important partner may lead to stronger for impactful post-secondary 

outcomes for students with disabilities.    

Another key partner in this study was the local education system. The study leads to more 

questions about secondary teachers. Specifically, teachers would greatly benefit from not only 

seeing vocational rehabilitation as a possible referral for graduating seniors but as a potential 

partner for teachers in transitioning students with disabilities to postsecondary education and 

beyond. Teachers or case managers in secondary schools need to know the local resources 

available in their community and utilize their network to ensure all possible resources are being 

offered to all students with disabilities. This knowledge should be disseminated to all future 

teachers and not just those who see themselves working in the field of special education. 

           One area where teachers need to partner with the community college and other agency 

collaboration is the area of advocacy. Efforts to enhance outcomes for students with disabilities 

in community college do not matter if there are no students choosing to access the opportunities. 

Collaboration between future teachers, local area disability offices of their local colleges or 

universities are relationships worth the effort (Ankeny & Lehmann, 2010).    

Implications for Funding Structures  

This study adds to the literature where the focus is on students with disabilities and 

interventions are examined. The study focused on programming that utilized federal legislation 

and dollars (WIOA, 2014) to leverage state community college funding to create programming 

directed at students with disabilities. The purpose of these additional supports was to assist in 

attending and completing academic goals. Without the funding stream through WIOA 2014 the 

type of programming examined in this study would not have been possible for the community 

college or the vocational rehabilitation agency to achieve alone.  
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Students with disabilities in Intervention One (ASI) participated the summer prior to 

enrolling in their first college semester. This may not have been sufficient time to receive lasting 

effects from the programming when looking at the four dependent academic variables. More 

research is needed to examine the reasons why students with disabilities depart community 

college. Equally as important is considering how programming can be done with fidelity. 

Specifically, can programming be replicated over time. The results of this study suggest that 

programming at the community college level for students with disabilities may be focused on 

long-term personalized programming. The only statistically significant relationship for this study 

was in Intervention Two (CareerConnect), between the number of contacts and semester-to-

semester retention.  

Future programming with additional supports such as case management and regular 

appointments throughout the academic term should be encouraged, but these are also costly. As 

noted by Tinto (1993) a student’s connection to an institution of higher education can be 

strengthened by having connections within the institution. Intervention Two (CareerConnect) 

created the opportunity for a strengthening of the connection with the institution with mandatory 

monthly meetings. While students could come in more often seeking out services or just to 

connect; the stage was set for students with disabilities to be retained and they were at a 

statistically significant level for Intervention Two (CareerConnect). The impact on funding 

should be noted.   

Grant funding that targets ineffective interventions may be detrimental. Funding for 

programming can be costly and at times a one-time opportunity and if outcomes are not met this 

can deter future investment in similar projects. Research such as this study are important in terms 

of isolating the variables that examine the impact of innovative programming on student 
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outcomes in a positive manner. Student retention has been researched but it is unknown if there 

is a connection as a full overview for students with disabilities has not been done. While Shuetz 

(2008), noted that while community colleges may have challenges in being open access 

institutions there may also be opportunities to connect with students as a retention tool. 

Transition to postsecondary education or community college is complex and rarely a linear 

process. The U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences, specifically the 

What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) published a report of a systematic review of first year 

experience courses (2016). The WWC is the preeminent expert in signing off on if an 

intervention has been researched with fidelity, if it is evidence based, and the specific 

populations the intervention may be appropriate for. In the report WWC noted, that of the 12,091 

no study met the criteria for the highest honor for design standards (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2016).     

Further, community colleges and their partners have an important role in evaluating 

programs and disseminating the information to funding sources. Writing grant proposals that 

include outcome and evaluation data strengthen our understanding of what types of programming 

should occur for students with disabilities and what should be eliminated even if it is a long-

standing tradition.    

Future Research 

Utilizing this study in looking at specific factors of further interest could include looking 

at demographic information such as first generation or low SES as there can be overlap in this 

population. Jenkins et al. (2013) noted that there can be additional pressure to the college 

experience if students from these first-generation or low SES backgrounds do not have 

supportive friends or family. Tinto (1993) noted connectedness to the institution as a retention 
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factor however what is needed for students with disabilities to feel they have allies on a 

community college campus should be explored. 

Demographic information such as gender is available in thus can be further examined as 

Jenkins et al. (2013) noted that females tended to be affected by mental health concerns and have 

less satisfaction in their accomplishments. Analysis for both of the interventions were not cross-

tabbed by gender as disability was the main focus of this study. Additional research to include 

qualitative narratives should be included when looking at the implications of demographic data 

and interventions for students with disabilities. Flink & Leonard (2019) make an argument that 

while there may be data on students with disabilities; the actual experiences of students with 

disabilities are missing in the literature. In order to advocate for changes or continued funding 

the voices of the students with disabilities need to be heard and that does not come across in 

numerical data. In their qualitative study Flink and Leonard (2019) noted that the students with 

disabilities that were interviewed lead to feedback on perceptions of belonging and access. This 

feedback could for example, be utilized in creating programming to increase awareness of 

disability services on campus by partnering with the advising office (Flink & Leonard, 2019). 

