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Foreword from the Deputy Vice-Chancellor

UNSW is pleased to release this discussion paper on funding for services to students with disabilities as a precursor to the Policy Forum, to be held at UNSW on 27 October 2000. The aim of the paper and the Forum is to generate fresh debate amongst the key stakeholders, on the adequate funding for such services. 

Student demand is up, as increasing numbers of students with disabilities, as with other students, see tertiary education as an important route to self-fulfillment, work and independence. Developments in technology offer a real chance to dramatically improve and better integrate the services to students with disabilities into mainstream provision. The missing ingredient is sufficient funding to enable universities to adequately resource the services that are required. 

We have chosen to reactivate this debate at the time of the Paralympics because, for a while, the eyes of the world are focused on an exciting event where people with disabilities hold centre stage and are judged truly by their merit. Regrettably, this is still not an everyday event for most people with disabilities. We also believe that it should not be necessary to be a world record breaker to have an equal chance of fulfilling ambitions through one’s skills and talents. Effective access to tertiary education for students with disabilities is a vital pathway to realising such ambitions and an important right. 

Effective access means not only being able to enrol at university (the right of every qualified student with disabilities) but also being able to perform to the best of one’s abilities. For some students with disabilities, this means having the services and equipment that enable them to learn and study along side other students, and to give equal expression to their merit.  

We are interested in working with all the key stakeholders in the sector - representatives from the disability movement, disability practitioners, students with disabilities, executive and senior staff in universities, the AVCC, and government officials - to agree on a fair system for funding services. The Discussion Paper draws on overseas examples to show that governments elsewhere have recognised the need and provided funding; and that the case for action in Australia has been amply argued over the years. 

We therefore look forward to using the Forum and the wider debate on this paper to translate research into action in the Australian context and to develop a transparent, effective funding model that helps deliver full access for students with disabilities - to study what and where they want, with the knowledge that all the appropriate services are available. 

Interested parties are encouraged to respond to this policy paper either through attendance at the Policy Forum or through written responses to m.symons@unsw.edu.au.

My thanks to Yvette Devlin for her very helpful discussion paper that has provided an excellent basis for our debate. 

AG Pettigrew

Deputy Vice-Chancellor

(Academic Planning and Resources)
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this discussion paper, commissioned by the University of New South Wales (UNSW), is to generate fresh debate on the issue of the provision of additional funding to higher education institutions in respect of students with disabilities.

The paper analyses the current environment and finds that it is characterised by:

· increasing numbers of students with disabilities, particularly those with high support needs;

· unpredictability of numbers, making budgeting from year to year an imprecise science;

· inequities across the sector, with institutions that “do the right thing” by students with disabilities attracting even greater numbers, thereby being “penalised” financially;

· increasing complexity of the support needs of students in the system entailing higher costs;

· fixed or shrinking budgets for the disability office in a sector where Commonwealth funding has stagnated, possibly leading to lower quality of provision;

· a legislative framework that protects the rights of students with disabilities and therefore imposes obligations on education providers to meet their needs;

· increasing expectations of students that their needs will be met; and

· stressful working conditions for many disability practitioners trying to meet the needs of the students while remaining within budget parameters.

Over the last decade significant developments have occurred in Australia to enable students with disabilities to play more active roles in many aspects of community life, including education and employment. The former Government’s equity policy in education set the framework for encouraging equal participation by groups still under-represented in the sector. Its Disability Discrimination Act 1992 made it unlawful for education providers to deny access to students with disabilities, except under exceptional circumstances. The Disability Reform Package offered opportunities for reintegration in the labour market via rehabilitation and training. Studies were conducted into the costs of disability generally and into the costs of supporting students with disabilities in the tertiary sector. A Code of Practice for students with disabilities in the tertiary sector was commissioned by DEET. Small-scale programs to assist institutions’ disability initiatives were funded by the same Department.

To date, however, Government has accepted no responsibility in respect of the individual costs of students with disabilities in higher education. This is out of step with the approach adopted by other countries reviewed for the purposes of this paper – New Zealand, Canada, the USA, Sweden, the UK and Ireland. All of these countries provide separate funding to assist either students directly or institutions that provide the support services required by the students.

Following a review of the costs of providing services for students with disabilities in higher education, based on two reports of the nineties and a new small-scale survey of 1999 expenditure at higher education institutions, the paper puts forward five possible models for funding the costs involved. It also proposes some key criteria by which the models can be assessed.

The paper concludes that one of these models, which involves modest additional funding (a total of about $7.5m pa) and features two separate elements (a flat subsidy based on EFTSU to enable institutions to fund low-cost services and a top-up to reimburse institutions for the high support costs of some students beyond a certain threshold) is worth serious consideration. Indeed, all of the models have merit and there are many more variations that could also be proposed. 

These models, however, will suffice to stimulate discussion at the Policy Forum that UNSW is planning for October, to coincide with the Paralympics, and beyond the Forum among disability practitioners and university management. It ought to be possible to reach consensus on a funding model that the AVCC could then take forward as a formal submission to Government.

Finally, the paper argues that the whole area of disability statistics needs fresh investigation. Aspects worth researching include the reasons for and extent of under-disclosure; whether there is any relationship between support needed, support received and outcomes; and whether it is still appropriate to compare participation rates with the 4% reference value calculated by Martin in 1994 as representing the proportion of the population in the relevant age group who was capable of undertaking higher education.

1. INTRODUCTION

In June 2000 the Equity and Diversity Unit of the University of New South Wales (UNSW) commissioned a discussion paper to revive the debate on the costs of providing adequate support for students with disabilities in higher education. More specifically, the task was to draw together:

· the evidence of need for funding for students with disabilities within the university sector;

· the policy, political and financial issues identified by earlier and current debates on the topic;

· lessons from national and international best practice;

· a range of possible funding models with associated costs; and

· the key questions to be addressed in advancing the debate on funding for students with disabilities in the university sector.

The discussion paper would then be used in wide consultation within the sector and with other stakeholders, and subsequently form the basis of a submission to the Federal Government for additional funding.

1.1 Scope of this paper

This paper will only deal with the issue of funding support in respect of publicly-funded domestic students (ie those who are subject to the Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) or are HECS exempt) and will put forward possible funding models to meet the support needs of the cohort of students funded directly by the Commonwealth Government.

While it is acknowledged that international students and other full-fee paying students with disabilities are equally protected by the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) and are therefore entitled to appropriate levels and type of support, advice from Government is that funding to provide that support should come from the fees paid by these students to the university. If funding were to come from operating grants paid by the Commonwealth to institutions, this would constitute a breach of the Higher Education Funding Act 1988 (DEETYA 1996).

While acknowledging that it is a matter of interest to some groups, the issue of access to higher education for students with intellectual disabilities is similarly outside the scope of this paper.

1.2 Report structure

Section 2 describes the project methodology.

Section 3 reviews the statistical context in which the issue of separate funding for students with disabilities in higher education is being raised.

Section 4 traces relevant developments in Australia over the last decade encompassing the policy and legislative framework, the development of guidelines and codes and Government action over the period.

Section 5 identifies the major current issues that emerged from the international literature, from Australian literature and from consultations. 

Section 6 outlines a few good practice examples from overseas (programs designed to assist students with disabilities in higher education in New Zealand, Ireland, the United Kingdom, Sweden, Canada and the United States) and from Australia.

Section 7 attempts to quantify the costs by drawing from major past research and from the results of the current survey of 1999 expenditure. 

Section 8 proposes a number of possible funding models and suggests criteria by which they might be assessed.

Section 9 offers some concluding remarks.

2. METHODOLOGY

A literature review was undertaken focussing on international policy and practice as well as on national developments over the last decade, including reports that quantified the costs of supporting students with disabilities at university. Further, wide consultation was undertaken with disability organisations, relevant Government officials and relevant university staff. 

Consultation with Australian institutions included a brief survey of costs of providing assistance to students with disabilities in 1999 - financial and time constraints limited the amount of original research undertaken into costs. While only about a third of the institutions provided data on expenditure and number of students with disabilities, the data collected largely confirm previous findings on costings.

Information was also provided by a number of comparable universities overseas.

A list of individuals and organisations that provided comments or data is at Appendix A. The request for comment on issues and the survey questionnaire are at Appendix B.

3. CONTEXT

A review of available statistics suggests that disability in the general population is on the increase and that the number of students in higher education reflects this trend.

The following table shows the prevalence of disability over the period 1981 to 1998, during which four surveys were conducted by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS). Over this 17-year period, there was a 54% increase in the disability rate for young people aged 5-14 and a 41% increase for those aged 15-24 compared with an increase of 42% for people of all ages.

All persons, prevalence of disability – 1981, 1988, 1993 and 1998 

by age group*


1981 No.

(‘000)
1981 %
1988 No

(‘000)
1988 %
1993 No

(‘000)
1993 %
1998 No

(‘000)
1998 %

Age









5-14
156.7
6.3
181.6
7.4
189.1
7.4
254.8
9.7

15-24
145.5
5.8
165.5
6.2
183.8
6.7
218.4
8.2

All ages
1942.2
13.2
2543.1
15.5
2920.5
16.6
3503.8
18.8

*Source: ABS, Disability, Ageing and Carers: Summary of Findings, 4430.0, 1998

Additionally, the 1998 ABS survey found that 5.6% of 15-24 year old people with disabilities had a restriction in schooling or employment, with the rate being higher (7.1%) for the younger age group (5-14), for whom the restriction only applied to schooling. Many of the people in these younger age groups will move through school and into post-secondary education and training over the next decade.

A study recently completed by the WA State Disability Liaison Office has found that students with disabilities are making up an increasing proportion of the student population in the secondary and post-secondary sector in that State. The study estimates that, in the decade from 1998, students with disabilities in the secondary and potentially post-secondary sectors will increase by 25%. It further predicts that, over the same period, the number of students with a profound or severe disability requiring assistance in the core activities of mobility, communication and self-care, will more than double. Finally, the study draws attention to a national and international trend of increasing numbers of people with learning disabilities accessing education (SDLO 1999/2000).

