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ORGANIZATION OF INQUIRY
[bookmark: _Toc464413354]Partner Overview
The partner organization is a leading academic, private university with an international reputation for excellence in higher education in the southern United States, is consistently nationally ranked among the best universities by the US News and World Report (2023) and is a leader in disability research. To build on these assets, we sought to understand how students with disabilities (SWD) view their experiences with the University and, more specifically, the Disability Resource Office (DRO). The (DRO) resides within the broader umbrella of Equal Access across the University. Equal access encompasses all Title IX, Equal Opportunity and Access and DRO responsibilities, including the coordination and monitoring of the University's "compliance with the requirements of federal and state non-discrimination laws, ensuring the prompt and equitable resolution of reports of sexual misconduct, other forms of discrimination and harassment, and retaliation, and establishing training and outreach initiatives that support a discrimination- and harassment-free learning, working, and living" environment (University Page, 2023).  
The mission of the DRO is to ensure equal access for students. The DRO is often the first point of contact for students "because something about the university is not accessible to [them], whether that is a course policy, it is a physical barrier, it is the way that the class is just designed it, something is not accessible to them" (Anonymous communication, June 2023). The DRO’s main responsibility is to assess and coordinate accommodation and support for students with disabilities, including testing, mobility, assistive technologies, and housing. The office works with students, faculty, and other campus stakeholders to provide access to the appropriate resources and accommodations. Requests receive individualized attention from a team of specialists who focus on compliance by fulfilling the legal requirements of the Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) to ensure the provision of equitable access to campus life for students with disabilities. The DRO partners with several other centers on campus to foster an environment of belonging. The DRO can refer prospective and approved students to campus partners for additional support or other direct interventions in alignment with the students' assessed and broader needs, such as counseling or connections with athletics.
[bookmark: _Toc29258165]Articulation of the Problem
The DRO has experienced significant change and growth in the last five years. Situated initially as a program in the Equal Access, Affirmative Action, and Disabilities Services (EAD) office, the DRO became unique when the EAD split into three distinct offices. With new leadership knowledgeable about the intersection of the Americans with Disabilities Act and Rehabilitation Act and the higher education environment, the office soon expanded from a three-person team to a seven-person team. The DRO team now includes an assistive technology specialist, an assistant director, testing coordinators, a student access specialist, and an office manager. Further, in 2019, DRO moved from a paper filing system to a digitized data management system to streamline the accommodation process. In addition, the administration increased the hours of operation to accommodate testing in the evenings. Then, in May of 2022, the office physically changed location to a more central and visible place on campus. The office space is fully accessible to students, including extra-wide doors for wheelchairs, dimmable lights, rooms equipped with assistive technology, and a shared space for students to study or congregate even when the office is closed. This new space also allows the whole DRO team to be in one location, whereas, in the former location, the team was split up on different floors – underneath a parking garage.
The presenting organizational problem is a lack of formal mechanisms to collect and use student, faculty, and other university stakeholder data regarding the perceived effectiveness of the services and support provided by the DRO. Leadership identified that the DRO team addresses ad hoc student concerns (e.g., solving student complaints regarding processing times for accommodations associated with sudden mobility challenges) brought to the office but cannot analyze these trends. However, the DRO leadership indicated that formal feedback systems must allow students, faculty, or other stakeholders to share experiences, feedback, and suggestions with the office. The absence of a standard feedback mechanism limits the DRO’s ability to properly assess (a) the impact of the number of significant changes introduced in the office regarding services and structure, (b) determine perspectives about the office, and (c) gather ideas and suggestions for positive improvements or creative initiatives for the center’s leadership to pursue. As a student and faculty service, the information gap leaves the DRO leadership team reacting to anecdotal information without understanding the complete user perspective. While the need for more information is a problem, the more significant challenge for the office is to consistently implement the process of obtaining feedback and initiating new change ideas based on the information discovery efforts' findings.
[bookmark: _Toc116802125]Evidence of the Problem
The DRO has indicated the need for formal feedback from students and faculty leaving the office to understand the impact of their rapid expansion and change over the past few years and identify areas of opportunity and growth over the next several years. With resources scarce, having data to support their initiatives is crucial to justify potential expenditures in the broader higher education environment. The DRO needs accurate data regarding the perceptions of students and faculty related to the quality and impact of the DRO services and the areas of opportunity as a means of leverage for their future improvement efforts. 
The DRO recognizes it has relied heavily on anecdotal information from students about the services and support they receive. These anecdotes are inherently and likely unconsciously viewed with bias and do not offer a representative sample of the stakeholders' views (i.e., students and faculty). Further, there has been hesitation and caution about the potential findings of a deeper inquiry. The presenting uncertainty brings to bear an assumption about students' views, which may place the DRO in an unfavorable light and potentially introduce challenges to the currently held beliefs about the office. Additionally, a heightened focus on compliance by the team versus one on broader campus inclusion offers another potential bias into how the office may ask stakeholders questions and interpret the responses. With a stated goal of the DRO work not extending into the space of student care or other University offices, there may be other underlying biases or incongruencies about the DRO’s perceived/stated mission versus students’ and faculty's understanding of the DRO mission. 
To better understand these biases and other potential causal factors related to the challenges articulated by the DRO, we conducted a root cause analysis session with the DRO staff (see Appendix A). The DRO team identified various primary root causes of the presenting organizational problem (i.e., lack of data), including lack of knowledge of students and faculty about the accommodations process, insufficient staffing levels and organizational structures, and perceptions of student feedback. These factors served as a basis for framing the overall inquiry, methodology, and research design.
[bookmark: _Toc1627983781]Stakeholders
The primary stakeholders in the project are the current and prospective students with disabilities attending the university of study. The DRO team and the Equal Opportunity and Access team are the next two critical stakeholders for the project, as they are the two entities in the University construct with the power and positionality to effect change for students with disabilities. Further, the faculty, staff, and administration are the final stakeholders in our exploration of DRO’s integration with the University community. The study's design allowed for the engagement of stakeholders across all the above domains. Multi-level engagements were intended to provide the DRO with new data and insights into the perceived quality of services offered and any existing gaps.
[bookmark: _Toc1859802563]Background
Nearly 45 million, or 13.5% of the U.S. population, are people with disabilities. (Houtenville et al., 2023). Comparatively, other estimates from the Center for Disease Control (CDC) (2023) estimate that over 61 million, or 26% of the U.S. population, are people with disabilities. In these estimates, the total percentage of the population continues to grow (Houtenville et al., 2023), and in many aspects of life, persons with disabilities trail their peers without disabilities. According to the American Community Survey (ACS) population data, only 40.7% of people with disabilities are employed compared to 76.6% of people without disabilities – signifying a gap of 35.9% (Houtenville et al., 2023). Higher education significantly addresses the employment gap in preparing people for careers and greater economic security. The most recent survey (2015-2016) conducted by the National Center on Education Statistics (NCES) indicated that 19% of undergraduates reported having a disability. This report demonstrated a lower percentage of “Asian undergraduates (15%) had a disability than White, Hispanic, and Black undergraduates (21%, 18%, and 17%, respectively)” (National Center of Education Statistics, 2018). 
The current disability, employment, and education policy and programmatic landscape provide a complex structural foundation of support and services aimed at assisting people with disabilities. The complexity of navigating the supports and services available through these broad policy frameworks, including the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (PL 101-476), the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) (PL 113-128) inclusive of the Rehabilitation Act, the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act (PL 106-170), and the Social Security Act (PL 98-21), as well as other federal and state legislation, has proven to pose significant barriers for youth with disabilities (Karhan & Golden, 2021; Anderson & Golden, 2019). Racial and ethnic disparities add further complexity (Cruz & Rodl, 2018). The challenges faced in each of these policy domains have traditionally resulted in youth with disabilities achieving significantly lower employment, educational, and economic outcomes when compared to their peers (Newman et al., 2011; Sanford et al., 2011). 
Post-secondary education, career advancement, and inclusion are known predictors of post-school success (Mazzotti et al., 2020). The implementation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (Section 504) within post-secondary environments is one of the critical indicators of success (Mazzotti et al., 2020; Newman & Madaus, 2015), and research on the presence of disability cultural centers (DCC) on university campuses further reinforces the impact of Section 504 (Thomson, 2022; Saia, 2019). Emerging research on DCCs could benefit from a continued exploration regarding the effect of Section 504 on student educational outcomes and college experiences, faculty and administrative perceptions and discourse, and universal design and inclusion. In the absence of DCCs on many college and university campuses (Thomson, 2022), the presence of Disability Resource Offices (DRO) offers a potential venue for expanding inclusion efforts.
Many factors impact where DROs situate themselves and operate within the overall construct of higher education. Key factors for DROs to explore amid improvement efforts include the organizational design and structure, the student experience, the faculty experience, and the intersection of inclusion. Understanding the broader construct of DROs requires an exploration of these four domains. 
[bookmark: _Toc2047676561]Organizational Design and Structure
Understanding the process of how organizations learn and improve is both complex and highly debated in the literature. For example, an in-depth, broad meta-analysis of organizational learning models highlighted in the literature identified twenty prevalent models within existing literature (Lau et al., 2019). However, an organization's culture significantly impacts learning and improvement. Assumptions, values, and artifacts comprise organizational culture (Schein & Schein, 2017). These elements are established over time and can change as corporate constituents change, introducing new values, beliefs, and assumptions into the organizational climate. These assumptions, values, and artifacts all play a role in changing culture, as these factors drive stakeholders’ implicit and explicit thoughts and behaviors (Schein & Schein, 2017). Hatch (1993) contends that assumptions are what stakeholders believe to be true. The “truth “is often formulated by the intangible assumptions that stakeholders hold in an organization that manifest across the organization through storytelling and other methods of communication between stakeholders. Further, the culture, and often the leadership within the organization, defines and prioritizes how normative factors uphold the organization's overall values (Besharov & Khurana, 2012). Culture is a critical driver of organizational behavior, particularly within higher education institutions. 
The historical and even current culture of institutions of higher education (IHE) has systematically excluded individuals with disabilities, including students, faculty, and staff, from participation (Burke, 2020). Two primary drivers intersecting with the culture of IHEs are Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act, which are grounded in a medical and compliance orientation toward disability. Some research has challenged myths about DROs, which include a) mainly federal laws drive services provided, b) the type and nature of the institution play an impact in the execution of the services, and c) there is no one approach to disability services (AHEAD, 2021; Shaw & Dukes, 2001). 
IHEs take up various approaches to structure their DROs and establish their scope. AHEAD has created the gold standard of a conceptual framework to support appropriate practices providing seamless access through equal treatment and accommodation (AHEAD, 2012). Specifically, the AHEAD domain, program standards, and performance standards create the road map for inclusion in higher education (AHEAD, 2021). DROs are most significantly housed (49%) within a Student Affairs Division, in contrast to only 5.7% within Diversity and Equity Offices (Scott, 2022). A consistent trend is emerging in the use of normative language in association with DRO, with 41% of IHE DROs including some form of the word access in the name, up from the 2019 survey data obtained by the AHEAD (Scott, 2022). While some research indicates the academic community (i.e., students, professors, and technical-administrative personnel) is "informed" about individuals with disabilities (i.e., those with reduced mobility and accessibility needs), there is evidence of a remaining gap in understanding how to use assistive technology to support people with disabilities effectively within the educational setting (Correa et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc1064777821]Student with Disability Experience
Students with disabilities (SWD) face a substantial gap in protections and a resulting service level during their transition process from the secondary school environment to the post-secondary level environment (i.e., Section 504 and the Americans with Disabilities Act) (Kelepouris, 2014). Within secondary school, under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act [IDEA] and Section 504, SWD and their families are entitled to certain services to ensure students have a right to free primary and secondary school education (Kelepouris, 2014). Schools are responsible for identifying, supporting, and accommodating students at this stage (Collins & Wolter, 2018; Kelepouris, 2014). However, these protections do not exist at the post-secondary level, as college education is no longer a right (Collins & Wolter, 2018). Section 504 and the ADA prohibit post-secondary institutions from discriminating against students based on disability and require that they provide "reasonable" accommodations to ensure legal compliance with non-discrimination (Abreu et al., 2016; Kelepouris, 2014; Marshak et al., 2010). Thus, the responsibility to disclose and seek the needed accommodations shifts to the student. 
SWD who received support services in secondary school often face challenges with the transition to post-secondary education, where access to services requires self-disclosure and documented proof of disability and are not automatically approved or provided. (Herbert et al., 2020; Marshak et al., 2010; O'Shea & Meyer, 2016). Challenges with the transition include a lack of effective transition services at the high school level, which are required services for SWD who have an individualized education program (IEP) (Collins & Wolter, 2018). Transition services should include adequately preparing SWD to understand the post-secondary accommodation process, accessing the curriculum, anticipating and adjusting to the change of pace and expectations in post-secondary education, and self-advocacy and self-determination (Accardo et al., 2019; Banks, 2014; Collins & Wolter, 2018). Many students struggle to transition from being entitled to support services as a high school student to needing to self-advocate as a college student (Herbert et al., 2020; Marshak et al., 2010; O'Shea & Meyer, 2016). 
For SWD, identity development and negative interactions with peers and faculty are closely associated with self-advocacy and self-determination challenges. Extant literature reports many SWD expressing a desire to shed their identity or "association" with a disability label as they step into post-secondary education, thus avoiding association with disability support services (Banks, 2014; Marshak et al., 2010; O'Shea & Meyer, 2016). Students desire to develop a new identity that might downplay the existence of, or importance of the student’s disability often arises due to negative social or accommodation-related experiences during high school or in college, specifically with peers and faculty (Abreu et al., 2016; Banks, 2014; Lyman et al., 2016; Marshak et al., 2010; O'Shea & Meyer, 2016). SWD may choose to downplay their identity or refuse support services to be perceived as "normal" or deal with ableism or other adverse intersectional oppressive environments and behaviors (e.g., racism, sexism) constructed via policies, procedures, structures, or social interactions (Abes & Wallace, 2018; Herbert et al., 2020).
Several environmental factors also exist as barriers to SWD accessing support services in post-secondary education, namely the support services themselves. Students consistently report a lack of knowledge about support services and accommodation processes and the difficulty of these processes as some of the main challenges they face (Banks, 2014; Herbert et al., 2020; Lyman et al., 2016; Marshak et al., 2010; Tamjeed et al., 2021). Many SWDs transition to campus with a need to understand how the accommodation process works and struggle to gain that understanding during their time in post-secondary education. How student accommodations are processed can also be challenging, as there is no uniform way across all colleges and universities where student requests are reviewed and approved. The documentation students are required to submit may vary substantially depending on the type of disability, the administrative location of the disability resource office (e.g., academic affairs vs. student affairs vs. DEI office), and the individual assessment of the staff and self-reporting of the student (Harbour, 2009; Scott, 2022; AHEAD, 2012). 
The accommodation process can also differ for students with visible disabilities (e.g., physical disabilities) vs. non-visible disabilities (e.g., learning or mental health disabilities). Students with non-visible disabilities must often provide more documentation than peers with visible disabilities and can face challenges implementing accommodations due to faculty who may question the legitimacy of accommodations for students whose disabilities are “non-obvious” (Newman et al., 2021; Tamjeed et al., 2021). Intersectional identities (e.g., race/ethnicity and gender) can play a significant role in how students receive accommodations, with students with multiple oppressed identities experiencing compounding effects of negative stereotyping and lack of adequate support on their overall ability to access support services successfully (Banks, 2014; Ngo & Sundell, 2023). Many DROs do not provide tailored accommodations for individual students; instead, DROs provide students with a general list of accommodations to choose from, and faculty then decide how or if to implement them (Herbert et al., 2020; Newman et al., 2021; Tamjeed et al., 2021). Lack of specialized accommodations can be especially problematic for graduate students, who likely need more specialized support in areas of research, clinical/practicum/internship requirements, and thesis and preliminary exam support, as well as students who participate in online learning, both of whom often do not receive adjusted accommodations (or any) for their unique, often non-physical classroom education experiences (Phillips et al., 2012; Tamjeed et al., 2021).  
[bookmark: _Toc828075391]Faculty Experience with Disability
The faculty's role in building and shaping the culture of a university climate can provide a pivotal lynchpin to fostering inclusion for students with disabilities. Two main factors emerge when considering the faculty experience with disability and inclusion efforts on a university campus – a faculty member's interaction with and understanding of the needs of students with disabilities and, for some faculty, the potential presence of disability within their identity formation. These elements impact culture – the assumptions, values, and artifacts (Schein & Schein, 2017). Assumptions are the beliefs held by organizational members that are taken for granted regarding reality and human nature (Schein & Schein, 2017). These basic assumptions are critical in changing culture (Schein & Schein, 2017). However, Hatch (1993) indicates that intangible assumptions transform into recognizable values through manifestation. Further, "what organization members assume to be true shapes what they value" (Hatch, 1993, p. 662). Depending on how these elements intersect or clash with the elements of inclusion, the resulting manifestation (Hatch, 1993) of inclusion infuses the campus environment.
Beginning with faculty's perceptions of students is a logical starting point for understanding these cultural dynamics. Several research studies have explored faculty perceptions, attitudes, or accommodations toward SWD (Lombardi & Murray, 2011; Lombardi et al., 2011). These examinations uncovered faculty attitudes leading to the stigmatization of SWD and an underlying skepticism related to the accommodations process (Lombardi & Murray, 2011; Lombardi et al., 2011). While attitudes have changed, more recent literature does not explore the often ableist academic structures or the unique factors associated with disability identity (Dolmage, 2017; Friedensen & Kimball, 2017). IHEs have an opportunity and responsibility to measure these attitudes to ensure students have an inclusive experience. Some IHEs are utilizing the Expanding Cultural Awareness of Exceptional Learners (ExCEL) survey, an instrument designed to measure faculty attitudes and perceptions toward SWD at four-year colleges and universities, to answer these questions (Lombardi & Murray, 2011). More recent research reviewed and scored assessments to understand the perceptions of students, faculty, and staff (Lombardi et al., 2018). These research efforts can inform the formulation of practical assessment tools in the contemporary environment. In contrast, some research demonstrates an overall positive attitude of faculty toward SWD but with a more substantial likelihood of negative attitudes of students with mental health and learning disabilities compared to those with physical disabilities (Sniatecki et al., 2015). Research conducted with HBCUs found overall positive perceptions in the willingness of faculty to personally invest in supporting students with learning disabilities but neutral views on implementing accommodations for students with disabilities (Banks, 2019). 
IHEs, however, can mitigate some of these systemic challenges through universal design for learning (UDL). The UDL framework's foundational principle is that there is no standard learner; as such, the design of learning experiences should account for non-standard learners (CAST, 2019). UDL serves the full range of learner and instructor needs by providing multiple means of engagement, representation, action, and expression (CAST, 2018). Recognizing the need for UDL and implementing UDL are two very different states for IHEs; however, "implementing UDL is a journey, not a destination" (Silverman, 2023, p. 71). UDL is a critical cultural tool for manifesting the spoken value of an IHE through deliberate action.
Additional work and research are needed to explore the experience of faculty with disabilities and the impact of disability identity on the student experience and campus culture (Silverman, 2023). There are under 25 studies in literature exploring the topic of the intersectionality of faculty disability identity and student experience (Silverman, 2023). A broad literature review indicated that faculty with disabilities are underrepresented in their status in the "professoriate and in higher education research” compared to faculty without disabilities (Friedensen et al., 2021). Instructors experience a range of barriers in the higher education environment, including the absence of faculty development opportunities related to understanding disability (Silverman, 2023); these barriers are more pronounced for adjunct and other non-tenure track instructors. The phenomenon of under-developed faculty is more pertinent now, as research studies have pointed to the increasing size of the non-tenured faculty roles within higher education and the significant outpacing of these roles in comparison to tenured faculty (Chronicle of Higher Education, 2020; IPEDS, 2021). The change of the guard requires IHEs to double their efforts to support faculty in learning and implementing new pedagogical techniques or improving their courses (Silverman, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc1968485056]The Intersection of Inclusion and Access
The challenge often faced by disability resource offices when it comes to the tension between inclusion and access for students with disabilities on campus is that most offices operate under the accommodation or medical model. Within the accommodation model, disability, and thus the issue of access, is situated in the student and is thus the student's "problem" to solve (Mole, 2013; Thornton & Downs, 2010). Thus, access is retroactive based on legal requirements and gained through accommodations (Mole, 2013; Thornton & Downs, 2010). However, SWD often seek and need a greater sense of connection beyond just the legal requirements of accommodation. Factors that positively influence SWD success in college include SWD need recognition in policies and procedures, ability to self-advocate, social connections and sense of belonging, and ability to communicate accommodation needs to faculty and staff (Fleming et al., 2017a; Herbert et al., 2020; Thomas-Davis, 2008; Vaccaro et al., 2015). These factors are crucial in an environment that supports students' diverse backgrounds and needs. 
It is critical to broaden DROs beyond the accommodation model towards a social model of inclusion that incorporates a universal design approach. The social model contends that because disability and access are environmentally constructed, access must be proactive in its provision and thus inclusive in its approach (Herbert et al., 2020; Mole, 2013; Thornton & Downs, 2010). Indeed, DROs that subscribe to this model have found ways to incorporate universal design approaches. For example, incorporating UDL can increase service consultation and collaboration with institutional staff and faculty regarding education and communication on disabilities, accommodations and processes, and developing accessible education (Mole, 2013; Sanderson et al., 2022). Access offices have evaluated how to align language, discourse, and processes with the social model of disability and universal design by determining "how to make all aspects of university life accessible from the outset” (Mole, 2013, p.63; Gabel & Miskovic, 2014; Thornton & Downs, 2010). These offices are engaged across campus to ensure accessibility, a global responsibility for the community, not just a legal obligation housed within one specific department (Mole, 2013; Vaccaro et al., 2015). 
The need for (and implementation process of) accommodations can sometimes reinforce otherness for SWD, so having a place that is not just about access but one that centers inclusion will highlight the importance and value of SWD on a campus (Abes & Wallace, 2018; Fleming et al., 2017a; Vaccaro et al., 2015). Literature shows the importance of developing a disability cultural space focused on legal accommodations and engaging, supporting, and valuing SWD through culturally focused programming. Embedded cultural centers work with SWD and assist in creating space for critical social support to impact college outcomes positively, including a sense of belonging, persistence, and graduation (Thompson, 2022; Vaccaro et al., 2015). This study seeks to understand the cultural landscape across the university regarding the attitudes, beliefs, and assumptions about disability to understand the feasibility of implementing a disability cultural center on campus.
[bookmark: _Toc24886049]Accommodation and inclusion are held separately by DROs and universities, yet it is clear how these two concepts complement each other in the support of students with disabilities. This study aims to understand how and why DROs perceive their operations, namely accommodations, as functioning within and without legally defined boundaries to support and empower students. We seek to shed light on student and faculty perceptions of DRO’s role in providing legal access and/or supporting student success, particularly in areas of intersectionality, including race/ethnicity and the connection with students' feelings of belonging (inclusion).h Design
[bookmark: _Toc103227113]Conceptual Framework
Our work is grounded in the social model of disability (Castaneda & Peters, 2000; Oliver, 1990). The social model takes a proactive and inclusive approach to disability and access, incorporating a universal design approach when considering the needs of as many as possible (Mole, 2013). Deemphasizing the model of inclusion and highlighting the medical model of disability results in situating disability as a problem for the individual and thus must be managed retroactively through the accommodations process (Charlton, 2000; Herbert et al., 2020; Johnston, 1996; Mole, 2013; Thornton & Downs, 2010).  
These two models comprise the theoretical underpinnings of the system we plan to examine (Figure 1). The study's design centers on students with disabilities and how their post-secondary experiences are situated within and impacted by the organizational context of the university and their interactions with the university's DROs. We seek to understand how students with disabilities perceive institutional support via the DRO, how they navigate formal and informal accommodations processes through the DRO and faculty instructors, and how their perceptions of this process influence their sense of belonging (inclusion).  
Based on a review of the literature, DROs predominantly work from the medical model approach where the onus is on the student to "manage" their disability and their accommodations through a host of processes and disclosures that require the student to accept different treatment than their peers without disabilities (Mole, 2013). Our framework proposes that the medical model of disability directly influences both the institutional climate and structure (the design of the campus, how classes are structured, and how policies are developed and enacted) and the relationships (how faculty, staff, and students perceive students with disabilities and the accommodations process), mainly through the work of the DRO. Similarly, the University's DEI outreach efforts influence these institutional climate/structure factors and relationships, which the social model also influences. 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model
[image: ]	
Students with disabilities already face steep challenges in post-secondary educational outcomes (Banks, 2014; Newman et al., 2021; Tamjeed et al., 2021). Their college experiences can be made further challenging due to institutional hurdles such as the accommodations process and requirement to disclose their disability, lack of preparation or assistance with the transition to post-secondary accommodations processes, lack of support from faculty, staff, and other students especially as it relates to intersectional identities, and oppressive institutional environments that reinforce ableism through policies, procedures, and social interactions (Abes & Wallace, 2018; Abreu et al., 2016; Banks, 2014; Collins & Mowbray, 2005; Herbert et al., 2020; Lyman et al., 2016; Marshak et al., 2010; O’Shea & Meyer, 2016; Tamjeed et al., 2021). These factors within the medical model that view the student with the disability as the problem impact student experiences and sense of belonging. 
In contrast, there appears to be a strong positive connection in the literature between social, cultural, and academic support access and positive student outcomes, including feelings of belonging and persistence (Banks, 2014; Newman et al., 2021). These efforts to advance inclusion on campuses align with institutional DEI efforts and, ultimately, the social model of disability. We also identified student identity, particularly race/ethnicity and gender, as a mediating factor in shaping students' experiences within the university.
[bookmark: _Toc1946358666]Research Questions
Four primary Research Questions guide our work as we investigate the positionality of the Disability Resource Office concerning student and faculty perceptions and feelings of inclusion across campus. These include:
Research Question 1: How do students use the University's Disability Resource Office to navigate their student experience (e.g., academic progress, community engagement, campus access, and inclusion)? 
Research Question 2: What are students' perceptions of Disability Resource Office services, primarily related to their persistence, completion, and sense of inclusion in the University community? 
Research Question 3: What relationship does race, and ethnicity have with student use and perceptions of the University's Disability Resource Office’s accommodations, testing services, and student experience? 
Research Question 4: What are faculty's perceptions of the Disability Resource Office, especially regarding their pedagogy and impact on the classroom and their overall perceptions of students with disabilities? 
As noted above, as we considered the literature surrounding student access services in post-secondary institutions, the conceptual framework of critical disability theory in the context of the contrasting medical (Charlton, 2000; Johnston, 1996) and social justice (Castaneda & Peters, 2000; Oliver, 1990) models of disability emerged. These Research Questions investigate core underlying beliefs and perceptions about disability and inclusion across the university. Our investigation into how students' feelings of inclusion may impact their respective experiences seeks to unearth and better understand vital causal factors identified through a robust root-cause analysis process conducted with the DRO team. 
Our definition of inclusion accounts for a campus community where all members feel respected, have a sense of belonging, and can participate and achieve their potential. Understanding the intersection of students' feelings of inclusion with their perceptions of available support and services can provide critical levers for the DRO to utilize in future improvement efforts. While the presenting organizational problem is a lack of formal mechanisms to collect and use student, faculty, and other university stakeholder data regarding the perceived effectiveness of the services and support provided by the DRO, it is our hypothesis, based on current literature, that it is inclusion which serves as a broader linchpin for student success.
[bookmark: _Toc752098060]Project Team Positionality
Harre and van Langenhove (1999) provide a multi-order model of positionality, considering both the tacit (i.e., unintentional or unconscious) and intentional actions associated with positionality. If influence and sensemaking are the rutter, positionality is the catalyst for movement of the rutter – i.e., the hand of the leader. In this sense, influence, through positionality, is driven by a leader's tacit and intentional actions.
Andrew Karhan
As a white male, I recognize that my respective position provides me with affordances and access to educational and vocational opportunities not available to others in the same way. However, these affordances are also mitigated and equally enhanced by aspects of my identity as a person with a disability and a parent of a child with a disability as one lens into this research. In addition, as a subject matter expert in the field of employment and transition for youth and adults with disabilities at San Diego State University’s Interwork Institute, I bring a lens of expertise to this work and an understanding of the impact of post-secondary education on employment outcomes for individuals with disabilities. Consequently, as a leader and advocate, I must do difficult work to understand the intentional and tacit motivations and biases in evaluating this project's quantitative and qualitative findings.
Jasmin Stubblefield
As a darker-skinned American woman of African descent who does not identify as having a disability, I recognize I inhabit an intersectional identity that both faces systemic marginalization and affords me access to situations, environments, and cultures that others may not be able to access. I am also a higher education professional with years of experience managing and engaging in the social and educational aspects of undergraduate and graduate students of diverse and often underrepresented backgrounds, and I bring this lens of understanding, both from the professional and personal, of the impact of student support services on feelings of inclusion. I must acknowledge and work to understand my own biases and motivations while engaging with this study’s quantitative and qualitative findings.
[bookmark: _Toc263500063]Study Design
This study is a mixed methods program improvement study designed to inform the DRO within the selected university regarding their articulated organizational problem of practice: a lack of formal mechanisms to collect and use student, faculty, and other university stakeholder data regarding the perceived effectiveness of the services and support provided by the DRO. Methods utilized included surveys, focus group interviews with students and faculty, and interviews with key informants – members of the DRO team.
The study design intentionally sought to elicit quantitative and qualitative data on the experiences of faculty and students with disabilities concerning the accommodation process and overall feelings of inclusion on the university campus. We designed focus group and interview questions to garner qualitative data to complement the survey data quantitative) to generate detailed information regarding the needs and experiences of students and faculty. The use of various data collection approaches permitted an examination of the triangulation between data identified in the literature, qualitative, and quantitative realms to highlight points of convergence. As we identify the convergence of ideas, we will strengthen our confidence in our findings for a more generalized understanding of the whole population across the University. 
[bookmark: _Toc117486153]Participant Selection
For this study, the targeted participants were students aged 18+ who have interacted with the DRO. University faculty who engaged with students with disabilities and with the DRO were also part of the targeted study population. Additionally, we invited DRO staff to participate in the study. The researchers excluded no members of either sample (students or faculty).



