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NADP commissioned Hannah Borkin to design, administer, analyse, and present findings from a survey around perceptions and experiences of NADP membership. The survey captured information from current members.
Methodology
The survey closed on Monday 5th February 2024 and was completed by 100 respondents, representing around 6% of the current membership. It was open for a period of four weeks. 
It asked questions related to the following themes: 
1. Perceptions of NADP and support provided to members
2. Scope for member involvement in NADP’s day-to-day activities
3. Views and concerns around current sector initiatives
4. Suggestions for improvements to NADP
In addition, the survey captured data on members’ working conditions such as current role (e.g. job title, full- or part-time hours, etc), association with NADP, as well as demographic information regarding disability.  
Sample 
· Most respondents (91%) worked for a Higher Education Provider (HEP), and a further 7% of respondents worked for a Further Education Provider. 5 respondents worked within Non-Medical Help (NMH) provision. Note that there were some crossovers with these responses. 
· A range of roles were represented within the sample. Around 16% were disability advisers, and a further 11% were in a head of service/in a managerial position. Those who worked for other organisations, i.e. a charity/third sector organisation tended to have more specialist roles, such as ‘Specialist Careers Adviser’. 
· 77% of respondents were full-time employed, followed by 19% who were part-time employed. A couple of respondents also worked within a freelance capacity within specialist roles, i.e. Disabled Students’ Allowance (DSA) needs assessor.
· Most respondents were a current member of NADP, only one respondent was not a current member but was planning on joining. One was a retired member.
· Almost half of the sample (47%) identified as disabled, having a long-term health condition, neurodiversity, or a mental health condition. 
Although not necessarily representative of the views of all current NADP members, respondents shared a diverse mixture of positive and negative comments that can help to inform future ways of working.
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Respondents viewed the following as a key benefit of being a member of NADP: 
· Keeps abreast of legislation and developments pertinent to supporting disabled students.
· Acts on behalf of practitioners to voice concerns regarding sector changes, i.e., with governmental stakeholders, and challenges where required.
· Provides and facilitates cross-country knowledge to increase understanding of implementing disability support within differing HE contexts.  
· Foregrounds student voice.
· Provides professional recognition of the practitioner role (via the NADP Accreditation Scheme) and supports ongoing professionalisation in an environment wherein many practitioners fear their role is becoming de-skilled.
· Fosters a sense of belonging and validation to disability practitioners working in the sector. 
Overall, the NADP JISCMail Support Network was utilised most frequently by members (79%). This was followed by webinars (69%) and events and conferences (39%). A summary of the NADP membership benefits and their frequency of use are outlined in Chart 1.
Chart 1: Benefits most and least frequently utilised by NADP members

Further examples of benefits that members have utilised include: 
· In-person networking at events and conferences.
· Using the JISCMail list to create additional mailing groups around specialist topics, such as apprenticeship support. 
· Job advertisements.
· Mutual support among practitioners in the sector
· “The support that practitioners in general provide each other, mutual reassurance and understanding of the daily pressures.” 
Value of NADP 
The likelihood of respondents recommending NADP membership to someone working in a similar role was high overall. 56% of respondents selected 10 on a Likert scale (with 10 being the most likely to recommend membership). A further 32% selected eight or nine. 
A total of 12 respondents (12%) selected seven or below. The reasons for the lower score mostly related to frustrations with the NADP JISCMail list. These respondents felt that it had become ‘burdensome’, ‘overwhelming’ and lacked moderation. To mitigate this, increased collation of frequently occurring topics, and possibly building in some limitations around daily posting of job adverts could be beneficial.
Secondly, one respondent expressed concern regarding NADP’s mechanism of capturing practitioner voice. More specifically, they felt that NADP surveys had a relatively low response rate and that there was a lack of robust consultation with membership. This was compounded by the fact that there tended to be limited diversity of representation at NADP meetings and events (i.e. similar roles and organisations were likely to attend). 