Published and unpublished statistics of the Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs (DETYA) reflect the increases mentioned above, as the following table shows:

Participation in higher education by students with disabilities 

1996-1999*

Year
Number
%

1996
10 976
1.8

1997
15 019
2.4

1998
17 574
2.8

1999
18 084
2.9

*Source: DETYA Equity in Higher Education, 1999 and unpublished DETYA data

NB: Figures show the number and percentage of students who, on the enrolment form, answered “yes” to the question “Do you have a disability, impairment or long-term medical condition which may affect your studies?”.  

As the above table shows, over the 1996-99 period a rise of 65% was recorded in the number of students with disabilities (61% in the participation rate). This good performance, however, needs to be viewed against the reference value of 4% (ie the estimate of persons with disabilities in the Australian population in the 15-64 age group potentially able to enter higher education).

While there is clearly room for improvement in terms of participation, recent DETYA data on retention and success (ie likelihood of passing the units attempted) suggest that students with disabilities are only marginally less likely than other students to re-enrol and to pass their units (97% and 94% of other students respectively) (DETYA unpublished data, 2000). This good overall performance, however, may obscure differences between individuals with different support needs and may warrant some qualitative research.

It is not just increasing numbers, however, that have been observed in the sector – it is also the greater complexity of students’ support needs, which results in higher costs. The number of students with learning disabilities, particularly dyslexia, is said to be rising rapidly. A further factor is the increased expectation by students that, with the protection of the Disability Discrimination Act, their needs must be fully met by the institution.

The current environment for frontline staff is characterised by rising costs, fixed or even shrinking budgets, increasing but unpredictable numbers and increasing complexity in support needs. Potentially, this can lead to lower quality education for students with disabilities or even withdrawal – if not complaints to the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (HREOC). Tension for staff and dissatisfaction for students are the corollary to this scenario.

Given this environment, it is therefore legitimate to re-open the debate on whether Government should provide additional funding to enable universities to satisfactorily meet all of the needs of students with disabilities who present for assistance.

While acknowledging that the legislative framework makes universities responsible for the provision of services, the sector would argue that the imposition of these obligations with no additional targeted funding is basically unfair.

The next section traces important developments in the sector over the last decade as a backdrop to the more in-depth discussion of the issues that will follow this historical account.

4. RELEVANT DEVELOPMENTS IN AUSTRALIA OVER THE LAST DECADE

4.1 A policy framework for equity

A Fair Chance for All: Higher Education That’s Within Everyone’s Reach is generally regarded as the defining statement on equity in this country. Issued in 1990 as a “discussion paper” by the then Minister for Employment, Education and Training, Mr Dawkins, it sets out the Federal Government’s objectives, targets and strategies for achieving equity in the sector. Its key statement is:

“The overall objective for equity in higher education is to ensure that Australians from all groups in society have the opportunity to participate successfully in higher education. This will be achieved by changing the balance of the student population to reflect more closely the composition of society as a whole.” (DEET 1990)

The specific target for people with disabilities was to double enrolments by 1995 and increase by 30% the number of students with disabilities enrolled in professional and vocationally-orientated courses.

When the Higher Education Council (HEC) of the National Board of Employment, Education and Training (NBEET) reviewed progress for the various equity groups in the mid nineties, it found that it was unable to determine whether the target of doubling participation was achieved by 1995 because of different definitions used by institutions (NBEET 1996). It noted, however, that a consistent data collection, based on Martin’s 1994 definitions and performance indicators, was to commence in 1996. The review further noted that anecdotal evidence obtained in 1995 suggested that the doubling of enrolments might have occurred. As shown in the previous section, the participation of students with disabilities has improved over the years since the consistent data collection began. 

4.2 Legislative framework

The passing of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) in 1992 represented a significant step forward for people with disabilities, including those wishing to access higher education.  One of the aims of the Act is “to eliminate, as far as possible, discrimination against persons on the ground of disability” in several areas, including education (Commonwealth of Australia 1992, sect. 3). The Act makes it unlawful for an educational authority to discriminate against a person with a disability, unless the provision of appropriate services and facilities “would impose unjustifiable hardship” on the educational authority (sect. 22(4)). With no additional funding provided to enable institutions to meet the new obligations under the Act, and with attitudes changing very slowly, a number of complaints are understood to have been lodged with HREOC over the last few years. According to the Victorian Regional Disability Liaison Unit, four out of nine Victorian institutions had been the subject of a DDA complaint by 1997. (HREOC has advised that it does not hold national statistics on complaints lodged by higher education students.)

With a view to clarifying the provisions of the Act, draft Disability Standards for Education were developed by a Task Force of the Ministerial Committee for Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (a Commonwealth/State Government body). The draft standards set out the obligations of education providers in all sectors of education - an ambitious task - and provide a list of measures to achieve “substantive equity” in five areas. These are: enrolment; participation; curriculum development, accreditation and delivery; student support services; and elimination of harassment and victimisation (DETYA 2000).

These draft Standards are about to be released across all sectors of education with a view to obtaining feedback on their usefulness, including whether they are sufficiently specific to clarify the responsibilities of education providers.

While the spirit of the legislation is made clear in the Standards document (as exemplified by the statement “Compliance is required to the maximum extent not involving unjustifiable hardship”), helpful guidance on what might be considered as unjustifiable hardship by HREOC is not included. There is a concern that these standards do not – maybe they cannot – advance the debate in this difficult area and provide clear guidance to institutions with regard to their obligations. 

4.3 Guidelines and codes

The Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee (AVCC) published its own Guidelines Relating to Students with Disabilities in 1996 as a way of drawing attention to good practice. The context in which the guidelines were developed was on the one hand the desire to be in tune with the Government’s policy of equality of educational opportunity and, on the other, the legislative requirements of the DDA. The document goes on to state “Within this context, Australian universities recognise the need to provide students with disabilities with opportunities to realise their individual capabilities and should strive to fulfil their responsibilities in this regard” (AVCC 1996, sect. 1.4). This positive and comprehensive document also reminds universities that they should have a Disability Action Plan. It needs to be remembered, however, that individual institutions are not bound by advice given by the AVCC.

The AVCC Guidelines were expanded significantly by Barrie O’Connor who was commissioned by DEET to undertake research and consultations with the tertiary sector to identify and disseminate good practice in various facets of education delivered to students with disabilities. His Code of Practice for Australian Tertiary Institutions, published in 1998, covers a range of areas: from planning to student recruitment, teaching and learning and service provision. It also recommends minimum standards of service and support. It is understood to be well regarded overseas - the UK Quality Assurance Agency’s own code, recently introduced, is said to be based on the Australian code.

4.4 Government action/position

As far back as 1987 a Pensioner Education Supplement (currently $62.40 per fortnight) was introduced under the AUSTUDY scheme as an incentive to undertake educational courses. Recipients of Invalid Pensions (as they were then known) were eligible to receive the supplement. It is unlikely, however, that this flat payment would adequately compensate people with more severe disabilities for the additional costs incurred in undertaking education. 

At the time of the 1990/91 Budget, when it approved the Disability Reform Package (DRP), however, the Government missed the opportunity to complement its initiatives in the employment area with similarly positive initiatives in the education area. The DRP enabled the coordinated delivery of services from three Government Departments: Social Security (for income support), Health (for rehabilitation) and Employment (for training and labour market programs, including a wage subsidy). It would have been consistent with the Government’s intent of facilitating the entry/re-entry into the labour market of people on Disability Support Pension (DSP) if appropriate incentives had been introduced to enable DSP recipients to undertake tertiary education and thereby gain economic independence. A possible explanation for the non-inclusion of the education aspects in the reform package is that Government might have been concerned about the potential impact on the budget of an open-ended program, in contrast with the DRP in which the number of participants was limited by the resources made available.

Following the 1991 report of the Disability Task Force, a body established by the Federal Government, the only change to the range of assistance available for people with disabilities appears to be the introduction of a Continence Aids Assistance Scheme – seen by many as a token gesture in terms of acknowledging the additional costs incurred by them. A one-off Education Entry Payment (currently $208), also proposed by the Disability Task Force, was extended to DSP recipients in 1993.

Since 1991, Government has earmarked about 10% of the Higher Education Equity Program (HEEP) allocation to fund Cooperative Projects for Higher Education Students with Disabilities (CPHESD). Projects attracting funding involved collaboration among institutions to develop cost-effective ways of providing support for students with disabilities, undertake community awareness projects for students and parents, develop research materials etc. It is worth noting that neither HEEP nor CPHESD funds were ever intended to fund support for individual students.

A major study commissioned by DEET at this time was an investigation of the costs of providing support to students with disabilities in tertiary education. Andrews and Smith presented their report (which is usually referred to as the Andrews report) in 1992.

The report’s major recommendations concerned the provision of support funding to educational institutions for the employment of disability staff and provision of low-cost services, and the provision of grants to students to purchase higher-cost services or meet additional transport costs. It is not known why this major recommendation was not taken up by Government but it is plausible to believe that the then Minister for Education was not attracted to an ”open cheque” type program (in the form of a student entitlement). 

The Government, however, did take up a minor recommendation of Andrews – to fund the establishment of disability support centres based on the concept of collaboration among institutions in the provision of information and advice to schools, students and parents, recruitment and general development of support programs. The Regional Disability Liaison Officer network (RDLO) was announced in the 1993-94 Budget, with funding for three years. In the event, funding was extended for a further brief period and then ceased in 1998. A few RDLOs remain today, with funding set aside from the HEEP under the Disability Initiatives Program. This new program, which amounts to about $550,000 annually, has replaced the old CPHESD program and its guidelines permit RDLO funding in addition to nationally-significant cooperative projects.

Some two years after the Andrews report was completed, Mary Jones of Swinburne University obtained DEET funding under its Evaluations and Investigations Program to establish benchmarks for the provision of various levels of support for students with disabilities undertaking the full range of tertiary programs. Her 1994 report recommended that the individual support costs of a student be met out of a separate grant attached to students and reflecting actual costs of provision. There was no formal Government response to this report recommendation.