Surveys
As noted above, to obtain quantifiable insights into the nature of the problem, we developed two surveys to administer – a student survey (see Appendix B) and a faculty survey (see Appendix C).
Student Survey
The student survey comprised 50 questions and included all demographic data (see Appendix B). Some questions were conditional based on the answers of the respondents. Questions asked students to rate or describe previous and current experiences with the accommodation process, rate their interactions with DRO and faculty, and share their feelings about inclusion on campus. Question design ranged from a five-point Likert scale style to a three-point (yes, no, unknown) style to a limited open-ended style. Surveys collected demographic data on student participants, including age, gender, race/ethnicity, and academic classification. We collected no personal identifiers from students. We asked students to identify their respective disabilities voluntarily. 
Faculty Survey
The faculty survey consisted of 51 questions (see Appendix C). Some questions were conditional based on the answers of the respondents. Questions asked faculty to rate or describe previous and current experiences with the accommodation process, rate their interactions with the DRO and students, and seek to understand their knowledge of disability and attitudes and behaviors regarding disability inclusion. Question design ranged from a five-point Likert scale style to a three-point (yes, no, unknown) style to a limited open-ended style. Surveys collected demographic data on faculty participants, including gender, race/ethnicity, academic rank, school or department, and years within academia. We did not collect personal identifiers from the faculty. We asked faculty to self-identify if they have a disability. 
[bookmark: _Toc1514502301]Interview Protocols
A semi-structured interview protocol was developed based on the primary research questions. The purpose of each focus group or interview was to further identify and explore the experiences of students and faculty based on initial survey findings. In addition, we asked each focus group about the positive interactions and the potential areas for improvement in the DRO and inclusion on campus. Interviews and focus groups were 30-60 minutes, audio recorded, and transcribed with participant consent. Each focus group consisted of between two to three people. We were both present at each interview or focus group. Focus group questions included: 
Students 
· Please tell me about your experiences as a student with a disability at this University. 
· Please tell me about your experiences with the DRO and the accommodations process. 
· Please tell me about your experiences with faculty, especially regarding accessing accommodations. 
· What university accommodations or support services are most or least helpful to you? Are there any accommodations or support services you wish we provided but do not?  
Faculty 
· Please tell me about your experiences with students with disabilities (if possible, at this University).  
· Please tell me about your experiences with the DRO and the accommodations process. 
· What university accommodations or support services are most or least helpful to you regarding students with disabilities? Are there any accommodations or support services you wish you knew more about when supporting students with disabilities?  
DRO staff
· Please tell us about your role within the DRO.
· What do you see as the DRO's role on campus?
· Please tell me about your experiences with students with disabilities (if possible, at this University).  
· Please tell me about your experiences with the DRO and the accommodations process. 
· What university accommodations or support services are most or least helpful to you regarding students with disabilities? Are there any accommodations or support services you wish you knew more about when supporting students with disabilities?  
[bookmark: _Toc821370652]Data Collection 
The DRO started recruiting students and faculty with an email invitation to participate in surveys designed to understand each group's experiences. Due to institutional limitations for the survey, we were limited to soliciting responses from all students registered with the DRO in the fall of 2023, who were provided a link by email directly from the DRO administration to complete the survey on the Qualtrics platform. Faculty who interacted with the DRO office over the past academic year were provided a direct link from the DRO administration to complete the survey on the Qualtrics platform. Students, faculty, and DRO staff also received an invitation to sign up for participation in on-campus or online focus group sessions. A flier was developed and posted in the physical DRO space, soliciting student participation in the survey and the focus group sessions. We used Qualtrics to collect registration and participation.
Data Analysis
Two primary techniques were used to analyze the findings of the survey and focus groups. First, all survey data was initially collected and analyzed using Qualtrics.  The basic Qualtrics reports provided counts, percentages, and means of the responses provided by both faculty and staff.  In addition, key questions exploring the perceptions and beliefs of students were explored further by exporting the response data in a .csv format into R studio, where we performed additional statistical analyses using various independent variables of disability status, gender, race/ethnicity, and school affiliation. Based on the nature of the question, we determined the use of T-tests or ANOVA to test the statistical significance of the findings. These analyses are included in the findings section and relate to student and faculty data.
From a qualitative analysis perspective, we performed a detailed analysis of all transcripts from each focus group or interview. This immersive engagement approach involved each research partner conducting multiple data readings of all transcripts separately. The first readings were unstructured and focused on general familiarity with all content. Next, we performed a goal-oriented reading, highlighting key statements and coding them based on themes. We then met as a team to first vet and agree upon broad thematic codes, the definitions of those codes, and why we were including them as a theme. Once our code book was established, we then reviewed each transcript for a third time. During this third review, we agreed on why a statement was included and how it should be coded. Once we reached a consensus, we divided our writing of these sections into faculty and student sections. We independently wrote the key findings, ultimately coming back together for a final review and agreement on the presentation of the findings. 

