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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Deaf Access program (DJl.P) was established by Ch 119;3/?0 

(AB 2980). The program provides funds to ·the Department of Social Services 

(DSS) for contracts with lo.cal agencies to provide specified services to 

deaf a.nd hearing-impaired inc!ividua.ls. 

Originally, three agenCies contracted with the state to provide 

acces~ assistance services fnr the deaf. Sinc'e 1980, the program has been 

expanded and now includes five local contract agencies. Ar·eas currently 

served by the DAP include ( J.) Los Ange 1 es, ( 2) the San Francisco Bay Area., 

(3) San Diego, (4) t.lie greater SacramePto area., and (5) Santa Rarbara. 

Str~te law requires. deaf a.ccess centers t.o provide seven categories 

of service t.o deaf ond hearing- impaired i nd i vi dua 1 s. These catf'(lbri es of 

service are (1) communicatior assistarce, (2) advocac:,t., (3) ;iob <i.evelopment 

and plr:cement, (4) information and referral,. (5} counseling, f6) 

independent living skills instruction, ·and (7) communitY Pducation. 

Based on our ·review, we conclude th11t the various centers have set 

ciifferehf priorities in providing the seven categories of service to their 

clients. In e.<idition, we identified four areas in which stat€' 

administration of the program need improvement. Specifically: 

1. l'roaram Elements ~re Ill-Defined. The state has failed to 

adE'quatel y define (a) .categories of service to he. provided to cli.ents, (b) 

staffing classific~tions, and (c) workloarl rne~s1:1res. These are essential 

comporents of the DAP; without such definitions, the. pro9ram cannot be 
a.dministered in a consistent rn;!nner acrnss all tenters. 
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!Is r.. consequencP, WP. are un~bl e to determine the extPnt to which the 

. indiviclua 1 centers provide appropriate services to deaf and 

hearing-impaired individuals. Therefore, we recommend that, prior to the 

legislativP hearinqs on its 1984-85 budget, the DSS submit tn the fiscal 

committees a plan for including in the 1984~85 request for cnntract 

proposal spf'cific definitions and standards for specified aspects of the 

DAP. 

2. The DSS Has Hot Adequately Complied With Statutory Requirements. 

Chapter 1193 remdres the department tn (a) establish in requlation 

definitions of "dpafness" a.nd "significant hearing impairment" and (b) 

determiriP the number and location of reqions in the state providin\l public 

sncial services. In our review of the DSS administration nf the program, 

we found thatno regulations have been promul\)ated to meet the statutory 

requirement., nor have service regions adequately been defined. 

Accordingly, we recommend that, prior to the budget hearin9s, the 

department report tn.the fiscal committees its progress in'complying with 

these statutory requirements. 

3. State Picks Up the Tah for Uncollected Fees. Communicati.on 

assistance is one of the seven categories of service provided by clea.f 

access centers. Communication assistance consists.0f several kinds of 

services, includinq interpreter services. The DSS reouires that the r'eaf 

orcess centers charge fees to public and private a~encies th.at receive 

interpreter Services from the centers. These fees are intPndP,d to cover 

the cost of the servic.e provided. Our analysis. indicates, however, that: a . 

.C.· hiqh p~rcentag.e of the costs of interpreter SPrVices is borne b.v the 
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Gener?l Fund because the centers either fail to assess fees or are 

unsuccessful in collecting the charges. Accordingly, we recommend that, 

prior to' thP burlget. hearings, tl'e cf~;!partr~ent submit a pl~n t.o the fisca.l 

committees propnsing ·a uniform procedure to ensure the recoupment of fees 

fol' reimbursable interpreter service.s. 

4,. Measures of Proar.am Effecttvenes.s Need to Be Establi.shed. The 

department has not ·identified m~asurable objectives for the DAP. In 

addition, it has failed to collect data measuring the impact of the p.rogram 

m1 the actual life situations of clients. Some of the services mandCl.ted by 

ChC~pter 1193 suggest that ore goal of the program is to have a perma11ent 

<md Positive impact on clients' lives. Bec11use no specific gools hr.ve been 

·. defi11ed anrl. .no data cnll ected, however, the effectiveness of f. he deaf 

access centers iP fulfilling statutory reqtAirements ~nd in satisfying 
- ·. __ ,_. . ·:. 

legislative intent remains l~rgely unassessed. Fnr this reason, we 

·recommend that, prior to the budget he(lrin~s, the department submit. to th.e 
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T NTP.ODUCTION 

ChaptfT 1193, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2980), which estahlished the Deaf 

Access program (DJIP), required the Lf'gislative Analyst to review the n.n.P 

and recoT'lmend changes necessary to improve the program. Chapter 1193 

required the Legislative Analyst to include in his report (1) En evaluation 

of the effectiveness of the servicE's provided under the progrr.m and (2) a 

review of the Depa.rtment of Social Services' (DSS) supervision of agencies 

contracting with the str.te to provide SE'rvices tn deaf and hearing-impaired 

clients. This report was prepared in response to the requirements of 

Ch~.pter 1193. 