The 1996 report of the Higher Education Council, mentioned above, also had included a recommendation that the Government provide additional funding to institutions. More specifically, it had recommended that, for 1997, additional funding be provided at a similar level to that provided in respect of Indigenous students and for subsequent years to base such funding on a formula to be developed by the HEC and DEETYA. The funding formula to be developed was to recognise “institutions’ legal responsibility to make reasonable accommodations for [students with disabilities], and enable an adequate response from institutions to students with very high level of support needs” (NBEET 1996, p. 85). There was no formal Government response to this aspect of the report.

A November 1999 pre-Budget Submission by the Deafness Forum of Australia to the Prime Minister and a number of Ministers, including the Minister for Education, Training and Youth Affairs, Dr Kemp, recommended, inter alia, adequate funding for education institutions “to meet all the costs of providing all necessary support services and facilities to students with disabilities (in accordance with minimum national standards” (Rec 2). In acknowledging receipt of the submission, Dr Kemp reiterated the Government commitment to improving educational outcomes for all Australian students, including those from disadvantaged groups, and stated that the recommendations would be considered in the context of framing the 2000-2001 budget. In the event, no funding was allocated for this purpose in the last budget.

A conclusion that might be drawn from a consideration of the above developments is that successive Governments over the last decade have developed a policy and legislative framework in support of equal rights for people with disabilities, clearly setting out education provider obligations and expectations. What they have not done is to support the framework with targeted resources to enable institutions to meet such obligations and expectations. 

It is worth noting that the October 1999 Cabinet Submission “Proposals for reform in higher education”, which was largely abandoned following its leak, had contained provisions to reward universities which recruit and retain Indigenous students and students with disabilities. This suggests that the current Government may be amenable to consider a proposal for additional funding if a case can be made.

5. CURRENT ISSUES

5.1 Main issues identified in international literature

Internationally, there has been some debate over the merits of progressing the cause of disability on the basis of accommodation to meet the “special needs” argument, or even ensuring “equal rights”. Jerome Bickenbach of Quebec University, for instance, in a conference address titled “Equality, participation and the politics of disability”, argued cogently that the special needs approach to disability is a short-term strategy that faces major challenges because the needs of people with disabilities compete with the needs, wants and rights of the rest of the population (Bickenbach 1998, p15). The concept of “universal design” in all facets, on the other hand, has long-term potential as systems, IT, premises, equipment etc are made accessible to everyone, regardless of functional limitations. 

In our higher education context, therefore, this would mean ensuring that teaching (ranging from the design of inclusive curricula to the delivery of material in a variety of forms), research and all types of services are readily accessible to a most diverse student population. Developments in communication and information technology should make the achievement of this objective much easier.

Developments in terms of IT accessibility to date have been significant but much remains to be done to ensure compatibility. For instance, Screen Readers have developed in power and the range of materials they can handle so that more and more material is accessible. Adobe has developed some strategies for making Portable Document Format (PDF) files accessible, but the process is cumbersome. A further development is Voice Recognition and Voice Output – mainstream products which offer students with disabilities a more natural interface with computers. But even programs like these are not completely accessible, eg they cannot combine with Screen Reader. (A member of staff at the University of Newcastle is in the process of writing a guide to accessible web design.)

In an address at an OECD Conference on higher education and disability held last year, the following common international issues related to funding were identified:

· lack of consistent, reliable statistical data on need and service provision. A typical problem is that of under-disclosure;

· inequitable distribution of funding. Typically, those universities that provide good support attract more than their “fair share” of students with disabilities, resulting in greater financial hardship for those institutions;

· inequitable access by people with disabilities across a country as a corollary of the uneven provision of services; and

· complexity of funding sources in many countries (Gagliano 1999).

It is interesting to note that lack of Government funding was not identified as a common issue. No doubt this is because Governments in many countries have recognised the additional costs involved in providing appropriate support for students with disabilities and have made available separate funding for the purpose either by way of student entitlement or allocation to institutions. Indeed, in some countries funding is provided both to students and to institutions.

5.2 Main issues identified in Australia

The major issues in this country are related to costs, the implications of the DDA and the increasing number of students with disabilities. There are also subordinate issues, such as the reliability or otherwise of statistics on students with disabilities and the potential impact on services in a context of flexible delivery of courses.

5.2.1 Costs

The high costs involved in providing adequate support for high support needs students was the most common issue raised in consultations and found in the literature. 

A study conducted by the Department of Social Security in 1990-91 into the additional costs faced by people with disabilities, found that a third incurred moderate costs and a further third incurred high additional costs, with some of these additional costs being associated with participation in education. These findings were considered by the Disability Task Force, which considered a number of options involving targeting cash assistance to those with high levels of functional handicap. The Task Force also suggested that an “education and rehabilitation entry payment could be introduced to assist with meeting the additional costs faced when entering education or rehabilitation” (DSS 1991). The latter recommendation was in fact implemented in 1993, as noted above.  

In 1991, Helen Meekosha conducted a pilot study at five universities to review their equity profiles in relation to students with disabilities. She found major resource problems in meeting the student needs, exacerbated by bureaucratic conflict at Federal Government level and suggested that the Commonwealth Government had “a responsibility to guarantee equality of university education for people with disability and coordinate the provision of effectively resourced support programs” (Meekosha et al 1991, vol 10 pp37-38). 

The Andrews (1992), Jones (1994) and NBEET (1996) reports have already been mentioned in Section 4. 

In 1997 concerns expressed by DLOs and university executives in relation to increasing numbers of students with disabilities (some of whom had very high support needs) and increasing costs, together with concerns about inequalities in the burden carried by institutions, led the Victorian Regional Disability Unit to approach DETYA with a proposal for a funding model for the direct support costs for students with disabilities.   

A more recent report by Deakin University’s Paul Leung on Assistive Technology (AT) found that the cost was often the first consideration related to the use of AT. His survey revealed that two-thirds of the students indicated they had difficulty with funding of AT and concluded that lack of resources and the cost of devices were identified by DLOs and by students as some of the barriers to the successful use of AT (Leung et al 1999).  

A Costs of Disability study undertaken by Coopers and Lybrand in 1999 for the Department of Family and Community Services found that 91% of respondents (people on Disability Support Pension) noted that they had additional costs related to their disability (ie non-discretionary items) and suggested that these people should be compensated by Government for the additional costs (DFCS 1999). 

Higher education is not alone in attempting to further understand and address these problems. A study undertaken last year by the Access Training and Employment Centre (ATEC) for the Victorian Office of Training and Further Education found that the issues most frequently raised in consultation with TAFE staff and other stakeholders were those of increasing costs of support for students with disabilities, with no commensurate increase in budgets. The study also found an uneven provision of services across the sector, with “good” colleges being penalised financially (ATEC 1999). 

Remaining in the VET sector, the Australian National Training Authority (ANTA) recently developed a five-year national strategy and a blueprint for implementation of the strategy directed at improving participation in the sector by people with disabilities. The strategy and the blueprint were endorsed by the Commonwealth and State training ministers in June 2000. The strategy outlines ANTA’s intention of building into purchasing arrangements the scope to provide higher levels of funding in respect of training for students with disabilities, in recognition of the additional costs involved in providing such training. As a first step, ANTA is to conduct research to determine what additional levels of funding are required to purchase appropriate training for students with disabilities (ANTA 2000).

The current focus of Government on welfare reform, which encompasses people with disabilities, may provide a strong rationale for a sensible approach to meet support costs in higher education. While the aim of the reform proposals is to move people into employment, higher education arguably provides the best prospects for long-term independence for people with disabilities.

In its interim discussion paper Participation Support for a More Equitable Society, the McClure Reference Group acknowledged that costs of disability could act as deterrents to participation (March 2000). In its final report to Government, the McClure Group recommends that Government further investigate costs with a view to providing cash or in-kind assistance for people with disabilities as part of a participation support payment. A key feature of this final report is individualised service delivery, which assumes professional assessment of needs and capacities and the coordinated provision of services to meet those needs. The report states: 

“In some complex cases, such as for people with disabilities, (…) the gateway agency will need to draw on the expertise of brokers and specialists in the assessment process. More detailed approaches to assessing the needs of people may be necessary to determine capacity to work and enable better identification and targeting of appropriate intervention.” (Reference Group on Welfare Reform July 2000, p 12).

While the McClure report stresses employment and training, discussion with an officer of the Department of Family and Community Services suggests that education would very much be included as part of a possible path to employment, particularly in a climate where lifelong education is required to update one’s skills.

As noted earlier, following the introduction of the Disability Discrimination Act 1992, Government (and particularly DETYA and its predecessors) has maintained the position that there is an obligation on the part of institutions to comply with the provisions of this (and other) legislation and therefore meet the needs of students with disabilities. What is also clear from recent consultations is that senior management at a number of universities does not appear to appreciate this obligation with the result that:

· budgets for student support are tight/fixed or even shrinking; 

· many DLOs are torn between attempting to meet the needs of students and containing expenditure within budget parameters, which leads to a stressful working environment; in other cases – presumably as a result of limited budgets – their role appears to be to limit a student’s expectations rather than be a strong advocate for the needs of the student;

· students are often dissatisfied with the level and quality of service they are able to access – as emerged in a Deafness Forum survey and as experienced by an Advocacy Officer for Blind Citizens Australia.

The priority that universities place on services for students with disabilities is reflected not only in the size of the budget for the purchase of services and equipment, but also in the staffing of the disability office. A recent survey conducted by a Regional Disability Liaison Officer found enormous disparity in the level of resources allocated for disability, particularly in relation to staffing, both in terms of numbers and levels. It found that, in one case, there was just one Disability Liaison Officer for 700 students, although on average there were 2.25 staff per institution. One member of staff was, on average, responsible for 245.5 students. The conditions under which disability practitioners were employed also varied widely, from HEW level 4 to level 9, with the majority employed at level 7 or 8. The RDLO further found that, in general, the quality of support provided to students with disabilities depends on the level of support given to practitioners (Boardman 2000).