[bookmark: _Toc210298759]
Findings
[bookmark: _Toc580019895]Results – Students
The survey of students who were or have received support from the DR served as a primary data source related to our research questions. A diverse group of students (159 out of 1861) completed the survey. The invitation for focus group participation was likewise sent to all students engaged with the DRO. The student interviews and focus groups occurred in person on the university campus and via Zoom in late October and early November 2023. In total, 7 participated in the focus group and interviews.
[bookmark: _Toc1815889705]Student Survey
The student survey was divided into three focus areas: Student Postsecondary Transition Support and Accommodation Knowledge, Student Perceptions of Disability Resource Office, and Student Perceptions of Inclusion at the University. The demographic data were collected to help us analyze the impact of disability, race/ethnicity, gender, and school or department affiliation. 
Demographic Overview
The respondents were predominately female (72%), which does not align with general demographic data regarding people with disabilities in the general population, where females with disabilities represent about 10% of the population (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2020). Further, in comparing this response to the general university population, only 48% of students identify as female, and 52% identify as male. Five percent of respondents identified as non-binary, and 4% selected “Other, not specified” or “Prefer not to say.” At the time of the report, the university had not begun to collect data on other identified genders.
The student respondents were, not surprisingly, the “traditional” college age, with 69% falling between 17-24. However, additional responses were obtained from adult students, with 20% and 18% of the population in the age brackets of 25-29 and 30-39, respectively. 38% of respondents indicated a graduate student classification, while the remainder were undergraduates. This array of respondents demonstrates the university’s diverse undergraduate, graduate (master's and doctoral), and graduate professional degrees. Thirty-eight percent of student respondents identified as being affiliated with the Arts and Sciences, with the second highest population of respondents affiliated with Education (26%), and 89% of student respondents indicated the primary format of course delivery was on campus (in-person). 
Figure 2 overviews the student respondents’ identified race/ethnicity. The largest percentage of student respondents identified as white non-Hispanic (68%); this is noticeably higher than what is seen in the general university student population (41%). With that, a diverse group of students did respond to our survey that we feel are still a good representation of the University population, with 11% of respondents identifying as Asian, 7% as Black or African American, 6% as Hispanic or Latino, and 6% as two or more races. We had no respondents who identified as non-resident aliens or international students.
Figure 2: Race and Ethnicity of Student Respondents
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Importantly, while all respondents had received accommodations for a disability from the DRO, 79% identified as having a disability. Figure 3 outlines how student respondents identified their disability, and they could select more than one item. The most identified type of disability for respondents was ADHD (45%), followed by Mental Health (44%). 25% of respondents identified Chronic Health as the nature of their disability, and 15% indicated they had a Learning Disability. 
Figure 3: Disability Type of Student Respondents[image: ]
Theme I: Satisfaction with the Disability Resource Office
To explore RQ2, we developed a series of survey questions to explore student satisfaction levels with various aspects of the DRO, including overall support. One of our first interests was how students initially learned about the DRO. Thirty-three percent of respondents indicated they first heard of the University’s Disability Resource Office via the website. A combined 27% first heard of the DRO from the University Admissions Office or other University staff.  Students reported being satisfied (somewhat satisfied or very satisfied) with the overall support received from the DRO (73%) (see Figure 4). 





Figure 4: Student satisfaction with DRO support
[image: ]
When asked about various components, they reported satisfaction with the DRO in areas of communication (70%) (see Figure 5), accommodations approved (73%) (see Figure 6), and confidentiality of the disability (79%) (see Figure 7).
Figure 5: Student satisfaction with DRO communication
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These results indicate a general satisfaction level with the DRO’s support of students, how the office communicates and handles a student’s disability, and the types of approved accommodations. 
Figure 6: Student satisfaction with accommodations approved by DRO
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Since students mainly interact with the DRO in these areas, the office's positive impact on the student experience should be noted.
Figure 7: Student satisfaction with confidentiality by DRO
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In contrast, findings from the survey suggest lower levels of satisfaction associated with the process used to determine student accommodations (62%) (see Figure 8), the way the student’s disability was discussed by the DRO staff (66%) (see Figure 9), and the implementation of the student’s accommodation in the classroom (65%) (see Figure 10).



Figure 8: Student satisfaction with the process of determining their accommodations
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Respondents indicated higher levels of dissatisfaction with the process of determining student accommodations and how the student’s disability was discussed by DRO staff, 26% and 21%, respectively.
Figure 9: Student satisfaction with DRO staff discussion of student’s disability
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Many students seemed ambivalent about implementing their accommodations in the classroom, with 21% of respondents answering “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” when asked about this. 
Figure 10: Student satisfaction with accommodation implementation in the classroom[image: ]
We can infer here that a noticeably higher number of students are experiencing challenges or dissatisfaction with how accommodations are approved and implemented. This aligns with what was reported in the literature regarding student’s struggle with understanding the accommodation process and the challenges they face in obtaining adequate accommodations support (Banks, 2014; Herbert et al., 2020; Lyman et al., 2016; Marshak et al., 2010; Tamjeed et al., 2021). It is important to understand how students feel during this process and about their disability. In some cases, their identity is being discussed by DRO staff. Suppose they feel the staff is not discussing their disability in a supportive or positive manner, as opposed to a way that places the “problem” of the disability on the student (as we observed in our conversations with DRO staff). In that case, students may likely feel “othered” in one of the few environments on campus that they feel should be more welcoming of them. This will impact their impression of the process, their persistence with the accommodations process, and their overall sense of inclusion in the college experience. 
Over half of all student respondents indicated having experienced obstacles in obtaining accommodations or services related to their disability (52%). Thirty-seven percent responded that they had not experienced obstacles, and 11% indicated being unsure. Statistically significant differences emerged when we examined the impact of disability status on student experiences, f (2) = 3.798, p<.05. We found that students who are receiving support from the DRO but who did not identify as having a disability were more likely to indicate they had not experienced any obstacles to obtaining accommodations or services related to their disability than those who identified as having a disability or were unsure (see Figure 11). This may point to the additional challenges (such as negative peer and faculty interactions, stigma, and identity development hurdles) students who identify as having a disability face when obtaining accommodations or services from the DRO. Further exploration of these variations by the DRO is critical to ensure students' access to their accommodations is not impeded by potential underlying stigma and bias.
Figure 11: Student experience with obstacles obtaining accommodations or services for disability – by disability status
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While not statistically significant, when observing race and ethnicity, we found that 67% of black or African American students responded they had not experienced any obstacles in obtaining accommodations. In comparison, 100% of students identified as two or more races indicated they had experienced obstacles. This highlights that students could be having varied experiences, especially when it comes to roadblocks in obtaining their accommodations or other services for their disability based on race or ethnicity and further exploration is warranted. 
Analysis of satisfaction levels with the DRO against variables such as gender, race and ethnicity, school/department affiliation, and disability status showed little difference in answers when accounting for various demographics. No significant differences were found between race/ethnicity and school/department affiliation. Concerning Research Question 3, this indicates students’ experiences were similar regarding their perceptions of the DRO and that race/ethnicity did not significantly impact students’ perceptions of the DRO. We did find a significant effect for gender when looking at the satisfaction levels of students with the DRO’s process for determining accommodations, f (3) = 2.912, p<.05, with those who preferred not to identify their gender having expressed more neutral or negative satisfaction levels than those who identified as male, female, or non-binary. Another significant finding was that student respondents who did not identify as having a disability had statistically significantly higher levels of satisfaction with the support received from the DRO than those who identified as having a disability or were unsure, f (2) = 3.792, p<.05. 
Theme IV: Sense of Inclusion and Belonging
A second area of inquiry we will discuss is students’ sense of inclusion and belonging, both overall at the Institution and, more specifically, regarding their accommodations. When it came to non-instructional activities (e.g., research, practicum) (See Figure 12), 61% of students agreed that they were willing to ask for accommodations from a direct supervisor or faculty instructor for these academic-related non-classroom activities if the student had a letter of accommodation from the DRO. 
There is a 19% decrease in students willing to ask for accommodation when they did not have a letter of accommodation (42% somewhat or strongly agreed) (See Figure 13). We saw an increase in students who somewhat or strongly disagreed with a willingness to ask for accommodation in non-instructional academic-related activities (36%) or were ambivalent (23% neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement). This highlights students' comfort with approaching faculty or supervisors regarding access, particularly in academic settings that might be less structured than a classroom and the reach of accommodations is murkier. Students are more likely to seek accommodations in these settings with a letter from the University’s DRO. 

