Response to DFES paper on the interaction between DSA funding and HEFCE disability funding (draft)




Response to DFES paper on the interaction between DSA funding and HEFCE disability funding (draft)

Response to DFES paper on the interaction between DSA funding and HEFCE disability funding

1. introduction

The aim of this paper is to provide feedback from the Southern Higher Education Consortium II (SHEC II); the South Coast Disabled Students Group (SCDSG) and the South West Disabled Students Support Group (SWDSSG) concerning the recent DFES paper on the interaction between DSA funding and HEFCE funding.
   

2. HEI funding and DDA, Part IV

The information provided on HEFCE funding and DDA Part IV provides a useful insight into the complexities involved in this issue. Below are a series of points we would like to be considered. 

Issues of concern

· The DFES guidelines need to explicitly recognise that Disability Officers frequently have little or no control over how their Institution’s mainstream funding is allocated: some may not have any information at all about how much is received or how it is spent within their Institution. 

· If the guidance on DSA funding is to become more specific it is necessary to also introduce definite guidelines for the resources which should or should not be provided within an Institution from the HEFCE funding allocation. Failure to undertake this is could mean that a significant degree of variation in provision between institutions could occur. 

· We are aware that most Institutions are already spending the vast majority of their mainstream funding on disability resources: most commonly the whole allocation is used to provide specialist disability staff to advise students of the DSA and to organise and co-ordinate their support.  If this is how the resources are allocated, from where are Institutions expected to find the funding to provide other resources for all disabled students?
· The variation between Institutions in the amount of mainstream disability funding which is allocated makes it difficult to establish definitive criteria for the resources which every Institution should provide for from its mainstream funding, since the real costs of providing various resources will obviously vary between Institutions.

· The annual variation in each institution’s mainstream funding makes it very difficult to plan for students’ needs and to develop services, when that funding is the primary resource available to provide the services.  How can we be prepared to anticipate the needs of students with disabilities when we cannot predict from one year to the next what our funding allocation will be and posts and other resources are likely to be dependent upon that (variable) mainstream disability funding. Appendix 1 displays the variation in HEFCE disability funding between 2000-2003 for the SHEC II Institutions.

· It does not seem appropriate for the sector have to await case law before more guidance is provided on how HEFCE funding should be spent.   The DFES and other national bodies should be providing advice and guidance that allows Institutions to be pro-active rather than reactive.

· The description of the requirements of the DSA in the paper does not give sufficient emphasis to the anticipatory duties concerning institutional provision and disabled people in general – this should ideally be represented as a third strand of the legislation, rather than an aspect of reasonable adjustments.

· The paper should specify exactly which funding (para 3 on page 2) has been made available to institutions to “enable them to implement the new duties and widen access to premises and to bring buildings up to the standards required in the new act” – most Institutions have found that the Disability Capital Allocation (e.g.) meets only a very small fraction of the costs of up-grading premises to the appropriate physically accessible standard.

3. support appropriate to the DSA

We recognise that what is considered “reasonable” under the legislation is likely to be dynamic and evolving and that much of the definition will be led by case law. However we recommend that a code of practice should be adopted which states the need for detailed discussions between professional advisors, only in this way will individual needs be adequately established.   

Given the various complaints from all parties concerning difficulties which arise from the DSA assessment process when there is a lack of communication between the parties involved, the review could usefully recommend greater contact and communication between assessors, Disability Officers and LEA officers, particularly in the case of complex cases when institutions have already set up or considered support. 

Our understanding is that the code of practice is not intended to be a set of precepts but a commitment that all of the interested parties will co-operate to negotiate the students’ needs and ensuring that academic and other local (Institutional or course) arrangements are fully discussed.

Recommendation

· The DFES should encourage consistent communication between Disability Officers and the Assessment Centres about individual cases through a code of practice.
  Within this structure the assessors will have more information about what is happening at the individual student’s University and will therefore be able to make more detailed and appropriate recommendations for individual students’ needs. 
 
· The Code of Practice should include recommendations to ensure that a negotiated agreement is reached as to all of the reasonable adjustments for a particular student at a particular institution, including those support arrangements to be provided by the Institution from the Mainstream funding, as well as the support to be made available from the DSA.  When appropriate, this agreement should also establish what “reasonable adjustments” the applicable professional body permits.

· The communication encouraged by the Code of Practice and the subsequent assessment report should take into consideration the applicable University’s Academic Standards and practices (e.g. some may not permit certain forms of examinations arrangements or extensions to assignment guidelines). Therefore it may be helpful if the review could recommend that assessors make general comments about special exam arrangements which might be helpful to the student, without making explicit recommendations about special exam arrangements, which should be in the remit of the institution. 

· The Code of Practice should encourage consistent communication between the Disability Officer, the Assessment Centre and the Local Education Authority / other funding body. 
 

· Regarding the third principle of regulation 13 “the student could use the equipment after the course ends.”   The SHEC II members believe that in practice this principle is ambiguous, which will inevitably create variation in its application. 

For example, final year undergraduate students who are making their initial application for DSA and planning to progress onto postgraduate level have sometimes had difficulties in obtaining from LEAs the full package of support which was recommended before the end of the under-graduate part of their studies. Often the reason given for this difficulty by the LEA concerns why the student has not applied before (usually because they did not know about the DSA or were not yet diagnosed with an eligible disability or medical condition) or queries about how much benefit they may receive from equipment recommended so late in the course. 

·  [Page 4, first bullet point]  The commentary in the paper concerning special examination arrangements is unclear; it may be clearer to say that (suggested wording in italics):

Institutions should pay any costs that would be applicable for any student, e.g. paying an invigilator, providing a suitable examination room, providing the examination paper itself.  