The budget squeeze within institutions forces some equity areas to use funding from the HEEP in order to provide individual services for students with disabilities – a practice that is completely at odds with the intended use of HEEP funding.

There is an expectation in the sector that the Education Standards developed under the Act and soon to be circulated for comment, will assist in clarifying the extent to which universities are obliged to provide support (eg by providing examples to illustrate the meaning of “reasonable accommodation” and “unjustifiable hardship”).  It remains to be seen whether institutions will find this document helpful and whether it will be adopted at the end of the consultation process. If this does not eventuate, DLOs will have to continue to mediate between students and university management, unless additional funding is provided to the sector.

5.2.2 Increasing number of students

As noted in Section 3, the number of students with disabilities continues to rise. Those with complex/high support needs (eg deaf students, those with vision impairment and those with learning disabilities such as dyslexia) are said to be rising even more markedly. Factors likely to have contributed to the steady increase include:

· integration of students with disabilities in the school system, with greater numbers completing secondary schools and aspiring to go on to university;

· encouragement of students to reach their potential through education and more information provided to them on future options;

· increased awareness of the rights afforded by the Disability Discrimination Act; and

· awareness that some institutions are ready and able to meet their needs and offer sympathetic environments.

While this is an entirely welcome phenomenon from an equity point of view, it needs to be viewed in the context of tight financial resources allocated for disability support.

For practitioners, the major difficulty associated with providing for all students with disabilities is the unpredictability of their numbers from year to year making it impossible to estimate future expenditure. Of particular concern to DLOs is the unpredictability of those with high support needs – even two deaf students enrolling in a science or engineering course (with high contact hours and laboratory work) can blow out a budget in no time. The option for DLOs then is either to limit support to other students, or to seek further funding and running the risk of seeing their professional judgement questioned by management.

5.2.3 Inequality across institutions

As is common with other countries, in Australia too there is substantial inequality of involvement and provision across the sector. For instance, some universities have acquired a good reputation for providing appropriate levels of support for students with certain functional impairments, eg students who can only communicate in Auslan. Such students often require two sign interpreters in a given class (so that they can alternate in interpreting, because of the intensive nature of their work) as well as a notetaker. In addition, because the English language proficiency of deaf students is often below the standard required at university, they may need individual tutoring. These institutions are carrying a heavy burden financially. Deaf students who do not use sign interpreters, and students with dyslexia, who are on the increase at some institutions, also require notetaking – an intensive and costly service despite the fact that these days it is usually provided by trained students at a lower cost. At the other end of the scale, there are some institutions in the sector that have few if any students with high support needs. 

As one frustrated DLO put it “There is absolutely no government support for those busting their guts to do the right thing, in fact it’s the opposite. We are financially penalised because the students will go to the institution which they know from the ‘bush telegraph’ offers appropriate support and as a consequence the costs increase for that university”.

It is interesting to note that concern about the financial difficulties experienced by those institutions that provide excellent support services and feature innovative approaches and as a result attract relatively higher proportions of students with disabilities, had already been identified in the NBEET report of 1996.

A similar concern was raised by the Deafness Forum following a survey of Australian universities it conducted in the same year which revealed “disparities in equality of the levels of access between one university and another”. Three years later, in November 1999, the Disability Forum claimed that there had been no improvement in this situation (Rope 2000, pers. comm., 10 July).

5.2.4 Unreliability of statistics

As noted above, many countries are concerned by the lack of reliable statistics of students with disabilities in higher education. In Australia too there is a constant complaint by equity/disability officers that enrolment statistics don’t tell the full story because large proportions of students choose not to disclose their disability on enrolment. Reasons for non-disclosure are many. Some students fear possible discrimination; others are making a “political” point, they don’t see themselves as having a disability; yet others forget to tick the box. While estimates of non-disclosure vary widely, it is said to be quite high at some institutions. 

While in principle there is no problem with students not wishing to reveal their disability on the enrolment form, the exclusion of some students with disabilities from the official statistics has two implications:

· it does not permit a fair assessment of whether this group is adequately represented in higher education; and

· should a funding model be introduced based on the number of students with disabilities in each institution, inappropriate levels of funding might be allocated.

A related issue raised during consultations is the fact that the official statistics do not capture the distinction between students requiring high as distinct from low levels of support. There may be a difference in retention rates, for example, which are obscured by the current collection method.

5.2.5 Impact of flexible delivery

While flexible delivery offers enormous potential in terms of facilitating access to education for students with disabilities, the up-front cost of providing the appropriate infrastructure may be significant. In the longer term, however, flexible delivery may offer real reductions in costs and improvement in service delivery.

Nevertheless, the impact of the increasing number of courses delivered in flexible mode on costs of support for students with disabilities is yet to be determined. For instance, a DLO advised that there is a need to rethink traditional support structures such as the use of peer notetakers versus the use of expensive transcription services in some contexts, eg multi-site video-conferencing.

6. GOOD PRACTICE EXAMPLES 

6.1 Overseas models

A review of practice in six countries (New Zealand, Ireland, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Canada and the United States of America) has revealed an array of good funding models. 

In all of these comparable countries Government has assumed responsibility for providing separate funding to meet the support needs of students with disabilities. As the disability coordinators at the University of Auckland stated at a major conference in the region “Good intentions – or empty political words – are not enough to affect equitable social or institutional change. What makes the most difference is money.” (O’Neill and Crabbe 1999).

In New Zealand, for example, following a period of tension between higher education institutions and the Ministry of Education, the Special Supplementary Scheme was introduced by the Government in 1998 to “compensate institutions for those costs which are significantly higher than the costs of the services which institutions should already be providing to meet the range of different learning needs of their students”. (O’Neill and Crabb 1999, p. 5). The aims of the Government program were to increase the number of students with disabilities participating in tertiary education and to address funding inequalities.

In the UK the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) stated in 1998 “We recognise that institutions providing for disabled students incur additional costs”. (HEFCE 98/66 para 30). In 1999, following consultation with the sector, it announced “We already have within the teaching funding method student-related premiums for part-time students and full-time mature students. These funding premiums are to provide for the additional costs of providing for such students. There is general support for our proposal to recognise the additional costs of providing for students with disabilities and for those from disadvantaged backgrounds by providing additional funding for those groups too”. (HEFCE 99/24).

Details of relevant programs in the six countries can be found at Appendix D. In brief, their provisions are as follows:

New Zealand

Institutions receive from the Ministry of Education a flat amount per EFTSU (NZ$29.25 = A$22.50) to enable them to meet the costs of support for people with disabilities. While most institutions are happy with this arrangement, there are concerns that smaller institutions with students with high support needs are being inadequately funded. Some ways of addressing inequities across the sector are currently being considered.

If the NZ approach were to be adopted here, the program would cost approximately $10.5m (based on about 466,000 non-overseas EFTSUs in 1999).

Ireland

The Department of Education and Science makes an annual allocation to institutions in respect of students with high support needs. The 1999 allocation equated to about 2050 Irish pounds per student with disabilities (=A$4025). The average allocation for students with hearing impairment was 3420 pounds (=A$6705).

In addition to this program, the Irish Education Authority provides some funding for initiatives directed at students with disabilities (equivalent to A$1.1m in 1999).

Sweden

The Government mandates that 0.15% of its allocation to institutions be set aside and used to provide support for students with disabilities. It also provides top-up funding (1.7m EURO in 1999 = A$2.7m) to meet costs which exceed the 0.15%, with the latter program being administered by the University of Stockholm. Even this is found to be insufficient in many cases, and there are concerns about inequalities across the sector.

In addition, the National Agency for Special Educational Support provides funding for students with physical disabilities who require individual assistance during semesters.

United Kingdom

In the UK there is a combination of direct funding to students and funding to institutions via the HEFCE (and similar funding councils in Scotland and Wales).

Students in receipt of the Disabled Students’ Allowance (sic) can potentially receive up to the equivalent of A$30,000 pa for non-medical personal helpers (eg sign interpreters, notetakers, tutors for dyslexia), and a further A$10,000 over the duration of a course for equipment. The Allowance is needs based but not means tested.

The HEFCE administers a Special Funding Program to improve provision for students with disabilities (equivalent to about A$5.1m pa for three years) and has just commenced allocating further funding equivalent to A$12.8m pa under its Widening Participation in Higher Education program. The latter amount is being allocated to institutions on the basis of their respective share of people on Disabled Students’ Allowance.

Canada

In Canada too funding is allocated directly to the students as well as to institutions.

Under the Canada Study Grants for Persons with Permanent Disability people can receive up to C$5000 (= A$5815; the maximum is C$7000 in Ontario = A$8150) to pay for such education-related services as sign interpreting, tuition and notetaking, or for equipment. It is worth noting that this grant is means tested as it is only payable to people who have applied for loans and have established a financial need.

There are also direct grants to institutions to support students with disabilities. The federal Government transfers funds to the ministries of education in the provinces which, in turn, allocate them to institutions on the basis of their own criteria. This indirect allocation leads to inequality of access across the country that is of concern to disability groups.

USA


Financial aid to students with disabilities is available, but only for those who are in financial need. The family resources are taken into account to determine eligibility. The aid is intended to cover additional costs such as tutors, equipment, and special materials.

The Federal Rehabilitation Services Administration (an agency located in the US Department of Education) allocates funding to State rehabilitation agencies on a matched-funding basis (US$8 federal to US$2 State). The matched-funding requirement leads to inequities across the country as the poorer states are unable to take advantage of federal funding. Under this program, students can receive funding to pay for tuition fees, equipment and tutors.

Impact on individual institutions overseas

As an example of the impact on institutions of Government policy and programs, the University of Auckland (with 25,000 students, 800 of whom have disabilities) receives about NZ$550,000 pa and claims that this is adequate to meet all of the student needs. The Government program is regarded by the university’s disability coordinators as an ”outstanding success”.