Figure 12: Student willingness to request accommodations for non-instructional activities (e.g., research, internships) with a letter of accommodation
[image: ]
Regarding overall feelings of respect, belonging, and participation on the University’s campus, students’ responses were almost uniform across all three areas, indicating a connection between respect, belonging, and participation. Most students indicated they were somewhat to very satisfied with their feelings of respect (64%), belonging (62%), and participation (56%) on the University campus. On the other hand, about a fifth of respondents were somewhat too dissatisfied with their feelings of respect (22%), belonging (24%), and participation (19%). We found a significant effect for disability status when it came to feelings of respect, f (2) = 3.096, p<.05; belonging, f (2) = 4.998, p<.01; and participation, f (2) = 4.769, p<.05, with students who did not identify as having a disability more likely to respond “Very Satisfied” about feelings of respect and participation on the University campus. 





Figure 13: Student willingness to request accommodations for non-instructional activities (e.g., research, internships) without a letter of accommodation
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These findings highlight that while most students have a sense of belonging and respect on campus, there is a portion of students, particularly students who identify as having a disability, who do not feel as engaged and included within the broader University community as their peers. Gaps exist in students with disabilities’ sense of belonging in the college community, and it is critical to acknowledge the role that accommodations can play in empowering students to navigate the college experience that can impact their academic persistence and overall participation in college life. 
Summary of Student Survey Findings 
Related to the research questions, we see that the DRO is the primary connection for students with disabilities and access to courses, and that whether directly or indirectly, the DRO and the accommodations process plays a part in how students navigate their academic and campus experience. However, disability status can affect how students perceive the effectiveness of these accommodations and the office in general. It's particularly noteworthy that the students who identify as having a disability are more affected by obstacles than those who don't identify. In general, students are satisfied with the level of support and accommodations they may receive, showing that the DRO is perceived as largely effective in providing accommodations for students. The data shows challenges in how students perceive these accommodations are being determined, implemented, and perhaps even discussed with students. We turn to the qualitative findings to contextualize this feedback on student experiences with the DRO and the accommodations process.
[bookmark: _Toc110360949]Student Focus Groups and Interviews
In evaluating our qualitative data from student interviews and focus groups, we returned to our research questions to analyze the findings. We will address each question in turn. 
Table 1: Student Group
	Academic Progress
	Peer Interactions
	Faculty/Instructor Interactions
	University Staff (e.g., DRO Staff) Interactions
	Course Access (Accommodations)

	Perceptions of Belonging
	Perceptions of Inclusion

	23
	21
	41
	50
	52
	65
	44


Our first Research Question was: How do students use the University's DRO to navigate their student experience?  The most salient theme related to this question was that students used the DRO to access courses or their overall college experience.
Theme 1: Students used the DRO for access to courses or college experience 
Students primarily indicated they used the DRO to get accommodations for courses or access to an area of the college experience that was inaccessible to them due to their disability. “I got articles and text to read,” one student shared. Accommodations for academic-related activities might range from notetaking to extended time on tests. One student stated:
“I [was] worried I might not be able to get to classes on time because of the time gap...so fortunately, [the accommodations] allowed for me to have early registration on my schedule to verify that I can get larger gaps within classes.”
This student relied on accommodations to ensure they could attend the courses they needed with their mobility disability, and the DRO was the only place they could gain this access. Graduate students mentioned non-instructional academic components, such as qualification exams, as they pursued the DRO for accommodation or support. Students also used aspects of the accommodations process to initiate communication with faculty and ensure they were getting all their needs met. One student stated:
I got the [DRO accommodation] letter, sent it out and then sent out my email saying, can I talk to you one-on-one about this? just to iron out any details, and they were all willing to meet and talk about it, and I was able to get all the accommodations that I wanted.
Some students, however, preferred seeking accommodations directly from faculty rather than going to the DRO. 
For my classes and stuff like that, I usually just talk with my teachers. I usually email them a few days before classes start and let them know everything […] since I feel like the [DRO] portal doesn’t really cover the things that I need in terms of [accommodations].
One student indicated that they utilized the DRO at their previous institution, especially regarding issues with their accommodations, but that at the current University, they only “talked to the individual professors, and they’ve never turned [them] down.” A common explanation was that the DRO accommodations did not align with what the students expressed they needed with access, particularly course access. “I would not benefit from having the extra test-taking room access,” one student shared when explaining why they did not utilize the accommodations approved for them, “because we take all of our exams online at home, and they’re not timed, so I can take as long as I want.” Another student stated: 
[bookmark: _Int_J0pCliVn]I struggled a lot with getting accommodations approved on the school-wide level. The DRO, based on my understanding of their categories of accommodations, just didn’t quite line up with what I needed. So, a lot of times, it was a matter of uncomfortable conversations with individual professors about my situation.
One student had this to say when discussing the time it took to get their accommodations implemented: 
Weeks go by, and I don’t really hear from them, and then all of a sudden, they start sending me some articles in a format that I can listen to in Microsoft Word. […] By that point, I had so many workarounds that I can’t take the time to learn your five programs because now I’ve got my system down. 
Another student shared this, “[The DRO] was an absolute joke. […] I needed texts to have it read to me. And they would send me articles I could use long after the test.” Several students brought up a virtual (online) or hybrid class option as an accommodation they hoped to receive but were denied, while others mentioned flexible deadlines and assistive technology. “[The DRO] doesn’t have [virtual or hybrid class instruction] as an accommodation option,” one student told us. “And I guess that piece just didn’t quite make sense to me as to why. […] that’s been a barrier.” 
When asked what a barrier within their student experience was, a student opined:
I think the fact that Zoom classes are not allowed like instructors want to give hybrid options. And then the University […] said no. It’s the stupidest thing. It would accommodate so many students […] just having a university policy that allows hybrid stuff, I think, is so accommodating to many people in many situations, like for parents whose kid is sick. They must stay home, and that’s how they get to class. For people with asthma, if there’s a peak in COVID, for anyone who doesn’t want anybody else to be sick. I mean, the list goes on. For people who can’t get out of bed physically […] who can log in to our class but not attend in person.
In these statements, we find elements of the negative perceptions of the DRO. The office is perceived as not providing students with the accommodations they would like for academic participation and persistence. We also see confirmation of these sentiments from students experiencing obstacles to accessing their accommodations or services for their disabilities (see Figure 11), which has shown at least in part to stem from challenges with communication or implementation of accommodations by the DRO. 
In response to these challenges, students often turn to faculty for assistance. Another student mentioned how their faculty instructor made accommodations when the DRO would not: 
Fortunately, most of my teachers have been nice about it. Specifically, my one teacher, who I said I’ve been going to all his office hours this semester. He records some on Zoom and is, fortunately, willing to do all that. 
We can see an underlying frustration with the lack of accommodation options from students’ perspectives and how they find other routes, often through faculty, to gain the access they seek. However, this is a potential barrier, as we know from analyzing faculty responses, 48% of faculty surveyed indicated, “I will not implement accommodations unless they present the letter from the DRO.” Thus, while some students may seek to gain accommodation outside of the context of the DRO, they may be met with a concerning resistance to these requests that further hinder their resolve and academic persistence.
In addition to course access, students went to the DRO for housing, dining accommodations, and mobility access. A student described needing “mobility rides, and that goes through the [DRO] portal. It’s very concrete...you put in the doctor’s note, and it’s done.” As critical as accommodations are noted as being by students to their ability to access courses successfully or participate in campus life, it was noted that the University’s DRO is not always a well-known resource and that some students are unaware that accommodations could be available to them. “I kind of found the DRO accidentally because it wasn’t something I knew about when I was first coming into school here,” one student shared, adding that mixed support from their program and not knowing which resources to access was overwhelming to do on their own. Another student shared when asked about any suggested improvements for the DRO:
The only critique I can think of now is more, I guess you could say, advertising or something. We had our first meeting with the neurodiverse group a week or two ago, and I just so happened to bring up the accommodation’s office, and I was surprised how, for some people, it is just like, this is their first-time hearing about it. So, getting out the word more because, for some students, their idea of what the accommodations office is for might be limited.
These student statements show that more can be done to improve the visibility of the office for students, especially early at the University. This is critical, as accommodations can impact a student’s academic trajectory and overall sense of belonging on campus. One student said it well: “I went from a struggling D student to a B student because I needed help. So, I feel the power of accommodations and good accommodations can be amazing.”
Related to Research Question 1, we see that the DRO is the primary connection for students with disabilities and access to courses. It plays a part in how students navigate their academic and campus experiences. Accommodations (and letters of accommodation) serve as access points for students with disabilities to participate in college activities, from being a starting point for a conversation with a faculty member over course access to assisting in navigating housing and dining services. We also see that sometimes students prefer alternate methods, such as going directly to faculty instructors, to gain access, especially when they feel a misalignment between their needs and approved accommodations. 
The second research question addressed the following: What are students' perceptions of DRO services, primarily related to their persistence, completion, and sense of inclusion in the university community? Three themes arose concerning this question: a) students’ perceptions of the DRO revolved around accommodations; b) social interactions impact students’ sense of inclusion; c) the DRO and accommodations impact students’ sense of inclusion. 
Theme 2: Students’ perceptions of the DRO largely revolved around accommodations
When it came to students' feedback on the DRO, it was clear that almost all perceptions, positive, negative or neutral, were related to accommodations, whether it was regarding the process for securing accommodations, the accommodations themselves, or the implementation or use of those accommodations. Several interviewed students had very positive interactions with the University’s DRO. One student summarized their interaction with the DRO this way:
I’ve had a positive experience with the student accommodation office at school. I just felt like they were super helpful […] [the DRO staff] had an orientation meeting with me in the beginning, which I found helpful as well in figuring out what I could ask for and how to get in contact with my professors. And then, since that has happened, it has just been pretty. It has been easy for me so far, and people have been really accommodating.
The student perceived that the DRO helped assess accommodations and support them in engaging with faculty about their disability. Some students found navigating directions on the webpage or just going through the accommodations process with the DRO to be easy and well-organized, and this seemed to be attributed to the care and treatment they received from the office. “I think it just makes such a big difference in how people treat you at the office,” one student shared. 
Other students expressed dissatisfaction with the accommodations process. They especially vocalized the struggles they faced in getting accommodations approved or implemented. “The least helpful [resource] would be the mobility ride system,” one student told us. “That has been very frustrating. […] there’s so much miscommunication across the campus regarding using the mobility rides.”  At least one student felt the DRO was not equipped to support graduate students, stating, “Most of the time, they just didn’t know how to help me, period. Whatever services they have seemed to be very geared to the big box undergrad courses where you’re sitting in a lecture hall, and there are 100 people there, kind of thing.” This highlights the different needs of undergraduate and graduate students with disabilities, which aligns with what Tamjeed et al. (2021) found regarding graduate student challenges in getting accommodations that meet their unique non-instructional circumstances. It points to a need for the DRO to evaluate current processes and accommodations to ensure they meet a diverse population's needs. This is critical when it comes to the diversity of disability types and even understanding that students’ disabilities do not always manifest or impact them in the same way all the time. 
This is further emphasized by another student’s comment when discussing the challenges of navigating their approved accommodations with the changing nature of their disability:
It’s hard with something that’s very much nonlinear. And I think obviously a lot of […] disabilities are very much nonlinear and can vary a lot from day to day, which I think [the DRO] is not the best about accommodating. I don’t know, like I said, I feel like it’s probably just hard […] I wish there was some way to make [accommodations] a little bit more flexible.
We see here the lack of adaptation and even accommodation found within the medical model of disability in which the DRO operates, which treats disability and accommodation as a strictly legal process. Students’ diverse and changing needs are slow to be accommodated within this model as everything must be run through a lens of what can be legally supported and implemented rather than the social lens of what is right and best for the student and the greater community. This medical model has unfortunate consequences on students' ability to engage meaningfully and with full equitable access, especially compared to their peers. 
These findings, related to Research Question 3, show that students generally have a positive view of accommodations and the DRO and largely feel support. However, pain points exist. Students expressed frustration with determining or implementing accommodations, especially when it came to how these were communicated or individualized. Because students’ needs are diverse, a compliance-based accommodations process will likely pose challenges through its lack of adaptability and individualization. 
Theme 3: Social Interactions Influence Student Sense of Inclusion and Belonging at the University
During our interviews, students were very candid about their experiences at university, especially regarding being a student with a disability. For some students, the University has a “very welcoming environment,” buttressed by resources and faculty who students feel are “very accessible.” Another student shared, "The Campus Resource Coordination Office was the most helpful. I always tell other students this is like a 311 hub for students...those things that I find very useful at the University.” One student described their classmates as being “very accommodating. And I think we have a pretty good cohort.” Another student attributed the inclusive environment they experienced to their academic program’s level of interaction with people with disabilities, stating that this “makes my class and my professors more understanding and willing to accommodate different situations […] I’ve never been faced with any, you know, ‘you’re just being lazy.’ I never got that vibe.”
Within these same interviews, an issue of ableism on the University campus was a recurring theme. At a peer level, students experienced bullying and other negative interactions, specifically due to their disability. One student shared, “I was trying to ask for support and that kind of stuff, especially being so isolated, and a lot of students have this attitude like, ‘why would you need that, I don’t need that.’” We find here an underlying assumption among peers that students with accommodations have an unfair advantage. This negative stereotype was also echoed by faculty and had unfortunate consequences for at least one student’s academic progress. “The faculty person that failed me gave me the same reason. I can’t give you any preferential treatment over others. And it’s just, it for me it just shone a light on the absolute lack of understanding of equity in the eyes of ability and disability.” As these statements make clear, there is a fundamental lack of understanding amongst the overall student and faculty population about what accommodations are and the experiences of students with disabilities. And the DRO has played a role in this as well, as one student shared:
Students struggled with anxiety when it came to navigating their disability, whether it was with faculty or administration or just general college experiences such as participating in a student organization. In some cases, this was due to negative, often highly stressful interactions with faculty and, in one case, the DRO.
The faculty were angered by my [accommodations] request. And honestly, the Disability Resource Office only kind of came to bat for me when I went to them, and I said, ‘Look, they’re denying my accommodations for my [graduate program degree milestone]. This is a right by the Americans with Disabilities Act. And if I have to get a lawyer, I will.’ Like, this is not okay. And I was kind of like, really pissed off at that point, And then they agreed to give me my accommodations, but not all the way. And they made me feel very bad about it.
This and previous statements highlight the numerous psychological and systemic obstacles students face in the implementation of their accommodations, from faculty pushback, perceptions of accommodations as “unfair advantages,” negative stereotypes from faculty and peers, and even a perceived lack of support from the DRO, where the right of the accommodations should be most protected and championed. Students with disabilities are left navigating anxiety, isolation, and other negative psychological and educational outcomes of these interactions. 
Even when they experienced positive interactions with faculty or students, several students still expressed how they felt uncomfortable or nervous having to navigate talking about their disability or ensuring they were getting access to their courses. “These [students in my student org], I feel are very kind and welcoming,” one student shared. “But even then, you still get in your head about it a little bit or, you know, get worried about, like, ow, I might not get as good of a part because they think that I’m not doing any of this or I’m not working as much or whatever.” These sentiments indicate a lack of feeling like they belong but rather worry about other’s views of them because of their disability or the effects of their disability.  
Theme 4: The DRO and Accommodations Influence Student Sense of Inclusion and Belonging
The DRO and accommodations play a role in student perceptions of campus inclusion and their sense of belonging within the University community. When asked about their experience as a student with disabilities within the University community, one student specifically mentioned accommodations as a part of what made them feel welcome on campus: 
I’ve always had a positive impact because I can tell from University that one of the things, I’ve been most happy about is they take mental health seriously. So having those resources, making it like, hey, students have accommodations, you know, just making it something that it’s not just you in the corner by yourself, but we have all these resources available to you. They’ve been good about making that accessible to students. So, it’s been [a] very welcoming environment.
The physical location of the DRO was also mentioned as a space that allowed students to feel welcomed and at ease, with one student mentioning, “I love the testing, accommodation space. I think it’s so nice when [they] make it a nice cozy space because it makes me want to take exams there. I always appreciate that. […] it makes you want to return and feel comfortable.” From this, we can see that the DRO has cultivated a physical space that invites students to interact with and creates a sense of welcome and belonging on the University campus.
Not all feedback on the DRO’s role in students' feelings of inclusion and belonging was positive. Accommodations, specifically their limitations, were noted as contributing to a sense of feeling left out of university life. This includes limiting the extent of peer relationship development.
With the mobility rides system, I don’t ride with anybody else besides myself. And although it’s a very little thing, like walking to classes was something I really noticed was like a hindrance on friendships, you know, just little things of conversations or inside jokes that get created. The mobility rides, you have to pre-schedule them […] so you know, if my friends want to go get lunch somewhere, then I’m stuck. I have to go to this [prescheduled] place […] So that’s really been one of the biggest barriers, is just the inflexibility with [mobility rides], it has really limited my ability with friendships. 
Students are sometimes forced to trade between access and inclusion, as accommodations can prevent them from participating in the greater college experience. A student remarked on this when they shared their housing experience: “I wanted to live with some of my friends, and I’ve been invited to the suite, but I had to take the risk to go, okay, so I might not be on the first floor. I might not have access to what I need. I might not get everything I needed with housing, but I might get to live with friends.” This emphasizes the incredible importance social interactions play in students’ sense of belonging and participation in college life and the role accommodations can play in supporting or, in this student’s case, preventing that participation.  
Several students mentioned feeling the approved accommodations did not match what they sought or felt they needed. While one student acknowledged that sometimes legal restrictions or complexities may have played a role in why their accommodations were not the way they had been requested, that same student also mentioned that “it felt a bit like I wasn’t heard.” 
There was also a sense that the physical campus itself was exclusionary. “The biggest issues I typically have are getting around campus,” one student shared. “There are a lot of doors that are [in] locations that say they’re accessible, but then things don’t work. Or like, you know, the elevators, even if they get shut off by a fire alarm going off for any drill, a lot of times people don’t come to turn them back on for a long period of time, and that can be a big issue for me because I really cannot do stairs.” In addition to pointing out that sidewalks are not wide enough, it was also mentioned that “There are not even sidewalks on most streets. And the sidewalk could just end for no reason. They clearly don’t care about disability here.” The physical layout of the campus and its maintenance (or lack thereof) can have serious safety and inclusion implications for students with disabilities. It also serves as a sign to students about how disability is handled on campus and should be seriously considered for future exploration.
The findings within this theme show that students made connections between accommodations and their overall sense of inclusion on campus. Accommodations can help students feel welcomed and comfortable on campus or can contribute to their feeling isolated and "othered." Limitations of accommodations contribute to isolation from university life and can unwittingly force a tradeoff between access and inclusion. The DRO needs to understand how their practices and processes affect students as they navigate their environment.
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In summary, concerning Research Question 1, we found that students used the DRO largely for academic purposes. However, they also relied on the office for other needs such as housing, dining, and mobility. Letters of accommodation had dual roles. They gave the student legal access to accommodations in a classroom and served as a way for students to navigate otherwise uncomfortable conversations with faculty. Some students preferred going directly to the faculty for accommodations over the DRO. In some cases, this was attributed to a lack of alignment between student needs and the accommodation approved, not receiving the accommodations requested, or just student frustration with the accommodations process or implementation of the accommodations. 
Related to Research Question 2, findings showed overall positive perceptions of the DRO, showing that most students are satisfied with many aspects of how the DRO is managed, including communication and approved accommodations. Still, the challenges students with a disability face should be well noted. We find the medical model being felt by students, especially those who identify as having a disability, where they experience the weight and challenges of managing their disability through legal processes rather than the support and inclusion of the system that acknowledges the environment, not the student, as the problem. The struggle to get and implement accommodations that suit their needs, the challenge of navigating negative peer and faculty interactions, and the compounding effects of ableism and a college environment that is slowly reactive to SWD needs rather than proactively engaging are laid out in the findings. Students connect accommodations with feelings of inclusion on campus, both positively in a way that helps them feel welcome and negatively in a way that has them feeling isolated. Findings showed that accommodations could sometimes unwittingly force a tradeoff between legal access and inclusion in the college experience. This demonstrates how the DRO’s medical model of disability is significant in how students with disabilities navigate their college experiences. 
For Research Question 3 on what relationship race and ethnicity have on student use or perceptions of the DRO, while some smaller findings showed some differences in how students who identified as black or African American felt supported by the DRO, overall, we found no significant effects for race and ethnicity across all our quantitative data connected to the office. This is significant because it appears, at least with our studied population, that students had similar experiences regarding the use and perception of the office. Coupled with other findings, it shows that disability identity is related to how students experience within the University, especially as it relates to the social vs. medical model of disability. These findings call for the DRO to examine its processes and its role in the college from the lens of inclusion and universal design to ensure students with disabilities feel more supported and have a greater sense of belonging, both with the DRO and the campus. 
RESULTS – FACULTY
To effectively understand the answer to RQ4 – What are faculty's perceptions of the Disability Resource Office’s services, especially regarding their pedagogy and impact on the classroom and their overall perceptions of students with disabilities – we utilized a survey and focus groups.  The faculty survey was available to all faculty engaged with the DRO during fall 2023. One hundred and sixteen faculty members opened the survey, and 96 out of 534 answered all questions. Of faculty participants, 99% were full-time faculty. The invitation for focus group participation was likewise sent to all faculty engaged with the DRO. The faculty interviews and focus groups occurred in person on the university campus and via Zoom in late October and early November 2023. In total, 16 faculty expressed interest and 12 participated in the focus group and interviews.
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Faculty survey questions were separated into three areas of inquiry: Faculty Knowledge of the DRO and Function, Faculty Implementation of Accommodation Processes, and Faculty Perceptions of Students with Disabilities. Demographic data were collected to help us analyze any potential connection between disability, race, and school affiliation in responses.