This report consists of t.wo chapters. The first chapter provides an 

overview nf the DAP. Chapter JI evaluntes the DAP wit.h p?rticulRr emphasis 

placed on the DSS supervision of the local contract agencies. The report 

was prepared by Sarah Reusswig under the supervision of Hadley ,Johnson. 
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CH/lPTER J 

ACCESS ASSJSTANCE FOR THE DEAF 

The 1:1/I.P, estahlished by Ch 1193/80 lflB ?980), provides funds for 

social services to deaf and hearing-impaired persons. In a~dition, the 

program supports IJ) activities advocating the interest of the deaf and (2) 

activities designed to educate the general public to the needs of deaf 

individuals. The Office of Deaf Jl.ccess (ODA) within the st?te DSS 

contracts ~d th nor> profit agenci P.~ that pro vi de social services tr. deaf and 

heoring-impaired individuals at the local level. 

Chcnter 1193 requires the Legislative Analyst to rPview t:he nAP, 

including thP ctepartment's supervision of the progrom. The following 

revi e1~ is provided pursuant to th?t requirement. 

Deaf Access Centers and Services Provided 
to Clients 

In 1983-84, the state contracted with five agencies to provide deaf 

~ccess services. These aqencies include: 

• The Greoter Los Angeles Council on DeafnPs~ (GLAD), which serves 

• The Deaf Counse 1 i ng, Advocac.v, ond Referra 1 Agerc.v ( DCARA), 

located in San Leandro, which provides services to clients in the 

San Francisco Bay Area. 

• Episcopal Community Services/!1eaf Comunitv SPrvices (ECS/f1C:S) 

servina deaf end hearing-impaired clients in San [1iego. 

• ~lorCal Center on Dec.fness (NorCal 1, which serves the grroter 

Sacramento area. 
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• The Independent Living Pesource Center, Inc. (JLRC) serving the 

SartH Rarbare area. 

Chilpter Jl93 reouires each center to prnvide specified services to 

deaf 2nd hearing-i~paired inrividuals. Trese services include: 

• Communication a~sistance; 

• Advocacy; 

(\ 
• Job development and placement; 

• InformatioT' ~nd referro.l; 

• Counseling; 

c 
• Independent liv4np skills instruction; and 

• Cammunity education. 

Each deaf access center determines the extent to which it will provide each 

c 
(Yf the services required hy Chapter 1193. 

Chart 1 shows that the five regional centers have set different 

priorities in providing services to deaf and hearing-impair~d clients. For 

c 
1nstilnce, the DCARA proposes to spend approximately ?5 percent of av(l1lable 

fuP<!s in the current yeRr for support nf cnmrnmiration as<istance. In 

contrast, NorCal pla.ns to spend 64 percent nf its res0urces on 

cnmmunicati0ns assistance. The centers differ ir their support 0f advocacv 

?nrl eMployment assistarce, as wpll, While the Il.P.C plans tCl spend less 

than 4 percent of its rPsources to provide advClcacy assistance to clients, 

GLAD anticipates sperdinR almost 14 percent nf its funds on advocacv 

services. 
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BudgPt Propos a 1 

The Governor's Budget proposes $;>,165,000 in Gener~l Fund support 

for the DAP in 1984-85. This consist~ of $?,123,000 budp~ted ir Item 

5180-1~1-001 for support of basic program costs Rnd $4?,000 bu~geted in 

Item 5180-181-001 for support of a 2 percent COLA. The proposed funding 

level is $114,000, or 5.6 percent, greater than the estimated expPndit.ures 

in the current. year for the progr~.m. 
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Chart 1 