The University of Toronto received about C$1m (= A$1.16m) for 1999-2000, mostly from the province’s Accessibility Fund for Students with Disabilities. In the province of Ontario alone, allocation to universities for 2000-01 under this Fund totalled C$5.8m (= A$6.7m). Funding is allocated on the basis of the total number of students. The University of Toronto uses its allocation to employ staff for the office for students with disabilities, acquire and maintain equipment, pay for support services (sign interpreters, notetakers, tutors etc) and for professional development. (Note that other provinces administer funds differently –for instance in Quebec institutions apply each year to the Ministry of Education for reimbursement of real costs incurred.)

6.2 Australian models

There are a few examples of good practice in Australia too. 

In education, DETYA itself administers the Indigenous Support Funding program that provides about $22.7m annually to institutions to meet the special needs of Indigenous students. This represents, on average, an allocation of about $2800 per Indigenous student. The actual allocation per institution depends on the number of students it has, moderated by their academic progress. This formula might not be the most appropriate for students with disabilities given uncertainties about the extent of under-disclosure.

In the vocational education and training area the Victorian Office of Post-Compulsory Education, Training and Employment allocates $1.7m annually to TAFE institutes as additional funding in recognition of additional costs incurred in meeting the support needs of students with disabilities. The specific allocation to each institute is included in profile discussions and reflects enrolments in identified areas of delivery for students with disabilities. These funds can be used to purchase equipment or specialised support services.

In the employment area, Job Network, managed by DEWRS, offers three levels of service – Job Matching, Job Search Training and Intensive Assistance. Under Intensive Assistance, job seekers are classified into three categories attracting different funding levels. These levels are determined by reference to the degree of disadvantage or difficulty in reintegrating the particular individuals in the labour market.

In the welfare area, during 1996-97 DSS conducted a pilot to provide more intensive and flexible services to Disability Support Pension recipients who were not yet ready for vocational training or other rehabilitation/labour market programs. Participants were assigned to case managers who carried out a detailed assessment of need and accessed the most suitable type and range of services for the individual. An interim evaluation of the pilot published in 1998 found that the approach had been extremely effective and that case management, combined with flexibility, was the key to its success.

7. WHAT ARE THE COSTS?

While it is acknowledged that students with disabilities who undertake education face additional costs compared with people who are not in education – and the welfare system recognises this through the availability of a Pensioner Education Supplement, an Education Entry Payment and a Mobility Allowance in some cases - the focus of this paper is on expenditure related to the support services and other accommodations that a university needs to provide so that the student has equal access to the academic program and student services. This expenditure is typically met by the institution, using general operating grants provided by Government. As discussed above, this is probably the thorniest issue in equity/disability areas today because of the tensions it creates.

7.1 The Andrews report (1992)

It is worth dwelling on the Andrews report (1992) because, although somewhat dated, it set out some basic principles and made sensible recommendations. It is still regarded today by experts in the field as a very worthwhile contribution to the debate.

Based on a survey of tertiary institutions providing data on expenditure in respect of over 4500 students, Andrews concluded that the nature and level of support required by students with disabilities was determined by a set of factors including the students’ functional limitations, the academic demands of different fields of study, the format of course presentation and assessment requirements. Further, he estimated that costs for high support needs students ranged between $1000 and $17,000 pa, with the highest amounts relating to students with vision impairment.

Andrews (1992, p. 175) identified three categories of support requirements and attached costings, as an average per student requiring some form of support, to each.

Category 1: support services provided with generic services by the institution (such as enrolment and examination assistance, parking arrangements), therefore to be absorbed within general expenditure (Average of $91);

Category 2: special services to be provided by the institution with support funding (eg audiotaping of lectures, remedial assistance, large print materials) (Average of $391); and

Category 3: direct services to students requiring support funding (eg Auslan/sign interpreters, voice recognition computers, amanuenses) (Average of $1147).

Andrews estimated that, to assist about 10,000 students in higher education based on the profile emerging from his survey, which determined the type and level of support required, the total cost would be about $16.3m, or $1630 on average per student requiring some form of support (figures expressed in 1992 prices). Through his survey, Andrews had also estimated that 64% of students with disabilities in higher education were likely to need support.

Andrews suggested that the more basic services (ie Category 1) be absorbed as part of general costs of the institution. After deducting these costs, the estimated additional funding per student requiring support would be $1540 ($1800 in 2000 dollar terms, after adjustment using the ABS index). On the basis of his calculations and estimates, additional funding to cover 64% of 18,000 students enrolled in 1999 would have amounted to about $17.7m in 1992 prices (11520 X $1540. In 2000 terms, it would be $20.7m).

The Andrews report (1992, pp 177-179) went on to recommend a program involving three elements:

1. Support funding to educational institutions – for infrastructure support such as the employment of disability staff and to provide low-cost services (ie those in Category 2);

2. Direct grants to students for Category 3 services (eg interpreters). The student could authorise payment direct to a service provider, including the institution if applicable;

3. A basic grant (or supplementary allowance) – payable to the student who demonstrated a prescribed level of support needed to participate in education, eg additional transport costs. 

With regard to the third element of his proposal, it is not entirely clear why Andrews would have specifically mentioned this grant as being equivalent to the AUSTUDY supplement – the Pensioner Education Supplement had been in existence since 1987. It is possible that Andrews intended this grant not to be subject to the income testing arrangements that would have applied to the Invalid Pension.

7.2 The Jones report (1994)

Mary Jones’s costings are based on actual level and type of support provided at her institution over an 18-month period. In her report Jones argued that “support” for students with disabilities was of two types:

Systemic – eg parking, access to buildings, infrastructure (including employment of a DLO) and equipment (eg scanners, TTY telephones); and

Individual – the on-going variety (eg notetaking) as well as the one-off type (eg computer, tape recorder).

Further, she found that cost was determined by two variables: functional limitation (type and level of disability) and course type (number and type of contact hours) - the highest costs being associated with students with hearing impairment in need of signing (who require an interpreter and a notetaker) and those with vision impairment using Braille (who require notetakers, the notes to be transferred to disk, and text to be typed).

Jones, focussing only on the cost of individual services (but excluding attendant care and equipment) developed a formula that took account of the type and level of disability and also the type of course. She was then able to calculate that, for instance, a deaf student in need of signing enrolled in a course involving lectures and practical work would cost around $23,300 pa (1994 prices). A student with vision impairment in need of notetaking, transfer of notes to disk, and taping, who was enrolled in a science course, would cost about $8,400 pa (1994 prices).

Jones fully endorsed the conclusions reached by Andrews, ie that institutions should meet systemic costs out of operating grants but that additional separate funding should cover the provision of direct support. She argued that this funding should be tagged to the student, but paid to the institution, so that if the student left, so did the funding. She concluded: “Direct funding for individual support needs seems to be the only way to ensure that students with disabilities in tertiary education receive both an equitable and quality service”. (Jones 1994, p.16)

7.3 The current survey

In the context of this project, institutions were asked to provide data on their 1999 expenditure in relation to students with disabilities.

Thirteen institutions (representing just over a third of the sector) responded to the survey, including a dual-sector institution (Appendix C shows the data submitted by the unidentified institutions). The most striking feature of the responses was the variability in terms of:

· the number of students with disabilities enrolled, which was not necessarily related to the size of the institution;

· the proportion of students requiring support;

· the size of the budget (arguably reflecting institutional philosophy and priorities); and

· the per capita costs for all students with disabilities and for those requiring support. 

A glance at differences in the per capita costs at the various institutions and the retention/success rates at those institutions (using the institutional data published in Equity in Higher Education) failed to find a direct correlation between expenditure and positive outcomes. This, however, could be a misleading observation as expenditure relates to 1999 whereas success and retention relate to 1996 and 1997 respectively.

All studies conducted to date on costs of disability confirm that to use averages is a meaningless exercise because the extremes distort the figures and also because the majority of people with disabilities require only minor adjustments or support, if any. To illustrate this point, this brief survey showed that at responding institutions:
· there were over 11000 students with disabilities enrolled in 1999 (the range was from 284 at a technology university to 2694 at the dual-sector institution). After adjusting for the inclusion of TAFE students at the dual-sector institution that responded, this figure is likely to represent about 50% of all students with disabilities enrolled at Australian universities; 

· 40% required support (ranging from 22% to 88%);

· the average cost of providing for all enrolled students with disabilities (including staff, equipment, services and other related costs) was $327 (ranging from $178 to $891);

· the average cost of providing for students with support needs was $832 (ranging from $437 to $1586);

· at four institutions that also provided data on students with high support needs separately, however, the per capita cost for these students was $4346, $4582, $4964 and $7713.

Virtually all respondents pointed out that the costings supplied, while accurate for 1999, are no indication of likely future costs because of the unpredictability in terms of numbers of students enrolling and the degree of support they require. For instance, one institution pointed out that during 1995-97 it had a blind student who was costing $13,250 pa. This would have represented 8% of the budget if the size of the budget in those years was similar to that of 1999. Another institution stressed that, with five deaf students in 2000, two of whom are enrolled in science, the average cost per student is going to be $25,000, representing 43% of that institution’s total budget for this year. Indeed, halfway through the year expenditure at this particular institution was running at 2/3 of the budget. It is worth noting that this level of cost ($25,000) is roughly equivalent to two and a half times the average Commonwealth grant for a full-time student place.

Two DLOs drew attention to the considerable costs currently being met by community organisations, such as the Royal Blind Society which provides accessible format material for students with vision impairment. Should this free or reduced cost service cease, costs to the universities would rise dramatically. One DLO, for instance, was advised by their Royal Blind Society of the following costs relating to three students during semester 1 1999: $10,650, $19,205 and $21,170.

8. POSSIBLE MODELS OF FUNDING

There are two quite distinct models in existence overseas – funding allocated to a student (on an entitlement basis) and funding allocated to institutions.

8.1 Funding allocated to students

This model is favoured by many on philosophical grounds - it “empowers” the student. The reality is that it can create a lot of problems for students as well as for institutions that are caught up in assisting with the preparation of the application. It also means that students have the onus of locating, pricing and securing appropriate services. While a good learning experience for many, for others it potentially represents a lot of stress and time wasting. 