Demographic Overview
Core analysis factors for faculty’s responses to the survey questions were gender, race, disability status, and school affiliation. Demographically, the intersection of respondents’ gender identity, race, and disability status demonstrates the diversity of the respondent’s identity characteristics. The breakdown of faculty survey respondents' gender identity, with most respondents (51%) identifying as women and 45% identifying as men. Smaller percentages of respondents identify as non-binary, unspecified, or preferred not to say. Further, the racial/ethnic makeup of faculty respondents was predominantly White (79%), followed by Hispanic/Latino (8%), Asian (7%), two or more races (5%), and black and unknown (1% respectively).
While the most significant percentage of faculty identify as white (79%), we saw relative balance across gender identity in alignment with general population data in this group. In all other racial categories, survey participants identifying as female outpaced their male counterparts. Specifically, females comprised 80% of the two or more races category, 71% of Asians, and 63% of Hispanics. Of note, the low number of responses from black faculty, all of whom did not answer the question on gender, leaves a gap in understanding these intersectional factors for black faculty. In addition to exploring the factors of race/ethnicity and gender, the survey also asked faculty to provide information on the school they represented. Of the 105 respondents, 51% were from the College of Arts and Sciences, 24% were from the College of Education and Human Development, 9% were from the School of Engineering, 5% were from the School of Nursing, and 9% were from an assortment of other schools.
A final demographic analysis factor for the survey responses is the faculty disability identity status. One hundred four respondents answered the question about disability identity. Of the respondents, only 10% reported identifying as a person with a disability, underscoring the findings from previous research conducted by Silverman (2023) and Friedensen et al. (2021), which found a large underrepresentation of faculty with disabilities.  These respondents were only observed in three of the university’s schools; however, school representation has been limited to ensure the confidentiality of respondents. Further, an additional 39% of faculty members reported having faced a) an acute mental health crisis or b) a physical or mobility challenge in their time as a faculty member. Combined, the factors of identified disability and acute disability status demonstrate a much higher representation across the faculty respondents and serve as a point of consideration, particularly considering the research on the hesitancy of disability disclosure within professional environments.
Figure 14: Faculty Identity – Gender Identity and Race
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Faculty Knowledge of the DRO and Function 
The next series of questions in the survey sought to explore the faculty’s understanding of the DRO's role, services, and support. Overall, 98% of faculty participants reported being aware of the DRO, and 100% reported they have actively provided accommodations to students. The accommodations faculty were most familiar with included alternative testing (18%), notetaking (15%), alternative formats (14%), and classroom modifications. Faculty reported less familiarity with dining modifications, internship/lab/practicum accommodations, or housing modifications. The understanding of the function of the DRO is varied. 
Moreover, when we explored faculty comfort in adequately providing accommodation to students, we observed that 75% of faculty agreed with this statement. In contrast, this still means 25% of faculty did not feel prepared to support students, which can impact both the faculty's ability to effectively engage with students with disabilities, as well as the resulting student experience. Finally, when asked about the criteria for receiving services from the DRO, 55% of faculty were unsure if students needed to disclose their disability, and an additional 22% felt that it was not a requirement. The lack of understanding regarding the fundamental qualification for DRO support and the resulting accommodations leaves us with questions about when faculty who encounter a potential student with a disability is not receiving support and how they would advise them to proceed.  In general, these findings demonstrate gaps in faculty comfort level with engaging with the DRO and, ultimately, how the DRO processes may impact students' ability to be successful in the college environment. As noted above, understanding the office's role is a critical building block for increased engagement and requires further exploration.
Faculty Implementation of the Accommodation Processes
We observed several interesting data points while examining faculty’s use, familiarity with, and implementation of accommodations. For instance, 36% of faculty respondents reported providing accommodations without receiving an accommodation letter from the DRO; an additional 19% indicated that they were unsure if they provided accommodations without a letter. Further, 87.5% of the faculty strongly agreed with the statement, “I have implemented individual accommodations for students who have been presented with a letter of accommodation from DRO,” with an additional 6.25% of faculty somewhat agreeing. This indicates that faculty are a) willing to provide accommodation with or without a letter and b) having the letter significantly leads to greater implementation of an accommodation. However, further observation demonstrates nuances in faculties’ perceptions of accommodations. When faculty were asked to rate their agreement with the statement “I will not implement accommodations unless they present the letter from the DRO,” we saw 48% of faculty either strongly or somewhat agreeing with the statement (see Figure 15). 
Interestingly, the faculty’s views slightly changed when students took the initiative to disclose their disability (Figure 16). In this instance, 36% of faculty either strongly or somewhat disagreed with the statement, which represents an 8% variance in responses based on the factor of student disclosure being introduced. This finding speaks to the potential influence of disclosure on the traditional medical or compliance model of disability in the university. In this sense, disclosure may lead to an inclusive and belonging environment on the university campus. 
Figure 15: Accommodation Implementation w/out a Letter
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Finally, we asked faculty about their willingness to support students in implementing accommodations in non-instructional activities (i.e., internships, practicums, etc.). Faculty responded very positively to this idea, with 86% either strongly or somewhat agreeing and only 1% disagreeing (see Figure 17). The strong agreement with this statement contrasts with less favorable responses to other questions about accommodations, which may indicate some connection to faculty's perceptions associated with the impact on their classroom experience being of greater concern than the impact on external environments. We observed, on average, faculty (23.8%) indicated it was unrealistic for them to provide reasonable accommodation for students with disabilities, and in other questions, faculty demonstrated concern about academic integrity (19.2%) and the potential unfair advantage of accommodations (22.6%).