Studies utilizing mixed methodology, both qualitative and quantitative data, that  looks at 

the demographic representation by disability category, race or ethnicity, and comparisons to the 

overall community college population is representative would be one area of suggested study. By 

having both the quantitative data that can support the qualitative or lived experiences studies 

could make recommendations to support policy or funding changes. If there are discrepancies 

further outreach needs to be done to ensure that students with disabilities are receiving the same 

opportunities to attend college. The interventions for such outreach would have substantiated 

evidence on where to begin in offering opportunities. In comparison to this study a mixed 
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methods research study would have specific criteria for any intervention(s) implemented. The 

study would require forethought and appropriate planning to ensure that fidelity would be 

maintained in the complete process. Specific interventions implemented could be associated with 

the specific students with disabilities, the type of disability, and any other demographic 

information noted as research variables. Creswell et al. (2011) published a guide for best 

practices when conducting a mixed methods study and would be essential in any study conducted 

using this methodology. When studying issues that are not linear or that delve into complex 

issues mixed methods offers researchers a way to intertwine, multiple tools when conducting 

investigations (Creswell et al., 2011). A nationwide transition study would be ideal in knowing 

how students with disabilities are currently doing and in light of recent world-wide pandemic.  

Limitations 

The first and most notable limitation was that the current study uses an ex post facto 

design. As an ex post facto study there is no way to verify treatment fidelity. Replication of the 

services that each intervention went through is not feasible as there were no controls in place to 

ensure instructors gave the same treatment to all students. The next limitation was that students 

had the option to participate in the interventions, and this can create generalization limitations 

and validity concerns. Students choosing to participate in the intervention group or groups can 

create a bias for the specific groups. This study did not look at the students with disabilities that 

chose to participate and their disability criteria. Thus, the students self-selecting is a limitation. 

Creating samples for this current study was not a linear process due to the subgroups and reliance 

on students to self-disclose and seek services. Students with disabilities decided to come into the 

disability services office for accommodations. After seeking accommodations from the DRC, 

students could then also choose to participate in any other programs or services offered on 
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campus. Student reasons for seeking or not seeking services are not known and could have had 

many contributing factors. These factors could have included stigma from secondary education 

(K–12), not knowing how to access services at a community college or postsecondary institution, 

or simply choosing to not seek services.   

The programs were made possible through federal vocational rehabilitation funding and 

state community college funding, thus producing a limitation of interacting with this agency 

could be problematic for recreating similar programming. However, given limited research on 

students with disabilities at community colleges, this was important research regardless of 

limitations due to interagency collaboration issues. Studies such as the NLTS(2010) and NLTS-2 

(2012) provided volumes of information but were based on stratified random selection leading to 

cohort information as far back as the 1980s (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996). The NLTS2 (2012) 

provided information on cohorts from 2000 until 2010 on a variety of student outcomes, but 

there was not an intervention being implemented; there was merely following of the cohorts. 

Limitations on sources of data for students with disabilities create barriers in creating best 

practices. 

Conclusion 

Individuals with disabilities are not equitably served when looking at services and 

supports to be able to fully integrate into careers or their communities. As such, legislation has 

been enacted to equal out opportunities for individuals with disabilities to enter the workforce 

and receive supports from state and federal agencies. Students with disabilities are present in 

postsecondary institutions and specifically in community colleges. Community colleges need 

evidence-based interventions so this population completes college with their peers. While 

previous studies have looked at outcomes for students with disabilities, no actual interventions 
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have been conducted. This study sought to look at the impact of two different interventions on 

academic factors for students with disabilities. This study was completed at a community college 

with students with disabilities across three different groups. Each group was composed of only 

students with disabilities choosing to seek out disability services and participate in additional 

programming or choosing not to. Intervention One (ASI) was a short-term precollege program 

for students with disabilities. Intervention One (ASI) did not have statistically significant 

relationships with any of the five academic dependent variables. Further research is 

recommended on the reasons why students chose not to continue. This study alone should not be 

sufficient to state that summer programming is not beneficial for students with disabilities. The 

criteria or methodology should be further researched with fidelity in order to make any specific 

decisions with this type of programming.   

Intervention Two (CareerConnect) was a long-term case management program that 

combined college level supports with the local vocational rehabilitation agency supports. 

Intervention Two (CareerConnect) found a statistically significant correlation between the total 

number of contacts among this group and semester-to-semester retention. These findings bring to 

light the importance of having consistent contact with support personnel on a community college 

campus. This may not be a new finding in retention work, it is a new finding for students with 

disabilities specifically. This finding is important when looking at personnel allocated to 

disability services. Meetings with disability services on a continual basis should be a component 

that needs to be highlighted.  

It is not sufficient to have students with disabilities know where the disability services 

office is to successfully transition into postsecondary education. Students with disabilities need 

to actively and continually engage with their community college disability support personnel. 



 96

The key detail of continual connection with the disability services office needs to be dispersed to 

local education systems and other partnering agencies. Thus, understanding how access to 

disability services occurs in postsecondary education and legislation covering students with 

disabilities after secondary education ends is necessary for students with disabilities, current 

educators, and future educators. Recent legislation calls for more collaborative partnerships with 

secondary schools and vocational rehabilitation agencies but it will be critical to add in 

community colleges as well.      
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