Expenditures for Service Categories 
Vary Among Deaf Access Canters 

1983-84 Contracts 

CO!~MUN I CATIONS 
ASSISTANCE 

ADVOCACY 
ASSISTANCE 

CATEGORIES OF SERVICE 

GLAD 

DCS 

IZZLZl 
DCARA 

~ 

NDRCAL 

Wzz:l 
ILRC 

l?'L2ZJ 

EMPLOYMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

a. Totals do not equal 100 percent because centers also provide counseling, 
independent living skills instruction, referral and information, and 
community education. 
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CHJl.PTER I I 

STATE ADMINISTRATION OF THE DEAF ACCESS PROf'.RAM 

The OOA is the administrative unit within the DSS charged vti+h 

res pons i hili t.y for admi ni s+ering the DAP. State 1 aw reoui res the 

departl'lent to: 

• Establish criteria for funding deaf access services; 

1 Determine the number and location of deaf access assistance 

regions in the state; 

• Cnnrdinate services with the Department of Rehabilitation; 

1 Establish uniform accounting prnreC.ures and cnntri'cts for c!eilf 

access crr.ters; 

1 Jl.wa.rd contracto. for deaf access centers; 

• Establish regulatory definitions for "deafnPss" and "si~nific11nt 

hearin~ impairment;" ?nd 

• Perform management and fiscal audits of contracts ~tith deaf 

access centers. 

In addition, Chapter Jl93 requires that the DSS report to the I egislature 

cnncerning specified aspects of the DAP. Currently, the ODA ronsis+.s of 

two profP.ssional positions. 

StatP P.dministra.tion of the Program Needs Imrrov~ment 

Our revi ev1 of the DAP found four areas where the proqram nePds 

improvement: 

• When contracting with deaf access centers, the department has 

failed to adeouately define (1) categories of services to be 
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provided to clients, 12) staffing, and (3) workload measures. 

Without such definitions, it is impossible to evaluate t~~ 

cost-ef-fectiveness o-f the programs nffered by the deaf access 

ce~ters. 

1 The department has failed to 11) issue reaulations that define 

deafness and (?) adequately define statewide service re9ions, as 

required by current law. 

1 The program lacks adequate fiscal controls to ensure that 

interpreter services are reimbursed. \lfithout adequate controls, 

the state is Ebsorhing the costs of these services. 

1 The department has not established reasonable me0ns hy which 

program performance can be evaluated. Without adequate 

performance measures and valid ev1'luatinn technirues, it is not 

possible to determine the long-term effects of the various 

centers on the lives of clients. 

Each of these problem~ is discussed in detail below. Because of these four 

rrob 1 ems, it is rliffi cult to deterflli ne the extert tr which the DP.P has 

succeeded in providin~ services to deaf and he?ring-impaired individuals. 

Greater Specificity is Needed in Proaram Definitions 

VIe recommend that, prior to legislative hearirgs on its 1984-85 

budget, the department submit to the fiscal committees a olan for incluoina 

in the 1984-85 request for contrnct proposal IRFP) specific definitions and 

standards for specified aspects of the DAP. 

The ODA is responsible for promulgating RFPs, selecting contractors, 

~nct overseeing the contracts with the deaf accPSS centers. Our review of 
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the 8dministrRtion of the DAP suggests that the ODA hils f~iled to 

adequately perform some of these functions. In particular, the dep8rtment 

hRs failed to promulgate specific progr?m definitions that cAn be 

implemented by the local renters. For example, our review of the RFP for 

1983-84 found that the departMent failed to ac:iequatelv define (1) the 

cAte~ories of services to be provided by the centers, !?) staffing, and 13) 

workload measures. 

CAteoories of Service. Chapter 1193 mandates seven services·to be 

provided by the local centers. The 1983-84 RFP, however, does I"Ot define 

seven mutually exclusive catP.gories of service. RRther, categories OVPrlap 

ilnd s0me services mav be counted in more than Ol"e Cilteoorv. For example, 

help in cases of job discrimination may br. offered under two 

c.ategories--"advocncy" and "job development and placement." Overhpping 

rlefinitions mean that Vilrious contractors may deliver similar--or 

identical--services to clients under different categories. If similnr 

services ere not accounted for in a similar manner by all contractors, 

comparison of the programs offered by the various local centers is 

impossible. 

Staffin~. We attempted to determine the functions performed ~nr! 

services pr0vided by salaried staff~+. each of the centers. We V/Pre unable 

to determ're their functions because: 

• The de~f access centers lack standardized ~ob descriptions and 

position titles for their stnff. The DCARA, for example, hBs six 

separate titles for its personnel who provide services to 

clients. In contrast, the GLAD uses one .iob title, "Community 
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Client 1\dvisor," for most of the service personnel oper~tin9 out 

of its field offices. 