Figure 16: Accommodation w/out Letter, but with Disclosure
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Figure 17: Accommodation in Non-Instructional Activities
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Further analysis of the descriptive statistics (figures 15, 16, 17), using t-tests and ANOVA, offers additional insight into the potential impact of identity factors like disability, race, and school/department affiliation. When looking at the responses of faculty identifying with a disability to these questions, we see a significant effect for disability status, t (13) = -2.47, p < .05, with those with a disability being more likely than those without to provide an accommodation to a student without a formal letter, where 32% of faculty with a disability were strongly likely to provide the accommodation compared to only 10% of faculty without a disability.  This may point to a potential intersection of a socially constructed model of disability belief held by faculty with disabilities, which emphasizes a greater belief in individuals overcoming the social factors of disability versus being constrained by the medical diagnosis of disability.
In contrast, when the faculty members were asked a similar question about providing accommodation with a letter from the DRO (see Figure 15), there was no statistical difference in the responses offered by faculty with or without disabilities, t (10.5) = -0.65, p > .05. Further, these same two questions were analyzed using ANOVA for the factors of school/department affiliation, and race-ethnicity. These results indicated no statistical significance related to these two identity factors. This indicates a strong likelihood that faculty with disabilities tend to foster a greater environment of inclusion than their peers without disabilities. Further, when we analyzed the answers to these two questions using race as the independent variable using a standard ANOVA test, there was no statistical significance, demonstrating that race does not impact the likelihood of faculty implementing accommodations with or without an accommodation letter.
Another area we explored with faculty was the faculty's comfort in a) substituting alternative courses for a required course and b) advising students to change their major due to their disability. We analyzed these questions against the independent variables of disability, race, and school affiliation and found significant results across all three variables. In general, 68% of faculty responded that it was acceptable to substitute alternative courses for required courses if it did not sustainably change the program's requirements (see Figure 18).
We then looked more deeply at the responses to the question of course substitution (see Figure 18) to better understand the faculty’s perceptions. First, like the findings on the use of accommodation letters, when using disability status as an independent variable, we observe statistically significant results, t (15) = -3.12, p < .05, with those with a disability being more likely than those without to view it as acceptable to offer course substitution. Similarly, when using race as the independent variable, we see significant findings here, f (5) =3.22, p<.05, where those faculty who identify as Asian, Hispanic/Latino, Multiple Races, and White were more likely to find it acceptable to substitute courses than those who identify as Black/African American and those who did not identify their race. This trend was even more significantly seen when using faculty affiliation as the independent variable, f (7) = 2.98, p <.005 -- indicating that some schools' faculty (i.e., those from Education, Religion, and Graduate School) are more likely to agree to course substitution than others (i.e., Engineering, Music, and Medical).
Figure 18: Course Substitution
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As a result, it is acutely apparent that the intersectional factors of disability, race, and school have an impact on faculty beliefs about the acceptability of course substitution, which demonstrates a propensity of those representing various groups to be more accommodating and, therefore, inherent inequities in how students with disabilities experience the university environment. This leaves students with the need to navigate a significantly different organizational culture experience with various faculty and thereby may make for a much less inclusive environment in some classrooms and departments. This aligns with the research published by Schein and Schein (2017) and Hatch (1993), which acknowledges the impact of intangible assumptions and values on the culture of the organization – i.e., the student’s desire for inclusion conflicting with the medical model as highlighted by Mole (2017) where the onus is on the student to "manage" their disability. This incongruent and competing culture in the University will create social tension for students with disabilities as they navigate their campus experience.
In summary, faculty perceptions of the DRO and accommodations, per Research Question 4, are generally positive. The detailed analysis demonstrated that faculty with disabilities are more likely than their peers without disabilities to facilitate the accommodation process – particularly when the requests come outside of the approved DRO process. Faculty perceptions of accommodations also vary by race and school affiliation. Therefore, the DRO must understand these nuanced variances and propose ideas for achieving engagement that account for the intersectional factors of disability, race, and school.
Faculty Perceptions of Aptitude of Students with Disabilities
Another area of inquiry with faculty sought to understand the faculty’s perceptions of students with disabilities. Questions in this block asked faculty to express their beliefs about students with specific disabilities (i.e., learning disabilities, physical disabilities, mental health, and neurodiversity) using a five-point Likert scale to be a) successful in college and b) to compete academically with peers. Initial results indicate a variance in response by disability for each question (see Tables 2 and 3). The mean response rate related to a belief in students' ability to be successful in college for each category varies from 4.58 to 4.83, with the highest mean being students with physical disabilities (m=4.83). This trend was also observed related to the academic competitiveness of students with physical disabilities (m=4.74). 
As with other questions, additional analysis using t-tests and ANOVA offers insight into the potential impact of identity factors like disability, race, and school/department affiliation. When using faculty disability status as the independent variable, we observe statistically significant findings (see Table 2, all p-values < .02, meeting the .05 threshold) across all four disability categories regarding faculty’s belief in the ability of students with disabilities to be successful in college. In this instance, faculty with disabilities believe more in the success of students with disabilities than their faculty peers without disabilities.
Table 2: Can students with disabilities be successful in college?
	Success in College
	Mean
	Std Deviation
	t-statistic
	p-value
	Variance

	Students with learning disabilities 
	4.74
	0.78
	3.72
	p<.0001
	0.61

	Students with physical disabilities
	4.83
	0.72
	2.27
	p<.02
	0.51

	Students with mental health disabilities 
	4.58
	0.9
	4.58
	p<.00001
	0.81

	Students with neurodiverse disabilities
	4.68
	0.77
	4.01
	p<.00001
	0.60


In contrast, reviewing the faculty responses to a similar construct (see Table 3) related to competing in the academic environment, we observe the same statistical significance and variance in belief across all groups, except for students with physical disabilities. In this sense, faculty with and without disabilities similarly feel students with physical disabilities can compete academically. This is a touch point for the University to assess, pointing to potential evidence of the ableist beliefs and culture highlighted by Dolmage (2017) and Friedensen and Kimball (2017).
Table 3: Can students with disabilities compete academically?
	Compete Academically with Peers?
	Mean
	Std Deviation
	t-statistic
	p-value
	Variance

	Students with learning disabilities 
	4.49
	0.92
	3.2
	p<.002
	0.85

	Students with physical disabilities
	4.74
	0.78
	1.3
	p>.20
	0.62

	Students with mental health disabilities 
	4.44
	0.93
	3.59
	p<.0001
	0.87

	Students with neurodiverse disabilities
	4.48
	0.91
	3.3
	p<.002
	0.82


We then explored the potential intersection of the faculty’s identified race with the responses to “success” and “competitiveness” of students with disabilities. The mean response rate related to a belief in students' success in college for each category varies from 1.05 to 2.08, with the most favorable mean being students with physical disabilities (m=4.83). This trend was also observed to be related to the academic competitiveness of students with physical disabilities (m=1.05), and the least favorable means was associated with students identifying as neurodiverse (m=2.08). Unlike the analysis related to disability status, the trend between the questions of “success” and “competitiveness” was not the same as that related to race. When looking at the ability to compete academically, faculty rated students with mental health disabilities the highest (m=1.07) and students with learning disabilities the lowest (m=1.58). These results demonstrate a nuance in perceptions of faculty based on the type of disability, where there is a potential link between competitiveness and capacity to learn and potentially a misconception of the nature of a learning disability and its impact on academics.
We conducted a deeper statistical analysis to understand this potential nuance in more detail. This analysis yielded a varied result, with the independent variable of race measured against the dependent variable of “Success in College,” demonstrating statistical significance concerning students with learning disabilities and those identifying as neurodiverse (see Table 4), which, when compared to the findings from Banks (2019), may indicate a continued significant difference in how students’ learning disabilities are viewed in compared to their peers with other disabilities. Yet, the trend of disability-specific variation did not continue as we analyzed academic competitiveness using race as the independent variable. Next, we explored the faculty’s school affiliation with their responses to “success” and “competitiveness” regarding students with disabilities. Unlike the disability status and race/ethnicity, the school affiliation demonstrated no observed effect on faculty responses.
Table 4:
	Success in College (Race)
	Mean
	t-statistic
	p-value

	Students with learning disabilities 
	1.3
	2.27
	p<.05

	Students with physical disabilities
	1.05
	2.12
	p>.05

	Students with mental health disabilities 
	1.09
	1.37
	p>.05

	Students with neurodiverse disabilities
	2.08
	3.94
	p<.003


Finally, another important question regarding faculty perceptions asked faculty members to weigh in on two statements: In my discipline, providing accommodations to students with disabilities a) compromises academic integrity and b) gives an unfair advantage over other students. In contrast, and somewhat surprisingly, when using faculty disability status as the independent variable to analyze responses to these two questions, there was no significant effect of disability status on the answers to these questions – contrasting with findings in other areas, which significantly highlighted the impact of faculty disability status on perceptions. However, both racial/ethnic identity and school affiliation did demonstrate statistically significant results: (Race/Ethnicity v Academic Integrity), f (5) =2.26, p<.05; (Race/Ethnicity v Unfair Advantage), f (5) =2.91, p<.02; (School v Academic Integrity), f (7) =2.584, p<.02; and (School v Unfair Advantage), f (5) =2.34, p<.03.  Specifically, related to race/ethnicity, we found that faculty who identify as Black, Hispanic Latino, and white feel more strongly than those from two or more races and who are Asian that accommodations both compromise academic integrity and introduce an unfair advantage. In addition, we found that faculty representing the schools of music, religion, education, medicine, and graduate school are more likely to believe accommodations compromise academic integrity and introduce an unfair advantage.
Overall, the survey findings demonstrate several factors associated with Research Question 4. First, these findings support taking a small step toward potentially understanding how the perceptions of faculty with disabilities and other identifying factors of race and school affiliation may impact the experience of students with disabilities on the university campus. The broader inclusion of students with disabilities connects to faculty with disabilities, as noted in our literature review. Still, the underrepresentation of faculty with disabilities and other racial/ethnic minorities within the university, like other IHEs, provides an area where the DRO can serve in a role of allyship to come alongside the faculty with disabilities to address some of the confusion about the DRO role and function, the distinct biases that exist about students with disabilities and their overall ability to be fully included.
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The focus groups and interviews provided ample opportunities to understand our 4th research question. Five major thematic categories emerged after analyzing the complete transcripts of all interviews and focus groups. These thematic categories were a) operations of the DRO, b) perceptions of accommodations, c) the impact of pedagogy and academics, d) perceptions of students with disabilities, and e) perceptions of inclusion. Tallied coded responses (see Table 5) were evenly distributed across the five themes, except for the impact of pedagogy and academics.
Table 5: Focus Group Themes
	Operations of Disability Resource Office
	Impact of Pedagogy and Academics
	Perceptions of Students with Disabilities
	Perceptions of Accommodations
	Perceptions of Inclusion