To increase the value of NADP to disability practitioners in their role and to their organisation, respondents suggested the following: 
· To facilitate greater networking and opportunities for discussion with other disability practitioners, particularly those based in a similar regional area. 
· Greater clarity regarding support for individual groups of disabled students, such as international students and Apprenticeship students.
· Increased content on specific topic areas, such as reasonable adjustments for placements, intersectionality, Artificial Intelligence, and specialised exam adjustments. 
· A more structured library of resources groups curated around frequently emerging topics on the JISCMail list, i.e. legal advice, case summaries, and current sector issues.
· Increased ‘ready to use’ resources that can be shared with colleagues across a provider regarding core areas of accessibility and inclusivity, as well as training opportunities or webinars at reduced rates that could be utilised in-house. 
Involvement in NADP 
Responses were mixed overall regarding respondents’ interest in being a member of an NADP working group and/or committee. Chart 2 outlines the range of responses based on Likert scale responses, with 10 being the most interested. 
Chart 2: Ratings of interest in membership of NADP working groups and/or committee

Lower levels of interest were likely attributed to respondents’ inability to participate. On a follow-up Likert scale question, 67% of respondents selected five or below (with 0 being the least able) regarding whether they felt able to be a member of an NADP working group and/or committee in addition to other role responsibilities. Conversely, those who were more interested in participating (i.e., rated six or above on Chart 2) were more likely to feel able to accommodate being a member in addition to their other role responsibilities. 
Despite mixed responses, respondents shared the following activities/topic areas they were interested in being more involved in with NADP: 
· The Disabled Student Commitment, including contributing to policy research, consultations, and development. 
· Delivering training around specific topic areas, such as quality of NMH provision, supporting Autistic students and intersectionality.
· Developing the link between research and practice and reviewing papers.
· Sharing of lived experience.
· Government/sector stakeholder engagement and networking.
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Disabled Students Allowance 
Members were asked their views on the proposed reforms to DSA. Overall levels of concern were very high, most respondents rated between seven and ten on a Likert scale (with ten being the most concerned). This represented 72% of respondents. 
Regarding how the changes might affect members in their role, overwhelmingly respondents discussed their concern around the potential impact on the quality of the service they were able to provide for students. Respondents discussed the following factors as possible reasons for a reduction in quality: 
· Stretched resources within disability services teams, with the expectation that disability advisers would be required to pick-up greater responsibility around needs assessment, as well as responding to queries from continuing students whose needs assessment centres or support providers have left the sector.  
· Negative impact on localised budgets, with more managers/heads of service expected to find new ways to plug gaps in interim support for students experiencing longer wait-times for an assessment. Some disability services teams have already reported picking-up spend in areas they were previously not required to, such as the provision of taxis or supplementary NMH provision. 
· “We have limited capacity to take on additional work and have such limited finances we are not able to ‘plug’ any gaps for DSA.”
· Less suitable ‘evidence’ produced that can be used to inform and implement reasonable adjustments across the university. 
· Concerns around the overall quality of new needs assessment processes, with a fear that students will be in receipt of more standardised support. 
· A lack of monitoring and transparency around the KPIs that the new providers are expected to meet – including KPIs such as ‘reduction in expenditure’ which could be interpreted incorrectly if fewer students are accessing support.
In addition, one respondent reported a concern regarding the lack of engagement from senior leaders in understanding the potential disruption to disabled students, and the impact the changes will have on service delivery and capacity. 
Other concerns included the ability of disability services teams within small and specialist providers to accommodate greater workloads, as well as the continuing slow uptake to anticipatory, inclusive approaches and Universal Design for Learning for which DSA would have usually helped to plug any gaps in support. 
Additionally, several respondents were concerned about the impact on NMH suppliers, whose work could be minimised or stopped altogether if they are not recommended as a provider. Some also discussed the reduction in quality and prevalence of specialist support, such as for British Sign Language users. 
Finally, many respondents felt frustrated by the lack of clarity, communication, and transparency on the changes. This was impacting on disability services’ teams’ ability to anticipate and respond, ensuring that they could minimise any potential gaps in support for disabled students. 