• Positions with different titles and job descriptions are use~ to 

provide the same services. For example, many personnel at GLAD, 

OCARJI., ond OCS, regardless 0f their .iob titles, are used as 

telecommunications operators relaying and interpreting calls made 

to or from a telecommunications device. Only NnrC0l has 

desi~naten telecommunications operators. 

Without stnndnrdized job classifications, we are unable t0 assess 

the extent to which personnel hnve been used in a cost-effective manner 

within the program. This is because the overlap in classification, ti'lsks, 

and wage riltes do not readil.v allow for comparisons amonn the various 

access assistance centers. 

Workload Measures. The RFP for 1':1R3-R4 required that contract 

binders subMit projections for 1983-R4 of the number of clients to be 

served !unduplicaten client count), number of units of service to be 

provided, and th~ number of staff service hours. The RFP, however, did not 

define what constitutec'. B unit of service or how it was to be measured. 

Our review of the 1983-84 contract found significant variation in the 

r;pnters' pro,;ections of these measures. He are uno.bl e to c!etermine the 

extent to which this vcria.tion (1) can be attributed to reel proqrammatic 

differences amonp the centers or (2) is a conscauence of eoch contractor 

interpreting the workload measures differently. 

The absence of clearly defined workload mee,sures coMbined with 

ovPrlappin(' definitions of service categories and varyina ,;ob 
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classificotions, makes it impossible to Pvalui!te the cost-effectivenPss of 

proarams offered by the contractors. Therefore, we recommend that, prior 

to the budget hearings, the department submit to the fiscal committees o 

plan for including in the 1984-85 RFP specific definitions and standards 

for the DAP. 

Statutory Requirements Remain Unsatisfied 

We recommend that, prior to the budget hearings, the department 

report to the fiscal committees concerning progress in promulgating 

required regulations and adequately identifying service regions. 

State law requires the department to establish in regulation 

definitions of "deafness" and "significant hearing impairment." In 

addition, statf> law reouires the department to determine the number Rnd 

location o~ regions in the state providing public social services. The 

department has failed to adequately S<tisfy these requiremePts. 

Regulations Have Not Been Filed. The DSS has failed to DStabli~h in 

regulation definitions of deafness and significant hearing impairment, as 

required by Chapter 1193. Althou!)h the deportment does have definitions 

that it provides to the centers, these definitions are rot an acceptable 

substitute for regulatory definitions. ~lithout definitions estahlished in 

regulation, each local deaf access center ran set its own policies 11s to 

which clients shall receive services. Because centers <re not required to 

report the level of hearing disability experienr.ed by a client., we c~.nnrt 

assess the extent to which contractor programs provide services tn clients 

with sirnilor levels of deafnes~ and henring impairment. In addition, 

because no uniform statewide definition nf the client population exists, 
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therr is a potenti~l fnr ineq11ities in servire lev~ls aMnn~ rP~inns served 

hv thP rleaf access centf'rs. 

Jdentificiltion nf Service Reoinns Needs to Be Trnproved. The RFP for 

1983-84 inrludes a map definin~ nin~ potential service reqions in 

California. The DSS det.ermined these regions based on two factors: (1) 

the estimated deilf and he?ring-impaired popul~tion statewide and 121 the 

geogrilphic distance to a centrill point of service. However, when 

determining thP nine r<;gions, the depilrt.ment did not assess the exten': ~o 

which alternative sources of service are availahle tn deaf persons in each 

region. In addition, the ~epartment did not est'Mate the number nf deaf 

i!nd hearing-impaired individuals in each regi0n. Finally, some of the 

~ervice regions, as dpfined by the noA, are spArsely populated areas in 

which it m~y be difficult an~ costly to deliver services. 

P.~sed on our rPview, we conclude that the depilrtmer.t has not 

~atisfie~ the legislative requirements to defi~e in regulation dea~nr~s and 

significi'rt hearin(f impairment. ln addition, thP depArtment has failed to 

adequately !~sess the extent to which alternative services are available in 

each deaf access region. Therefore, we rern!'lmr>nd that, t:wior to the budget 

hr;,rin~s, the department report to the fiscal comMittees or its progress ir 

(1) promul(fatirg regulations to define deafness and significant hearino 

impairment and (?' c'etermining access assistance services reginrs based on 

ar evaluation of Ia) the potential client population and (b) the 

alternative resources availahle to serve deaf or hearing-impaired 

individuals in that region. 
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Greater Fiscal Control is Needed Over the 
Reimbursement of Interpreter Services 

He recommend th~t, prior to the hudqet hearinas, the dep~rtru~rt 

submit 11 plcn to the fiscal committees to ensure tha.t centers recoup the 

costs of interpreter services prnvirled to public and private 11aencie$. 