	60
	48
	64
	76
	63


Theme I: Operations of Disability Resource Office
Discussions with faculty regarding the DRO and the office’s effectiveness in meeting the needs of students and faculty varied. Overall, we coded 60 responses highlighting faculty perceptions of the DRO. These perceptions regarding the operations of the DRO varied in topic and tone. While generally, there was a high rating of the performance of the DRO (i.e., the experience is great; they were wonderful; they have it down to a science), some responses conveyed a different sentiment. The perceptions of the office’s role, function, and effectiveness were mentioned in several statements. One faculty stated:
…But I know that some of the accommodations, like I said, the office was quite reasonable, and then when I told them this is the layout of our classes, they realize, oh, yeah, that doesn't work for you guys. 
In this statement, the faculty confirmed the office’s willingness to work with faculty to find viable solutions to implementing course accommodations. This led to students receiving the intended support and noting an incomplete understanding of the accommodations. 
In contrast, other faculty raised points of either confusion or concern about the operations of the DRO. For example, there is confusion about the role of faculty in the accommodation’s approval or disapproval process. Several statements were made to this effect:
Something in the letters says you don't have to approve accommodations…I tell	
professors [in staff meetings], let's just wait [it] out. And so, she took the time to figure out what our curriculum was like and why specific accommodations didn't work for us.
In another example, the faculty stated:
I have been here for a very long time; it remains unclear … what my responsibility is in that case. My understanding is that it doesn't matter that the students didn't do what they were supposed to do, and what I was very clear they were supposed to do was that I still needed to provide them with accommodation.
A third faculty indicated, "Like sort of my lack of understanding, and I feel like somewhat a lack of communication, maybe about what I do when the student side of all of this has broken down?”  Finally, a fourth faculty expressed concern about the “reactive” aspect of the process by stating:
“I understand that inherently, the process is always reactive in that, you know, the student appears and requests accommodation, but there are some ways that University could be more proactive.”
Statements of this nature from faculty demonstrate an incomplete understanding of the accommodation process and where the role of faculty intersects with the function of the DRO. This apparent knowledge-to-practice gap is rooted in many faculty members not feeling equipped to support the process.  A sample of faculty statements that provide evidence of this assertion includes: a) “So I haven't had any training”; b) “It wasn't a part of my onboarding last year”; c)  “I think having a more direct intervention, particularly for several faculty, might be a good value out here;” and d) “maybe having some boilerplate, PowerPoint slides or a document, we could put on our Brightspace page or something so that it not us as individual faculty saying no…But the university and DRO are saying this is your responsibility.” Overall, these perceptions, or misconceptions, of the role and function of the DRO highlight the critical root cause reflected in the survey data, which demonstrate a relative uncertainty about accommodations offered to students, the pedagogical impact of introducing accommodations, differing perceptions about students with disabilities, and a mixed perspective on inclusion.  
Theme II: Impact of Instruction, Pedagogy, and Academics
The lack of clarity about the DRO, as noted above, then intersects with the second theme that emerged in the focus groups – the impact on instruction, pedagogy, and academics. Faculty come to the university’s academic environment with various experiences and tenures; some have experience from other institutions. In addition, the pedagogy used by faculty varies by school, department, and course. In short, while each faculty is responsible for ensuring the academic requirements are met within each course, the pedagogy and approach to the academic experience may vary greatly. As a result, and perhaps not surprisingly, as faculty relayed their experiences with the accommodations process, it became apparent the freedom expected by faculty to teach as they see fit is another intersecting challenge for implementing accommodations. Forty-eight responses were coded for inclusion in the “pedagogical” category. In one focus group, a faculty specifically discussed the commitment to pedagogy by the DRO and the university:
In terms of the staff, I have 100% positive interaction there clearly, you know, doing it not only to meet the university's legal requirements but out of, you know, pedagogical commitment to, let's make the educational experience, you know, University quality.
In this way, the faculty members are raising the tension between the “legal” aspects of disability, as tied to the Rehabilitation Act and the ADA, and the underlying adherence to the medical model of disability. When focused on compliance, a culture emerges that may limit faculty flexibility. As noted in current literature, the culture of ableism in academia (Dolmage, 2017; Friedensen & Kimball, 2017) is a cultural concern for many IHEs, and elements highlighting this tension have emerged here. For instance, another faculty stated this about how recording classes may impact the academic process:
There's only been a couple of times because [the DRO] say, please contact us before you say no to any accommodation. And so there have been a couple of times where I'm like, Okay, this class, it's like, it's not appropriate to do that, or it's not with recordings, because the student had asked me like right at the beginning even before classes started, and I didn't want to just say no to them right away.
In this example, the potential for flexibility is available. Still, the faculty mitigate their responses to students and are concerned about the fairness of the process (e.g., as noted in survey responses).  Additionally, the willingness to accommodate is also conditional to the student’s response, potentially without recognition of certain disabilities, which may inherently limit the student's ability to engage proactively (i.e., ADHD, anxiety, and neurodiversity). 
The theme of academic fairness and understanding was highlighted by faculty with concerns regarding the additional time needed to navigate a lab environment. One faculty member stated:
Some people are incredibly fast, and some are not. And so, you know, sometimes I do some judicious grouping. And usually, that works out fine. And most of the time, they don't even know, but there are times where I've said, hey, you know, there what do you think that we can do to help you feel more comfortable in the lab, or you know, I noticed that you often go back after your partner has left because students can leave once they're done.
In this example, the pairing of students worked for the faculty. Still, we have additional questions about how the “judicious” groupings occurred and if students with disabilities were potentially being subject to a bias and then grouped (i.e., separated from students without disabilities). Then, if these biases exist here, do they carry over into other aspects of the academic relationship between students and faculty?
One faculty member offered ideas about the potential impact of process delays on students’ ability to plan and engage in the course effectively and, therefore, the faculty’s ability to plan for the variance in student engagement. For instance, one faculty stated:
One of the things I think is a little less helpful with that, especially these days, is they've made the lead time for signing up for it [the testing accommodation] longer. It used to be that the students could apply for the time or, you know, schedule the time a couple of days in advance, but now they're like, it must be a week to ten days in advance. And sometimes, they don't know whether they will need it. Some of my students, especially hip, sometimes do not necessarily need it but also this distraction-reduced environment. You know, they have all those spaces, and I think they are great. And so sometimes, like they don't know until a little later that hey, this distraction-reduced environment is something that I'm going to need, and I just can't provide that in a classroom.
In contrast, some faculty observe the implementation of accommodations through a lens of fairness to other students and, regardless of the process issues, see accommodations as a challenge to the academic environment and the administration of their classroom. One faculty member summarized this sentiment well by stating:
It still just always comes down to the tension between how I support and be fair to the persons with disabilities in the context of all the other students in the classroom. That is just that tension, right, and then the tight constraints of an academic timeline.
This tension has likewise impacted students, who are conscious of faculty perceptions of accommodations and fairness, even expressed as an unfair advantage. Several students made note of this tension: 
It was just difficult to kind of do things the way the university DRO wanted me to do them. And when I would express this to my faculty members, they would just say, well, we can’t help you, you must go through the DRO. Because if we help you, we’re giving you an advantage over the other students, and we can’t have that. 
A student shared that, after failing the student in a course where they could not get accommodations approved on time, a faculty member told them, “'I can’t give you any preferential treatment over others.’ And it’s just, it just shone a light on the absolute lack of understanding of equity in the eyes of ability and disability.” Another student told us, “A lot of the requests that I would bring up with [faculty], it seemed like they would only really consider it if everyone from the cohort could benefit from it as well. So, I often had to make a case for accommodations.” This equity tension puts an enormous burden on students. They endure negative academic consequences from faculty who seem to embrace a perspective of students with accommodations as being given an unfair advantage. This view squares with the medical model of disability, forcing students to be responsible for advocating for their own needs and accommodations (and, inadvertently, the needs of the broader student population). 
In summary, the faculty within the University appears to be acutely aware of the potential and real impact on pedagogy and course administration for students with and without disabilities. Based on these qualitative findings and survey data we collected (i.e., 23.8% of faculty stated it was unrealistic for them to provide reasonable accommodation for students with disabilities), as well as the view of accommodations as a compromise on academic integrity (19.2%), and an unfair advantage (22.6%) an opportunity for growth toward inclusion exists. As a result, as we consider these findings concerning our Research Question 4, in merging this quantitative and qualitative data in this space, we see a need to address faculty's pedagogical and academic concerns more broadly. These concerns, if not addressed, will then potentially influence faculties perceptions of the DRO, as well as students with disabilities, and therefore impact efforts towards inclusion.
Theme III: Perceptions of Accommodations 
Faculty's perceptions of accommodation are closely related to the sentiments regarding the impact on pedagogy and perhaps underscore some of these perceptions in the pedagogical thematic area. The discussions focused on accommodation more than any other area, with 75 statements. Most faculty mentioned extra time on tests, a separate testing environment, and note-taking as the predominant accommodations provided to students. However, with these and more complex accommodations, two prevalent perceptions regarding the accommodation process were confusion and reluctance. A faculty captured the sentiment of confusion by stating:
I guess I feel [equipped]. I don't think I'm an expert by any stretch of the imagination. Like at all. I feel like I did well enough. I don't know what I have not investigated, like what more I should do. I try with the invisible versus visible ones, but mostly, I want to have them come to me, and I don't know how proactive I should be. But yeah, I don't do what the DRO tells me to do or like give the accommodations to do or like give the accommodations that it says I'm supposed to and whatever else I mean, in some ways, like you can choose where you want to sit like in class like if you need to sit closer if you need to sit farther away or whatever, then like you do that. You make your choice, and I don't know.
However, there are also instances where faculty cited the clear communication about the process that begins with the accommodation letter. There were five coded responses where the automated letter was highlighted as a best practice. Still, in one instance, the faculty raised concerns about the timing of receiving the letter and the subsequent impact on the student. Specifically, the faculty stated:
In the discussion with the DRO, the student triggered a button that sent us their letter. The DRO quarantines it (the letter). So, like the student registers for class in November. Once registered, they can click the button that sends those accommodation letters. The DRO system saves it until the first week of class. Why would you undercut the student’s experience? It was frustrating for me to find out.
The delay in execution of the letter was cited as a barrier to implementing accommodation in a timely way, particularly in instances where a lot of material needs to be adapted. For example, one faculty mentioned:
The only other example I have is a student with a significant set of accommodations that required me to provide the entire semester’s materials, readings, and everything at the beginning of the semester. Still, they set me up with a specific contact at the DRO, and they were wonderful. 
In this case, the DRO effectively met the faculty's needs. Still, there were additional concerns about the volume of material and timeliness of getting the material prepared for a course. Several faculty members highlighted how this then intersects with the pedagogy mentioned earlier. One faculty stated:
So yeah, we have these tensions between appropriate accommodations, the realities of the pace and the communal nature of education, and the discrete nature of a semester we must complete by this date.
In general, this statement summarizes a theme presented by faculty related to accommodations and the impact on them as professionals to teach a course effectively. Again, as this relates to our Research Question 4, this perception then intersects with how faculty view the students themselves and, more broadly, potentially influences the student experience for students with and without disabilities. 
Theme IV: Perceptions of Students with Disabilities
The relationship between students and faculty is at the core of the higher education experience. Faculty perceptions and beliefs about students, particularly concerning the topic of disability, like other themes, varied across faculty responses. In total, 64 statements were coded about the theme of students with ‘disabilities.’ A sub-theme that emerged here also centered around the proper identification of disability. One faculty stated:
I mean, this gets to kind of the, the heart of the issue is that those students very often just are not classed as disabled, or sometimes because, you know, they aren't being classified that way, or sometimes because they aren't even self-disclosing. Right. But with just about every other kind of disability that I'm aware of or that I've seen among the students, yeah. I can't think of a time when I thought this student was not getting access to reasonable accommodation services.
Another faculty expressed sentiments on how they engage with students who they perceive to have a disability:
I have conversations with students who I think should be tested and would probably benefit from having accommodation. And I know very little about what to tell them except to go to our Student Services and get them there...I know that it's not easy. It troubles me a lot because I think there's a lot of inequity in who receives accommodations because people do not have access to testing.
The faculty expressed concern about the lack of disclosure by students and about students using or abusing the accommodations they are given. For example, one faculty stated:
So, I know which students are the ones that are supposed to have distraction-free environments, and, you know, they still very often come to lecture and sit in a big auditorium, you know, lecture hall. So, I don't know if that means they're not taking advantage of that, or maybe they're taking advantage of it in some other way.
A second faculty expressed concern about students not taking advantage of the accommodations:
My biggest frustration has been when students, you know, and we tell them this, too, it's not just in the syllabus; my biggest frustration and it is not uncommon at all, that students do not do it. So, they don't get their test scheduled.
Another faculty stated:
I'm not proud of this, but I had one where I ended up boiling over a bit with the student. Then he started crying right before he had to take the test, and you know, I mean, part of me felt like I was justified in being mad because I was just like, and I was so stressed out from trying to give the students something when, you know, in my viewpoint, he hadn't done his side of it. But then I felt terrible that it got him upset. And now, what do I do and like to get him calmed down? And, you know, it was not a good, it was not a good situation. I didn't feel like I handled it very well.
An additional faculty highlighted a concern about students “gaming” the system:
There's a student narrative that continues to grow. The part of the game is to get accommodations to allow certain or perceived advantages. As the number of accommodations grows, I think that story will become louder.
Overall, faculty expressed perceptions related to students with disabilities, which demonstrated their insecurity about understanding the impact of the disability, the inconsistent way students utilize the accommodations, and an overall desire to see students advocate more for themselves. Again, these qualitative findings underscore the various findings from the survey, which found significance in how disability, race/ethnicity, and school affiliation intersected with students' perceptions. This helps us answer our Research Question 4 by highlighting the areas of confusion and cultural incongruence in the university environment related to students with disabilities and pointing to key spaces for improvement. 
Theme IV: Perception of Inclusion
The final thematic layer that surfaced in discussions with faculty was related to inclusion.  Inclusion is the practice or policy of providing equal access to opportunities and resources for people who might otherwise be excluded. Across all focus group conversations, 63 statements were coded with this theme. In one sense, some faculty align with the sentiment expressed by one faculty member: “Like, why be a teacher if you're not going to get to know your students at all? So, you must come in and talk to me, okay? Find out then.” This belief, however, was not universally applied in conversations with faculty. The gap between policy and practice is notable in many of these statements. For instance, one faculty highlighted a barrier to inclusion:
I haven't seen that from the student side at the University, but he's a privileged kid, right? And it was still hard. But I'm a university professor who deals with this, and I still find it hard. And, so, I can only infer from that that there is inequity in who is receiving these services because of barriers to receiving diagnosis and treatment. Right. Like, it's expensive.
Overall, there were statements made by faculty that demonstrated a gap in a university discussion regarding the inclusion of students with disabilities into the University’s broader diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts. To this end, one faculty mentioned, “So, we have a plan, and we've got seminars, and professors must meet some milestones every year…but that's in like diversity and then, but we don't have anything like that for disabilities.” Another faculty stated, “But we haven't come around to the disability side…you know, and even this side, it's like, right, we must get to seminars …workshops. So, it's a slow go.” In contrast, another faculty recognized some efforts through the university’s teaching center to address this gap. Still, the efforts are voluntary and do not ensure all faculty gain an understanding of disability:
And I believe the university’s teaching center, which, you know, does a lot for teacher education. You know, Professor education. I think sometimes they offer workshops, voluntary workshops, seminars, and resume calls about those kinds of things. It's strictly voluntary.
In other instances, faculty advocated for a structure to have a more inclusive environment through a broader effort to implement universal design. One faculty stated:
But I was very hypersensitive to that, not necessarily even knowing those improvements were coming down the pipe; I changed how I did exams. for better and worse, right? Some of the universal design elements were great.
Another statement that captures the faculty's efforts to be universal in their approach was, “So I'm trying to be a little more universal with that. So, I'm going to be much more deliberate.”
Another faculty expressed growth in understanding the role of the DRO in creating equitable access and, therefore, inclusion on campus.  This faculty stated:
I remember once every semester; we were told to get our book orders in and tell us what books we wanted. And we're always like, whenever you know, the kids are going to buy it on Amazon anyway, why do we have to tell the bookstore… and a member of the DRO…. came to the faculty meeting and said, we need to know in case there's a student with disabilities in your class. They need a large print book; it never occurs to us if it's unavailable.
In this case, the faculty went on to relay how this changed their practice in the future and that of other faculty in the department. Another faculty member demonstrated the internal tension about providing “equal” access to students with disabilities, which may be impacting the environment of inclusion on campus and confirms the survey findings associated with the “fairness” of accommodations.  For instance, one statement made was:
I want to be fair to the students, but I don't fully understand when, as a faculty member, I'm allowed to say that a student did not do the part that is your responsibility. Therefore, I am no longer culpable for providing this to you. But I get the sense I can't say that. And that is frustrating and is a huge source of stress for me.
On the other hand, there is an appreciation for a certain level of inclusion or comfort over time by students, which is seen in this statement by a faculty member:
I have noticed that some of the students, my juniors and seniors don't pursue those accommodations as well as they should as they figure out how to navigate the courses and become more comfortable in that environment.
These findings demonstrate the places where the University and faculty can grow in their collective attempts to include students with disabilities and answer our Research Question 4. However, this progress is mitigated by some of the long-standing structures and biases in the university environment. This tension has been noted throughout our findings and cannot be underestimated in its impact on the university. It should be a factor for consideration moving forward.
[bookmark: _Toc1705956694]Summary of Faculty Findings
In conclusion, in seeking to understand faculty perceptions, per Research Question 4, related to the DRO, its impact on pedagogy, and students with disabilities, we now better understand these views. First, we see the significant presence of the medical model of disability and ongoing systemic biases regarding students with disabilities within the University faculty environment. The elements of disability, race/ethnicity, and school affiliation all present significant findings for consideration by the DRO and the broader University administration, where clearly, faculty with disabilities are more likely to advance a sense of inclusion for students with disabilities and step outside the scope of the prescribed role of the DRO.  We also saw that faculty from some schools or racial-ethnic statuses carry beliefs about academic integrity and the creation of an unfair advantage in the university environment, which is alarming from a lens of intersectionality and inclusion. Consequently, the key findings point to a need to clarify the role and function of the DRO with all university faculty and staff and to ensure they have a better understanding of access, the purpose of accommodations, and the balance of equity and academic integrity. Finally, these findings highlight a need for broadening the perceptions of students with disabilities and the capability each student has within the academic environment regardless of disability. These elements impact the student experience, which should be the faculty's primary focus.
[bookmark: _Toc643045332]Results – DRO Staff
We determined it would be beneficial to interview members of the DRO team to understand their perceptions of their office on campus. We utilized the faculty focus group protocol for these interviews to guide these discussions. As with faculty and student responses, themes emerged across several areas, like those seen in the faculty data (see Table 6).
Table 6: Disability Resource Office 
	Operations of Disability Resource Office
	Impact of Pedagogy and Academics
	Perceptions of Students with Disabilities
	Perceptions of Accommodations
	Perceptions of Inclusion