Impact on students
While many respondents were hopeful that the proposed changes would lead to a more streamlined service for students accessing support, concerns regarding the negative impact on students were far more prominent. The following factors were discussed: 
· Issues for continuing students already in receipt of DSA, where their Needs Assessment Centre or Provider have ceased operation. 
· Limited opportunities for face-to-face assessments or access to specialised or tailored knowledge, particularly for students with complex or multiple disabilities.
· Possible longer-term impacts such as disabled students engaging less with their course, reduced access, and poorer educational outcomes.
· Lack of informed choice regarding Assistive Technology. 
· Confusion for students around who to contact, acting as a possible deterrence for applying for support. 
· Concern around accountability, and what possible route is available for a student to challenge the assessment if they believed their report was inaccurate. 
Support from NADP
To support the change, respondents requested the following avenues of support from NADP: 
· Act as a voice for disability advisers, including raising issues on behalf of HEPs regarding the impact both on services and disabled students.
· Information, advice, and guidance for staff expected to take on additional roles (i.e. conducting needs assessments, how to raise taxi quotes), and how to support legacy DSA students who cannot return to their original assessor.
· Facilitation and sharing of good practice regarding what providers are doing across the sector to offer interim support.
· To clarify roles and responsibilities of Capita and Study Tech and their ability to uphold high standards. 
· In a similar vein, for NADP to be a part of conversations with SFE/SLC to raise issues and request greater clarity on KPIs and quality assurance.
· Guidance for staff on how to conduct conversations with senior leadership and executive teams to help protect resource and budget within disability services.
· Monitor and track impact on students, possibly by offering independent reviews of students’ DSA awards. 
Disabled Students’ Commitment 
A total of 51% of respondents did not know whether their HEP had already or was intending to sign-up to the Disabled Student Commitment, suggesting a general lack of awareness of the Commitment among disability services teams. A further 25% of respondents reported that they had not signed-up yet but were intending to do so. 
Regarding support NADP could offer around the Commitment, respondents suggested the following: 
· Facilitation and sharing of good practice from providers who have signed up and are on their journey to delivering an action plan. 
· Increased information, advice, and guidance about how to work across the university and implement the Commitment within processes and policies. 
· A statement by NADP that members can use to facilitate conversations with leadership teams and promote the strategic importance of the Commitment.
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Overall, respondents suggested the following recommendations for NADP to consider: 
· To reconsider the infrastructure of the JISCMail list, including finding ways to categorise frequent queries and ensure responses that are made ‘off-list’ are collected in some way.
· To provide increased guidance and content around specialist areas such as those mentioned previously in this report, as well as Assistive Technology and supporting students with specific disabilities such as Cerebral Palsy, ADHD, deaf/hard of hearing students, or students with mental health conditions. 
· To provide greater clarity on the impact of sector changes on the other home nations. Supporting this, consider replicating AMOSSHE’s model of conducting small, regional meetings and increasing representation from lesser heard from organisations/bodies.
· To increase support and guidance around working conditions and pay.
· To increase support for more junior members of staff/practitioners who have newly entered the sector, or for those who have recently joined NADP. 
· To increase training opportunities for staff within a management/Head of Service role on how to manage a team effectively, including managing budgets.
· For NADP to continue to act as a practitioner voice pushing back against reforms that negatively impact disabled students and the ability of practitioners to support them. 
· For NADP to provide greater guidance and support to disability practitioners who are striving to ensure their own executive teams ‘buy into’ supporting disabled students as a priority.
· For NADP to conduct its own research and horizon scanning on disability trends in the sector, to be able to proactively assess and communicate the impact of changes on disability services. 
· To provider greater clarity to members on who NADP’s ‘core’ membership is, i.e., is it of equal value to disability advisers as it is to NMH providers, equipment provides and assessment providers? If so, to understand how to facilitate conversations and collect views of the entire membership when there are often differing viewpoints and concerns.
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