Professor Des Power of Griffith University, who has a major interest in the education of deaf students, states that he has considered carefully the UK Disabled Students Allowance and found it appealing in principle but very difficult to administer in practice. Further, a DLO has drawn attention to a potential problem under the scenario of a student allowance. She argues that if a student is forced to purchase services or equipment directly from a disability services agency that is not required to be accountable to a third party, this may compromise the quality of the service and would place the provider in a very powerful position over the student who is inexperienced in negotiating the purchase of costly items.

A variation on this model is where the student can nominate a provider and authorise payment for services direct to that provider. A university can be the nominated provider of services.

Any funding provided directly to students needs to have in place accountability procedures to ensure that it is spent only on education-related items. Further, provisions should be in place to ensure that equipment purchased for personal use be returned for use by another student should the first student withdraw from study. In the UK, where this claw-back provision is not in place, it is understood that withdrawals soon after equipment has been obtained are not unusual.

8.2 Funding allocated to institutions

DETYA already provides funding to institutions for many purposes therefore a separate allocation for the provision of services for students with disabilities would be easy to put in place and administer. Guidelines for the new program would need to be developed with appropriate accountability mechanisms.

A further advantage of providing funding directly to an institution is that, as a large organisation, it has the ability to plan services and take advantage of its bulk purchasing power.

Outlined below are various models. They are put forward on the basis that:

· the current tension between fixed/shrinking budgets/staff/resources on the one hand and increasing numbers of students with disabilities (with more complex and costly high support needs) on the other, needs to be addressed;

· the assumption that a university should find within its operating grants appropriate levels of funding to meet “systemic” costs such as access to buildings, parking, facilities and information; appropriate infrastructure such as counselling and disability staff to assist students and do outreach work; extra staff providing assistance in the library, a resource room, counselling etc; 

· additional funding is required to provide specific services (eg notetaking and interpreting) and to purchase/maintain specific equipment and software such as scanners, voice synthesisers, computers etc; and

· the cost of meeting the high support needs of individuals (ie beyond a certain level – say $4000 pa), which cannot be predicted/budgeted for and which falls unevenly across the sector, should be met through a separate funding pool.

8.3 Possible criteria for assessing the models

It is suggested that a number of criteria be used to assess the relative merit of the funding models put forward below. These might include:

Portability. Funding should be tagged to the student so that if the student moves to another institution, funding follows the student.

Level of assistance related to need. As it has been argued that the cost of support can vary enormously from student to student, additional funding should reflect actual cost per individual student. This is the most equitable and cost efficient use of public funding, but it requires individual assessment.

Administrative efficiency. A new program of assistance should be designed to limit administrative costs. Administration could be devolved as close to the client as possible, utilising either universities or Centrelink offices depending on the program design.

Respect for autonomy of universities. Universities value highly the autonomy they have in deciding their internal affairs, for example how to spend Commonwealth funding within broad accountability requirements.

8.4 Five possible models

Some of the following models, inspired by overseas experience, might not appeal to Vice-Chancellors or to DETYA, but they are put forward for the sake of discussion.

Model 1

DETYA provides additional funding of $15 pa (indexed) per EFTSU in a separate pool to meet all disability-related costs (except those for very high support need students). This is a very modest amount – it would add up to about $7m using 1999 figures for non-overseas students as an illustration. At a large university such as Monash, this would amount to about $355,000. This figure would be barely adequate to meet basic services and equipment costs. Indeed, some institutions much smaller than Monash already have a budget larger than this. If the Swedish model were adopted (0.15% of operating grants set aside) the national figure would be about $7.45m based on the 2000 operating grants allocation – somewhere in the same ballpark.

This level of funding is very modest by international standards. Even NZ provides NZ$29.25 per EFTSU (equal to about A$22.50).

A separate program is required to provide reimbursement of expenditure incurred in excess of $4000 pa per individual. This is essential to ensure that no one institution carries an unfair burden of the additional costs of providing adequate access for students with disabilities. This program should be administered by DETYA, with institutions submitting six-monthly accounts to the Department. It is unlikely that this program would require more than about $0.5m pa.

Comment

This is no doubt the option that would be preferred by the sector as it represents additional (albeit modest) funding rather than a mere redistribution of funds within the system.

The provision of a top-up element from a separate Government program would ensure equity across the sector – particularly for those institutions that, because of their excellent service, attract relatively large numbers of students with high support needs.

In terms of the above criteria, this model partly meets criteria 1 and 2 because of the second element of the program – the top-up element that reflects high support costs for a particular individual. It also meets criteria 3 and 4. 

Model 2

Institutions could be directed by DETYA to set aside, from their operational grants, the same amount of money as in Model 1 for the purpose of providing disability support services and equipment.

A separate DETYA-funded program would be required to reimburse institutions for the costs of high support need students, as in model 1.

Comment

The risk for institutions of this model is that it potentially establishes a precedent of DETYA interference in their internal management decisions, undermining their autonomy. Government itself might be reluctant to direct institutions to spend part of its funding in a particular way. Nevertheless, it has some merit, as it would ensure: 

· an adequate level of funding in a sensitive area that is subject to external scrutiny by HREOC; 

· better quality provision for students with disabilities; and 

· a less tense working environment for disability staff. 

Similar to Model 1, this model partly meets criteria 1 and 2 on the basis that the top-up provisions apply to particular individuals with high support needs. It also meets criterion 3.

Model 3

A new education allowance is introduced for students with disabilities, funded by DETYA. As DETYA does not have a network throughout Australia, the most appropriate point of delivery would be Centrelink – as is currently happening with other education allowances. 

This education allowance should not be linked to the welfare system as means testing would result in some students not being eligible. As the students themselves cannot be expected to pay for the education services they require, the institution would have to meet the relevant costs leading to the type of distortions experienced at present. 

The value of this allowance should be variable as it should reflect the needs of each individual in terms of equipment and services. This would be consistent with the approach taken in the Welfare Reform paper. In order to obtain it, a student would undergo a comprehensive needs assessment. This would be followed by quotations for the most appropriate equipment/services required and all relevant documentation, including evidence of course admission, would be presented to the relevant authority (Centrelink maybe). Once approval was obtained for expenditure, funds would be transferred to the provider of the equipment/services on the student’s authority.

An estimate of cost for this model is difficult to derive. If we assume an average expenditure of $1800 per student with disabilities who requires support (based on an indexing of the 1992 Andrews figure of $1540) and we further assume a 65% increase in the number of students over the next five years ie to 19,000 students (reflecting the increase recorded since 1996), expenditure could amount to $34.2m by 2004. 

NB An increase of 65% is reasonable and likely given population trends and other environmental factors. An average expenditure of $1800 is arguably conservative. The current survey shows an average expenditure of just under $1000 per student with disabilities, but this expenditure does not include mainstreamed support activities for students with disabilities or services provided by outside agencies at nominal or no costs. Additionally, it was based on 1999 when respondents claimed expenditure was not at typical levels.

Comment

While meeting criteria 1, 2 and 4 and having some attractions, this model is administratively cumbersome, particularly in light of the fact that DETYA, unlike its UK counterpart, does not have a network of offices around the country and would need to outsource its administration to Centrelink. Universities would typically be involved in the preparation of student applications. Additionally, the proposition to attach funding to students was put forward by Andrews and Jones and has not been taken up by Government in the past.

Model 4

This is basically the Andrews model, slightly modified. It involves two elements:

1. a program of assistance to institutions to provide services to people with disabilities, typically low-cost, with funding to be allocated annually alongside the HEEP allocation. If linked to the number of students with disabilities requiring some form of support (64% of the total), this program could amount to about $4.5m (at 1992 prices; $5.3m indexed to 2000 prices); and

2. a direct grant to students for the provision of more specialised and costly individual services. These services would need to be determined by the institutions and could be provided by the institutions or by other agencies. To achieve greater accountability and streamline procedures, the student could sign an authority to pay the service provider direct. Based on his 1992 estimates and his assumption about 64% of enrolled students with disabilities requiring support, the program might total $13.2m (1992 prices, $15.4m indexed to 2000 prices).

NB There is no need to include Andrews’s proposed third element – a basic grant – as this is essentially provided by the AUSTUDY Pensioner Education Supplement.

Total additional funding pa under the Andrews model would be $20.7m (indexed at 2000 prices and using 1999 enrolment data for students with disabilities).

Comment

This model meets three of the four criteria. The only one it would not meet is criterion 3, but if funding were paid direct to service providers on the student’s authority, administration would be simplified.

Model 5

This is based on the Indigenous Support Funding Program. It involves additional funding based on actual enrolments of students with disabilities in the previous year, moderated by outcomes in terms of progress rate and award completions. 


EFTSU figures for students with disabilities for 1999 are not available from DETYA publications, nevertheless an indication of the level of support provided for Indigenous students is gained by dividing the program allocation of $22.7m in 2000 by the number of Indigenous students enrolled in 1999 – some 8000. This gives a per capita allocation of $2800. Applied to enrolled students with disabilities in 1999, the program allocation would amount to $51.3m.

Comment

This model would meet criteria 1, 3 and 4 but not 2 as it would not differentiate between students with high and low support needs. There are, however, many similarities between the needs of these two groups, such as the need to provide separate infrastructure (Disability Office cf Indigenous Support Centre), remedial tutoring for some, general counselling and support.

9. CONCLUSION

What this paper has demonstrated is that the issue of costs of disability in higher education has exercised the minds of large numbers of people in Australia over a very long period. 

As more and more people with disabilities are encouraged to achieve their potential through active participation in community activities, the university path is an option that many of them are choosing to take. While this is a cause for celebration as a university degree will enable them to live economically independent and fulfilling lives, disability staff at university are torn between balancing tight budgets and meeting the increasing needs of this group of students. The ensuing tensions frequently lead to dissatisfaction for many students and staff, and can lead to public embarrassment if institutions are found to have unlawfully discriminated against individual students because of their disability.

Australia is out of step with every other country reviewed in this paper. These countries offer a variety of models for providing separate funding to ensure that students with disabilities are given the best opportunity to access university courses and succeed in their studies. Even within DETYA a precedent exists for providing additional funding in respect of another equity group which is clearly in need of additional support – Indigenous students. There is ample evidence of institutions having to meet significant additional costs to provide dedicated staff, services and equipment for students with disabilities. The question is not whether to provide additional funding, but how to provide it in the most administratively efficient and effective way.