Chapter 1193 reauires that deaf access centers provide communic11tior. 

assistance to deaf and hearing-ifllpaired individuals. l.o!1111lunication 

assistance ircludes telephone relay, telephone HssistRnce, document 

trcnscrfption, ard interpreter ~ervices. One of the most importnnt 

cornmurication o~sistance services provided to deaf persons is in':~>rpreter 

ser'.,; ces. 

In peneral, the centers provide interpreter services to public Pr~ 

private ~gencies throua.h third-party cnntrncts with intf'rpreters. Thr> 
' 

centers pa.v the i nt:erpreters a.rd then sePk reimbursement for the sPrvi c:es 

fror1 the public or privati'· a(]ency. The DSS rPouirPs that the centers 

charge fees to oll ptiblic ~.nd private agP.nciP.s that receive inter·prPtP.r 

servic:rs supported wi~h state funds. In nddi+ion, thP DSS requires that 

the fees bP equal to the actual cost of providing the servic:e. 

Each deaf access cPnter is responsible for establishing procedurrs 

to collpct reimbursements frnm public and private agrncies for interpreter 

services. In gPneral, if a center is unable to collect the rPimbursef'lPn+ 

~dthin 90 dews, it contac-ts the department for a~sistance. Jf the 

department is un~llccessful in persuadino the agency that receivP.rl thP 

interrreter service to poy, the cost is paid by the GenPral Fund through 

th"" contract. 
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Table 1 shows the costs of providing interpreter services and the 

fees collected for those services by four deaf access centers in 1982-83. 

The Santa Barbara center did not receive st~t.e funds during 1981'-83 and 

therefore is not shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Revenues and Expenditures for Interpreter Services 
Provided by the Deaf Access Centers 

1982-83 

Deaf Interpreter Interpreter Fees Not Received 
Access Center Costs Fees Received Amount Percent 

Los Angeles $302,959 $180,879 $1?2 ,080 40.3% 

San Francisco 240,000 132,691 107,309 44.7 

Sacramento 108,091 36,385 71 '706 66.3 

San Diego 40,996 10,717 30,279 73.9 

As Table 1 shows, the deaf access centers have not been successful 

in collecting fees from public and private agencies that are sufficient to 

cover the actual cost of the service provided. Nor has the department bef>n 

successful in persuading these agencies to pay their past-due accounts. 

Because the state acts as the payor of last resort, the centers are not at 

risk for the costs of interpreter services. Thus, the cePters have little 

incentive to collect thP fees ov1ed. For this reason, we recommend that the 

DSS submit a plan to the fiscal committees proposing a uniform procedUl·e to 

ensure that centers recoup the costs of interpreter services provided to 

public and private agencies. 
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The OP.partment Needs to Determine Measures 
for Program Performance 

We recommend that, prior to the budget hearinqs, the department 

submit to the fiscal committees a plan for assessing basic program goals 

and objectives. 

Chapter· 1193 requires our office to review the effectiveness of the 

services provided by the DAP. However, we are unable to assess the 

effectiveness of the services provided by the centers because the 

department has failed to identify measurable objectives for the DAP. 

Chapter 1193 concluded that deaf access services ~.re necessary 

because (1) current governmental services do not meet the communication 

needs of the deaf and (2) services received by deaf persons may be less 

than those provided to the qenera1 public because of communication 

problems. Presumably, the nAP should address both of these problems. 

Little information, however, is available to document the effectiveness of 

services provided by the local centers in addressing these problems. One 

reason for this lack of information is that the ODA has not identified 

measurable proqram objectives. 

In addition, the department has not collected data measuring the 

effpct of the program on the actual life situations of clients. Some of 

the services mandated by Chapter 1193--notably, independent 1 iving ski 11 s 

instruction--suggest that thP. purpose of the program is to have a permanent 

impact on clients' lives. ThP extent to which the Legislature's goals have 

been achieved remains largely unassessed. Therefore, we recommend that, 

prior to the budget hearings, the department submit to the fiscal 

committees a plan which (1) defines measurab1 e objectives for the [lAP and 

12) proposes a methodology for measuring the impact of the program on 

clients. 
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