The DSA should pay for any additional costs, relating to the student’s disability, which are not incurred by institutions for other students, e.g. reader or amanuensis or other support worker during the examination; the additional cost of producing an exam paper in braille; the additional cost of having standard diagrams and graphics converted into tactile formats.   

There is a need for the paper to be clear about the funding of the exact additional costs which relate to the student’s disability where this increases the basic cost of providing examinations e.g. who pays for the extra invigilation staff time (over and above the standard exam duration) for those students who need extra time.

4. non-Medical helpers & Administration

The recognition of the need to provide clearer guidance on administration charges is a welcome move forward. 

Recommendation

· The DFES should urgently establish a sub-group to consider the issue of administration costs and to make some firm recommendations. This sub-group could identify case studies, from real examples, indicating what administration charges could be charged against the DSA.
  The case studies could be used in subsequent notes for guidance.

· There was particular support for the idea that there should be a recommendation concerning the percentage on-cost which would be acceptable to DFES and therefore to LEAs in addition to the hourly rate charged for the support worker.  It is important that this recommendation concerning on-costs be appropriately informed about the real on-costs to institutions. See flow chart (Appendix 1) for indication of where costs may be incurred. 

· Disability Officers could help to establish from their respective institutions what is the cost in “real-terms” of running non-medical helper services in various ways, e.g. the “in-house” model, external agency, self-employed helpers. SHEC disability officers will endeavour to obtain some “ real-life” costings of the on-costs identified in the flow chart (Appendix 1).

· When further guidance is provided concerning how charges may be applied in future, Institutions will need a lead in time (minimum one academic year) to allow adjustments to their practice and alterations to staff contracts and also to allow time to plan for the effects of inevitable changes within Institutional business plans and other practices.   It is important that there is no opportunity for blaming some institutions for earlier practices, when institutions have (so far) simply developed what services they could in the absence of detailed guidance.

· Some LEAs have suggested that it would be useful to have DFES publish on a regular basis an indication of the range of hourly rates which would be acceptable for each type of support worker. It is possible that there may be some regional variation in rates according to demand. 

5. DSA and Social services

Currently there is a lack of clarity in the various regulations for Social Services, the student, the HEI and LEAs, which can have an impact on funding in individual cases.   It is clear that Social Services may have a duty to provide funding for students who may have personal or domestic care needs, if they are attending University out of their immediate home area.  It is less clear what happens when the Social Services department either appears to refuse to provide that funding, or is unable to do so, or when local care agencies are unable to support the student’s needs (e.g. due to staff shortages or inflexibility of local agency arrangements).  HEIs and LEAs are sometimes left wondering how far they should be prepared to “pick up” the costs which Social Service cannot or will not meet.

Recommendation

· There is a need for clearer national and regional guidance were the boundaries lie between Social Services’ responsibility to the student, the DSA funding to the student and the HEI’s responsibility to the student. 

Appendix 1: stages of providing a university non-medical helper DSa support and an indication of associated costs per post per academic year

Where a support worker arrangement is developed such that the helper will be directly employed by the institution, which is clearly preferable in many cases but not always feasible, there may be additional costs in any or all of the following areas. 

Disability Service Cost
Development of Non-Medical Helper Post
Costs to Wider Institution e.g. Line Managers time and Personnel Involvement

[image: image1.wmf]Line Graph showing SHEC institutions' disability mainstream funding 2000-2004

£0

£20,000

£40,000

£60,000

£80,000

£100,000

£120,000

£140,000

£160,000

£180,000

£200,000

2000-2001

2001-2002

2002-2003

2003-2004

Years

Funding

King Alfred's College, Winchester

Southampton Institute

Bournemouth University

University of Portsmouth

University College, Chichester

University of Surrey

University of Southampton


[image: image2.wmf]Line Graph showing SHEC institutions' disability mainstream funding 2000-2004

£0

£20,000

£40,000

£60,000

£80,000

£100,000

£120,000

£140,000

£160,000

£180,000

£200,000

2000-2001

2001-2002

2002-2003

2003-2004

Years

Funding

King Alfred's College, Winchester

Southampton Institute

Bournemouth University

University of Portsmouth

University College, Chichester

University of Surrey

University of Southampton



























6. Appendix 2: Disability Mainstream funding levels Southern higher education consortium II institutions 2000-2003

Institution
2000-2001
2001-2002
2002-2003
2003-2004

King Alfred's College, Winchester
£16,052
£25,776
£17,293
£41,900

Southampton Institute
£144,551
£130,457
£91,676
£131,638

Bournemouth University
£48,405
£51,842
£109,987
£132,123

University of Portsmouth
£85,009
£172,372
£135,075
£152,062

University College, Chichester
£31,373
£23,780
£32,421
£36,644

University of Surrey
£17,413
£38,032
£18,080
£20,682

University of Southampton
£42,977
£177,027
£129,172
£134,389

Appendix 3: Graphical comparison of disability mainstream funding between SHEC Insitutions over time
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� Readers may wish to note that these three groups include representatives of all of the LEAs in the south coast and south west regions, representatives from the Disability Services in the various Higher Education Institutions across the regions and representatives from three NFAC Assessment Centres (CELT Southampton, Disability Assist Plymouth, and Sussex Regional). 





� E.g. Sending the institution Disability Officer as well as the student a copy of the draft assessment of need report to comment on subject to the student’s permission. 


� The SHEC II group is prepared to develop a model Code of Practice.


� Some LEAs do pay for fridges, some do not. 
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