From an administrative point of view, the simplest way would be to provide funding to institutions as a flat figure per EFTSU (to ensure all institutions have a reasonable budget to provide basic infrastructure and low-cost services and equipment) complemented by separate supplementation for individual students with high support needs (ie model 1). This model draws from the best features of the overseas models and from the highly regarded Andrews report. It is also very low-cost to Government relative to other models involving supplementation.

Beside the major issue of providing additional funding for students with disabilities, there is scope for improving our understanding of the experience of students with disabilities in higher education. Of particular interest is the issue of whether there are different outcomes for people receiving differing levels of support. Qualitative research might cast light on whether there are linkages between the nature and level of support needs, the nature and level of support received, and retention/progress/completion rates. This research might also investigate reasons for and extent of under-disclosure, and the implications of such under-disclosure for statistical analysis. Finally, the research project might examine whether the 1994 Martin reference value of 4% is still appropriate for this target group.
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Appendix A

List of organisations and individuals consulted 

Australia

All Australian publicly-funded universities and a range of disability stakeholders via the disability listserver austed.

The following institutions provided data and comments on the data:

Australian National University

Central Queensland University

Deakin University

Griffith University

Monash University

RMIT University

Southern Cross University

The University of Canberra

The University of NSW

The University of Tasmania

The University of Technology, Sydney

The University of Western Sydney

The University of Wollongong

The following individuals provided comments on the issues: 

Judy Hartley and Professor Des Power (Griffith University) 

Martin Fathers (RMIT) 

Ellen Sanders (Monash) 

Trevor Allen (ANU) 

Eric Boardman (CQU)

Brian Rope (The Deafness Forum of Australia)

Grant Webster (Blind Citizens Australia)

All relevant disability organisations were invited to provide comments on the issues. Some of these are represented on the Reference Group established by UNSW to comment on the draft discussion paper. These are: 

Physical Disability Council (Jack Frisch)

Tertiary Education Disability Council of Australia and Universities Disabilities Access Network of NSW (Sondra Wibberley)

People with Disabilities NSW (David Abello)

Social Relations in Disability (Melinda Jones)

A student representative (Darren Fittler)

UNSW staff who provided comment on the draft paper: Jude Stoddart, Laurie Alsop, and Melanie Symons – in addition to UNSW consultant Jane Morrison

DETYA: Dianne Peacock (International, Analysis and Evaluation Division), Maia Hanzell (Training and Youth Division) and Tony Zanderigo (Higher Education Division)

DFCS: Robyn Shannon (Office of Disability)

HREOC

Katy O’Callaghan (ANTA)

Eric McLelland (Vic Office of Post-Compulsory Education, Training and Employment

Jean Southgate (ACT Vocational Education and Training Authority)

Overseas:

Joan Wolforth (McGill University, Canada)

Rachel Arbour (University of Toronto, Canada)

Alan Hurst (University of Central Lancashire, UK)

Mary Foley (University of Nottingham, UK)

Vicky Smith (The University of Birmingham, UK)

Sharon McNeish (Glasgow University, UK)

Pat Butson (University of Edinburgh, UK)

Evelyn Lynam (Department of Education, Ireland) 

Pam Fowler (University of Michigan, USA)

Lynne Crabb and Terry O’Neill (University of Auckland)

Margit Anderberg (Lund University, Sweden)









Appendix B

(a) Document used in the consultation on issues, and 

(b) Document used in the expenditure survey, with questionnaire

(a)
PROVISION OF SUPPORT FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Background

The University of NSW has commissioned a project to regenerate debate on the issue of financial support for students with disabilities in higher education. The paper being prepared is intended to cover the following aspects:

1. evidence of need for funding for students with disabilities in higher education;

2. the policy, political and financial issues raised by earlier and current debates on the topic;

3. lessons from national and international best practice;

4. a range of possible funding models with associated costs; and

5. key questions to be addressed in advancing the debate on funding for students with disabilities in the university sector.

The paper will be used to instigate fresh debate within the sector and to form the basis of discussion at a policy forum to be held in NSW possibly around October. It is also proposed that the paper eventually lead to a submission to Government.

Consultations

Disability groups and other stakeholders, including higher education institutions, are being consulted in this exercise. Their views and experience will form a valuable contribution to the consideration of the issues and the final quality of the paper.

Once completed, the discussion paper will be made available in time for the policy forum.

Would you please provide the consultant with any information, views or data that might assist in the drafting of the research/discussion paper. While you are encouraged to comment on any aspect that the paper is meant to cover, it would be appreciated if you could focus in particular on the following: 

· what are the key issues of concern to you that ought to be raised in the paper and why; 

· what you see as the main constraints; and 

· whether you have strategies in mind that might suggest a way forward. 

Please send your comments etc to Yvette Devlin – e-mail: yvette_devlin@primus.com.au by Tuesday 18 July. 

Thanks for your contribution to this fresh consideration of the issue.

*************

(b)
PROVISION OF SUPPORT FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Background

The University of NSW has commissioned a project to regenerate debate on the issue of financial support for students with disabilities in higher education. The paper being prepared is intended to cover the following aspects:

1. evidence of need for funding for students with disabilities in higher education;

2.
the policy, political and financial issues raised by earlier and current debates on the topic;

3.
lessons from national and international best practice;

4.
a range of possible funding models with associated costs; and

5.
the key questions to be addressed in advancing the debate on funding for students with disabilities in the university sector.

This paper will be used to instigate fresh debate within the sector and will form the basis of a discussion at a policy forum to be held in NSW around October. It is also proposed that the paper eventually lead to a submission to Government.

Consultation

Disability groups and other stakeholders are being consulted in this exercise. Their views and experience will form a valuable contribution to the consideration of the issues and the final quality of the paper.

Once completed, the discussion paper will be made available in time for the policy forum.

Education-related support costs

The area where no current information is available is that of costings within the sector.

The Andrews report (1992) Additional Costs of Education and Training for People with Disabilities was based on a survey of estimated costs borne by universities and TAFE colleges, but it is now extremely out of date. The work undertaken by Mary Jones of Swinburne University of Technology two years later, Financial Benchmarking of students with Disabilities, based on actual rather than estimated costs, is now also out of date.

Your help is therefore required to enable us to produce some indicative costings of providing the type and level of support required by students with disabilities at present. Although agreeing with Mary Jones who had noted that costs were determined by two factors – functional limitation and course type – for the purposes of this paper aggregated expenditure for the year 1999, or averages where appropriate, will be sufficient. If you wish to draw attention to the cost implications of particular disability types or factors, however, please do so.

Attached is a one-page survey. If you have the kind of information sought readily available, it would be appreciated it you could complete the survey and return it to Yvette Devlin (e-mail yvette_devlin@primus.com.au) by Thursday 20 July. Any general comments would also be welcome, particularly focussing on your experience in meeting costs of disability where a student has high support needs.

COSTS TO INSTITUTIONS OF PROVIDING SUPPORT 

FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 

DURING 1999

Name of institution __________________________

No. of students with disabilities enrolled ____________

No. of students with disabilities who required support _______

Cost of providing disability staff ______________

Cost of equipment purchased ________________

Cost of provision of individual support services

· Interpreter           ___________

· Reader                 ___________

· Scribe                  ___________

· Notetaker            ___________

· Other                   ___________

· Total                    ___________

Other costs – please specify _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

General comments ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Appendix C
University responses to the 1999 expenditure survey

Total expenditure by the 13 institutions: $3,638,517

Total number of students with disabilities enrolled: 11,115

Total number of students with disabilities requiring support: 4369 

Average cost per student enrolled: $327

Average cost per student requiring support: $832

University
No of students with disabilities enrolled
Ave cost per student with disabilities enrolled
% of students with disabilities who required support
Ave cost per student with disabilities requiring support

A
394
439
63
691

B
387
397
25
1586

C
1300
178
31*
578

D
873
521
58
892

E
524
384
88
437

F
450
444
78
571

G
2694
203
22
922

H
955
222
42
529

I
284
891
56
1581

K
712
572
13**
4582

L
823
259
55
474

M
925
438
43
1022

N
794
235
27
872

* average cost per student with high support needs: $7713

** only the number of students with high support needs was provided by this institution therefore the average cost is not directly comparable to others

Appendix D

GOOD PRACTICE MODELS FROM OVERSEAS

New Zealand

Program provisions. The Special Supplementary Scheme is administered by the Ministry of Education, which takes a relatively hands-off approach to it, though accountability requirements are in place. A number of conditions do attach to receipt of funding from this program including one that stipulates that institutions must maintain pre-existing levels of funding for their students with disabilities. Institutions are expected to submit to the Ministry annual statements of targets (for recruitment and retention) so that their performance can be monitored.

$NZ29.25 per EFTSU (=A$22.50) (not per student with disabilities) is allocated to institutions. There is no direct funding to students.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. An allocation per EFTSU leads to inequities in the sector. Those institutions that are smaller in size but have relatively higher students with disabilities, particularly those with high support needs, are at a clear disadvantage. A review is currently underway to address these inequities. The alternative of providing funding per student with disabilities runs into the problem of unreliability of statistics as a result of significant under-disclosure. According to the Disability Coordinators at the University of Auckland, a possible way forward is to maintain the current formula but also introduce a contestable fund that allocates further resources annually, based on demonstrated need.

Ireland

Established in 1994, a Special Fund for Students with Disabilities in third-level institutions is in place to enable students to purchase special equipment, special materials, technological aids, transport services and other relevant services such as sign language interpreting and personal assistance.

The 1999 allocation was 700,000 Irish pounds (=A$1.4m) – a threefold increase from the 1998 allocation. Average allocation per student with disabilities: 2050 Irish pounds (=A$4025); average cost for students with hearing impairment: 3420 Irish pounds (=A$ 6705)

Program provisions. The program is administered by the Department of Education and Science in consultation with an advisory committee that has disability group representation. Grant applications are made by students through their institutions. Payments are made for particular students to institutions, which are then accountable for this expenditure.

There does not appear to be any limit on allocation per student although the total annual allocation is finite.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. A brief paper prepared by the Ministry of Education and Science in May 2000 noted that the program has, to date, operated on a discretionary basis whereas an entitlement-based scheme would be preferred. Such a policy development, however, is hampered by a lack of reliable statistics in the sector – a factor which impedes the derivation of estimates of costs.

Other

Expenditure under the Special Fund for Students with Disabilities is complemented by funding allocated by the Higher Education Authority to institutions for targeted initiatives, including initiatives intended to assist students with disabilities. Funding provided in 1999 in respect of initiatives for students with disabilities amounted to 539,000 Irish pounds (=A$1.1m).

A means-tested Disability Allowance (DA) is paid to people with disabilities who are aged 16-66. DA recipients going to university are eligible to receive a Back to Education Allowance (BTEA). Income from employment earned by BTEA recipients does not result in a reduction of the Disability Allowance.

Sweden

A different, two-tiered approach is used in Sweden to ensure that funds are available to provide appropriate support to students with disabilities.

Program provisions.   All universities are required by Government ordinance to set aside 0.15% of their undergraduate program allocation to provide support services for students with disabilities. Additionally, the Government puts aside a separate allocation (1.7m EURO (=A$2.7m) in 1999) to be distributed among those universities where the 0.15% was insufficient. This national pool of funds is allocated, according to need, by the University of Stockholm. 

A third source of funding for students with physical disabilities who require individual assistance during semesters is provided by the National Agency for Special Educational Support.

Students do not receive any direct financial support. Support staff providing services are employed by the university, and equipment is owned by the university.

Weaknesses/shortcomings. Even with the top-up from the national pool of funds, some institutions’ costs exceed the amount set aside for the purpose. In 1999, the ten universities with the highest costs only had 63% of their extra costs covered. On the other hand, many institutions did not require all of the funds set aside (ie the 0.15%). Therefore, the current debate is focussing on a possible redistribution of funds from under-spending to over-spending universities and thus bring about greater equity in resourcing.

United Kingdom

Context

The Quality Assurance Agency recently endorsed a Code of Practice for meeting the needs of students with disabilities in higher education. It has made it clear that it intends to examine, from 2000-01, the extent to which institutions meet the expectations of the precepts (ie the standards) contained in the Code, and that it considers that “accessible and appropriate provision is not ‘additional’ but a core element of (an institution’s) overall service”. (http://www.disinhe.ac.uk/library/chapter.asp?id=96 3/7/00]

In England, higher education institutions are required to submit to the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) statements of their plans for widening participation in higher education as a pre-requisite for bidding for special funding made available by Government from 1999-2000 to 2001-2002 to help achieve these plans.

Education is currently excluded from the terms of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. However, the Government-appointed Disability Task Force has recommended the removal of the education exemption and the Government is committed to implement legislation that will require institutions to ensure their services are accessible to people with disabilities. (http://www.disinhe.ac.uk/library/chapter.asp?id=96 3/7/00)
The only thing that the DDA requires of educational institutions is the production and publication of a Disability Statement. The HEFCE has issued a document to institutions outlining good practice in the preparation of such statements. The purpose of Disability Statements is to inform students with disabilities on what they can expect from institutions by way of services and facilities and how their needs can be catered for (HEFCE 98/66).

In 1999 HEFCE issued a document (99/04) titled ‘Guidance on base-level provision for disabled students in higher education institutions’. The document lists the base-level provision (ie minimum standards) expected of institutions in various areas, including admissions, assessments and examinations, the employment of dedicated staff, provision of support services, physical access, monitoring and evaluation of policies and programs.

Program provisions. The main source of funding for higher education students to meet the additional costs due to their disability is the Disabled Students’ Allowance (DSA). There are three components, with the maximum amounts payable in 2000-01 as follows:

Non-medical personal helpers:
10,505 pounds (=A$26,940) per year

Specialist equipment allowance:
 4155 pounds (A$10,650) over the course

Other expenditure:


1385 pounds (A$3550) per year

DSA is not means tested but is contingent on an assessment of need. It is payable to eligible FT and PT undergraduates and (in England and Wales) to postgraduates (from October 2000. Note that a lower rate will apply to postgraduates). Services that could be retained under the non-medical helpers allowance include sign interpreters, note-takers, tutorial support for dyslexia. The equipment allowance can also be used to purchase specialist furniture and training on the use of equipment. The cost of specialist assessments, which can be undertaken by the National Federation of Access Centres, can be claimed under the Other Expenditure Allowance.

In England and Wales, the DSA is paid by the Local Education Authority, in Scotland, by the Students Awards Agency for Scotland, and in Northern Ireland, by the Education and Library Boards. The student application relies heavily on the university’s Disability Coordinator in compiling information required to lodge the claim, and in supporting the claim. The equipment purchased remains the property of the student beyond the course. Funds are generally paid to the student but can, at the student’s request, be paid directly to the university that will provide the services. 

A particularly positive aspect of the UK provision is the existence of Access Centres where students can be referred to receive professional advice/quotations on the most appropriate technology/equipment required to meet their needs.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. It can be administratively onerous for the university to assist the student in preparing the documentation required to claim the allowance. Further, ownership of the equipment purchased following enrolment is open to abuse, with some students enrolling in a course and dropping out soon after receiving the equipment allowance.

Special Funding Program (to improve provision for students with disabilities)

This program, administered by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) was introduced by Government for a three-year period – 1999-2000 to 2001-2002.

Program provisions. This program, with a total budget of about two million pounds per year (=A$5.1m) for three years, has three related strands.

Strand one, which is targeted at “less well-provided” institutions, aims to enable a greater number of institutions to meet minimum standards (listed in a 1999 research study as including: a comprehensive disability statement setting out provisions for students with disabilities; clear policy on admissions, examinations and assessments of students with disabilities; nominated staff to assist students with disabilities; staff development program, incorporating an understanding of the needs of students with disabilities; policy regarding physical access; monitoring and evaluation of provision). Strand two encourages and disseminates good practice, making appropriate use of networks. Strand three promotes collaborative activities among institutions to increase the use of existing expertise and resources.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. Funding appears very low in relation to the size of the sector.

Widening participation in higher education

Program provisions. The two groups identified as warranting the new additional funding are young people from poor backgrounds (“deprived neighbourhoods”) and students with disabilities, The additional funding amounted to twenty million pounds in 1999-2000. The initial allocation to institutions was based on their relative share of students from poor backgrounds - reliable statistics on students with disabilities were not yet available. Additional funding of 5 million pounds (=A$12.8m) pa has been introduced in 2000-01, with the allocation to institutions based on their proportion of FT undergraduates in receipt of the DSA.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. There is institutional concern with the use of DSA statistics as the basis for the calculation of additional funding because the statistics are said to under-represent the situation therefore universities fear they would not receive adequate funding. 

Canada

Context
Education at all levels is a provincial and not a federal responsibility. While the federal government transfers funds to the provinces for post-secondary education, including for students with disabilities, it is the provinces that decide how to allocate those funds and to whom. 

Canada Study Grants for Persons with Permanent Disabilities

Program provisions. People who demonstrate that they have a permanent disability and have applied for a Canada Student Loan, establishing financial need, are eligible to receive a grant of up to $5000 (=A$5815; C$7000 in Ontario = A$8150) pa to assist with costs of education-related services (eg notetaking, interpreting, tuition, specialised transportation to and from the institution) or equipment (eg computer, brailler), and up to 75% of the cost of a diagnostic assessment for learning disabilities. As it is conditional on eligibility for a student loan, the grant is only awarded to students with disabilities who can demonstrate economic need. Applications for the loan and the grant are handled by the provincial authorities.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. There is inequality across the country in terms of the level of support that a student with the same disability can expect as a result of provincial autonomous administration. 

Direct grants to institutions to support students with disabilities

Program provisions. The federal government transfers funds to the provinces to allocate to institutions. In this case too, provinces decide on the allocation criteria. In Quebec, for example, each university applies each year to the Ministry of Education for funding by way of reimbursement of expenditure already incurred. In Ontario, on the other hand, institutions receive targeted direct funding, based on their total student population.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. Administration by the provinces based on their own criteria and approaches leads to inequality of funding for individual institutions. There is some interest in developing national standards for service provision and support, but this is difficult because of the provincial hold on education.

USA

Context

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was a catalyst for organised action over a couple of decades, culminating in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). ADA “mandates a university to make reasonable accommodations that, at no cost to a qualified student with a disability, makes the institution architecturally and learning accessible, as long as the accommodation does not fundamentally alter the nature of any program, or cause the institution undue hardship” (Gagliano 1999, p.3).

A mixture of public and private funding is available to assist students with disabilities.

Federal financial aid for students with disabilities

Program provisions. Financial aid (grants, loans) is only available to students in financial need – it is intended to help individuals meet their educational expenses when their own and family resources are not sufficient. Institutions need to document the student’s educational expenses associated with the disability. The student’s budgeted cost of attendance is then increased up to an annual maximum in each federal program for which the student is eligible. Additional expenses can include tutors, special books and equipment, computers etc. Funding is provided to students, who can authorise payment to institutions in respects of services provided.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. Mean testing is applied to the family of the student, leaving many students with disabilities ineligible.

Vocational rehabilitation

Program provisions. State vocational rehabilitation agencies receive funding from the federal Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) – an agency located in the US Department of Education. (The RSA is responsible for the provision of education, training and other services leading to rehabilitation and employment of people with disabilities.) The RSA distributes approximately $US3.2billion (=A$5.4b) pa but the State must match $2 for every $8 provided by the Federal government. This funding can be used by the student to cover tuition fees, equipment (computers, braillers), and academic assistance such as tutoring.

Shortcomings/weaknesses. Differences in administrative provisions (eg regarding demonstration of need) across the States, combined with some States’ inability to match federal funding leading to lower allocations to those needier States, result in uneven access by students to education-related services and equipment.
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