	50
	16
	28
	31
	29


Perhaps not surprisingly, these conversations were dominated by the Operations of the DRO topic, followed by an equal distribution of comments across three other perceptual topics: students with disabilities, accommodations, and inclusion.
Theme I: Tension of Compliance and Inclusion
As we explored how the DRO team viewed their role, we observed a strong philosophical tension between the principles of inclusion within a compliance-driven environment. On the one hand, we observed a strong adherence to legal compliance (or a medical model) constructed in alignment with the legal requirements of universities. Almost every member of staff provided comments confirming this focus. For example, one staff member indicated, “The fact that we are compliance-based. I appreciate where we are. And what I mean by that is, we're solely looking at access; what is the access barrier?” Another staff member stated, “However, because of what it is, again, because we are access focus, we are compliance focus.” A third staff member introduced the medical model slightly differently by stating, “We based this on three things: diagnosis, functional limitation, and how the student is impacted or affected.” These statements summarize the requirements in the Rehabilitation Act, specifically Section 504, which mandates that students with disabilities receive the necessary educational accommodations to support their success. 
In contrast, staff recognized the need and desired a university environment focused on inclusion. For example, there were several discussions with the DRO team about the need for universal design to be embedded into the university's culture, but with a greater role from the DRO if possible. One staff stated:
But I wish much emphasis was put behind universal design and accessibility. Because I feel like with a universal design, a lot of barriers that are present would not exist and just the comfort of universal design.
This sentiment was then confirmed by other staff members who saw that some departments were making efforts to focus on universal design. One staff indicated the “school of nursing does a whole series of training on universal design.” However, some in the DRO desire to be included in this UD work. For instance, one staff member stated:
...we’ll see different schools even doing training on universal design, but we've never been consulted about that because I think the view of the university is that that's not our role that we're accommodation office strictly.
Another staff indicated this about the UD efforts across campus:
I assume this office would have had some involvement in that, but there was no involvement with our office when it came to that. So, it's just a disconnect. I'm not sure where it comes from. Sometimes, it seems like a university initiative, but there's no universal design training available for all faculty and staff or some students or student organizations.
Overall, there is an inconsistent implementation of universal design and a focus on broader inclusion of students with disabilities, and this tension is felt among the DRO team. It is challenged by its own internal constraints related to compliance activities. We highlight this tension, as it is one which then extends over into how the DRO can engage faculty on issues of pedagogy, perceptions of accommodations, and perceptions of students with disabilities (our Research Question 4), and in turn, how the office engages with students regarding campus access, community engagement, and inclusion and identity issues more broadly (research questions one and two). At the core of this tension is an opportunity for improvement and a broader move towards including students with disabilities across the campus – one of which stands as a key element for recommendations from these findings.


[bookmark: _Toc1144921934]Data Limitations and Validity
As with many projects of this nature, there are inherent data limitations. In this project, we were limited to accessing a sample of students and faculty. As noted in the methods section, the student population who received the invitation to a) complete the survey and b) participate in a focus group was limited to students currently in the DRO system in the fall of 2023. Further, the faculty sample was limited to only faculty engaged with the DRO in the last academic year. In both cases, our samples do not include the full complement of students and faculty. From a student perspective, this means that we are potentially missing critical insight from students with disabilities who have chosen not to engage in the DRO and, therefore, access accommodations. We are also missing the views of students without disabilities, which would provide clearer insight regarding the overall views of disability and inclusion across the campus. We believe these are critical voices missing from this conversation and should be explored by the university in future surveys. Similarly, by only including faculty currently engaged with the DRO, we may have missed valuable feedback and insight from many faculty members who have previously engaged with the office. Therefore, we recommend that future efforts to engage faculty on this topic include the full faculty.
As we articulate our recommendations based on the findings of this study, it is important to return to the articulated problem of practice for the DRO: a lack of formal mechanisms to collect and use student, faculty, and other university stakeholder data regarding the perceived effectiveness of the services and support provided by the DRO. Developing a formal mechanism for gathering feedback that can then be used to assess the effectiveness and impact of the office on the broader community was an essential first step. From this data, understanding the perceptions of their most important stakeholders, students and faculty, was critical after rapid growth and changes to their institutional placement, internal staff structures, and accommodations processes. Robust quantitative and qualitative data was necessary so the DRO could move away from piecemeal anecdotal accounts and their assumptions of students and faculty' perceptions. Based on our assessment of the findings, we offer the following recommendations: 


1. The DRO should formalize mechanisms to seek regular feedback on perceptions and services.
2. The DRO should explore the development of an Advisory Committee.
3. The DRO should explore the development of a robust faculty professional development initiative.
4. The DRO, in partnership with the University DEI office, should explore the development of a Disability Inclusion Taskforce.
We elaborate on our recommendations below:
1. The DRO should formalize mechanisms to seek regular feedback on perceptions and services.
It is clear from the study that providing avenues for formal feedback from students, faculty, and DRO staff was critical in understanding perceptions of the office and the Office’s perceptions of its role in supporting students with disabilities. The DRO was instrumental in desiring a formal way of understanding how the mission and tasks of their office were being perceived, hoping to gain insight into how a variety of structural changes have impacted how they are viewed on campus. With an eye toward continuous improvement through assessing the current role and impact of the office on its stakeholders, as well as laying the groundwork for meaningfully exploring future directions, the Office must develop formal and regularly employed mechanisms for collecting stakeholder data. Additionally, surveys serve as an opportunity for students to feel heard and give voice to their experiences, positive, negative, or neutral – providing a sense of engagement and belonging that many feel they currently lack.
We therefore recommend that the Office uses or adapts the student and faculty surveys created for this study in a regularly scheduled, continuous assessment of student and faculty perceptions of the DRO, accommodations, and inclusion. To avoid survey fatigue, account for changes in student and faculty demographics, and allow time for policy or program changes to be implemented and felt, the recommended cycle for formal data collection through surveys would be every 2-3 years for students and every 5-7 years for faculty if done at an institutional level. The DRO may also work with various departments to seek more specific school/department-level data. Both surveys can be paired down to items that more directly address the impact of the DRO. However, it is recommended that the DRO gathers broader inclusion-related data on students with disabilities that can be used both within the office and, more broadly, around the university. Listening groups for students and faculty are also highly recommended to give voice to student and faculty experiences in a way that can add depth and contextualize quantitative data.
Also, a short feedback survey should be developed to be more permanently available to stakeholders interacting with the DRO. A brief, 3-4 item questionnaire to assess stakeholder satisfaction with office support and communication and provide an opportunity for feedback would then be made available through the DRO website, staff email signatures, as a QR code or short link on a flier in the physical office or testing center, and any other location where students are likely to interact with DRO staff. This will allow students to provide more immediate feedback on their interactions with the DRO, providing avenues for inclusivity and ensuring more regular access to DRO perceptions and effectiveness data. 
2. The DRO should explore the development of an Advisory Committee. 
Our findings show that students seek a sense of belonging and engagement on the University campus, and accommodations provided through the DRO are a crucial part of this. Not only that, but both students and faculty expressed gratitude for the chance to share their experiences. Faculty seek ways to understand better the DRO's support, offerings, and expertise. Students were pleased that their voices were being heard and that their experiences, positive or negative, were being elevated. DRO staff also voiced a desire to move beyond the legal parameters of their responsibilities to more meaningfully engage and support students with disabilities. The DRO is best positioned to make a significant impact on SWD since their sense of belonging is highly connected to the medical vs. social model of disability that is often used in the accommodations process. Stakeholder voices are critical in moving beyond the medical model of disability towards a proactive and inclusive social model.
We recommend that the DRO engage students and faculty through an advisory committee. This committee would elevate the voices and experiences of students and faculty who regularly interact with the DRO and provide meaningful engagement and understanding opportunities for all involved. Not designed to have the power to change current legal and organizational practices, this committee would act as a sounding board and a way for students to feel heard and the Office to understand better how their practices affect the students they serve. This can include co-planning social events, developing collaborations with organizations across campus and the surrounding community, and assisting with outreach to students, faculty, and departments to increase disability awareness, broaden DRO and accommodations visibility and knowledge to students, and improve inclusion efforts for students with disabilities.
3. The DRO should explore the development of a robust professional development effort with faculty on Universal Design, disability awareness and inclusion, and the purpose and nature of accommodations.
Another major thematic thread woven throughout our findings was the lack of information faculty members have regarding disability, accommodations, and universal design.  While notably, there are pockets of well-informed faculty members and efforts to advance universal design, the University's overall culture does not fully support the social model of disability, which ultimately will lead to the environment that students with disabilities have offered as the desired state. 
With this culture in mind, we believe the DRO and the University can take several steps to improve in this space. First, the DRO could develop a series of interactive and embedded professional development opportunities to support faculty in understanding the nature and purpose of the various accommodations, particularly the less traditional accommodations. These efforts should be done in connection with the university teaching center and can include a DRO orientation course and disability and inclusion 10. Second, the DRO, with the support of the DEIA office, should work to advance professional development efforts and focus on universal design.  The DRO should explore partnerships with CAST (a national expert in Universal Design) and work with faculty on developing an academic environment where the need for the most common accommodations (i.e., extended time, testing center, alternate format materials, etc.) becomes the standard for all courses rather than an “accommodation.”  The university/DRO could then track students' requests for these basic accommodations and utilize the survey to students (see Recommendation #1) to understand the influence of universal design on their experience to offer a clear measure of these improvement efforts. By establishing this standard, the university would inherently become more inclusive. In turn, as the need for standard accommodation requests is replaced by a culture of universal design, the DRO team could direct their energies towards broader inclusion efforts that extend beyond the current compliance-based functions.

  
4. The DRO, in partnership with the University DEI office, should explore the development of a Disability Inclusion Taskforce, leading to a Disability Cultural Center.
As noted throughout our findings related to students and faculty and subsequently underscored by the sentiments of the DRO staff, there is a significant opportunity for the DRO to lead the university efforts on disability inclusion and the overall universal design of educational and campus environments. The DRO could partner with the existing centers of excellence at the university. The Disability Inclusion Taskforce, led by experts in the field and inclusive of faculty, staff, and students with disabilities, could then serve as a key data repository and analyzer of information on the problem of practice – the perceived effectiveness of the DRO and the efforts for disability inclusion more broadly. The task force could elevate the voice of disability among the university’s broader DEI efforts, which students, faculty, and staff acknowledged as areas of needed improvement and growth, ultimately leading toward establishing a disability cultural center.  
Finally, as a concluding challenge, we believe these findings can serve as a call to action for the university. Specifically, in revisiting our conceptual frame, we have identified an existing imbalance between the focus of compliance and inclusion across the University, and this imbalance presents a key decision point for the university leadership. They can either a) stay on their current trajectory of meeting the accessibility needs of students with disabilities through a medical model, or they can b) transition to a new approach in partnership with the DRO and University DEI office to explore developing a new culture.  A disability cultural center will ensure that disability gains an equitable stage in the university environment and will set the university apart as a leader. Overall, we firmly believe that the DRO has many demonstrated organizational strengths. Still, our research has also uncovered the spaces where growth in the organization and university can lead to a richer and more inclusive University experience for all.
Our purpose for this study was to address the problem of practice for our partner organization: a lack of formal mechanisms to collect and use student, faculty, and other university stakeholder data regarding the perceived effectiveness of the services and support provided by the DRO. In conducting the surveys, interviews and focus groups, we successfully highlighted the critical importance of formal mechanisms for data collection for an office experiencing rapid growth and changing roles within its organization. The findings showed that students and faculty perceived the DRO as effective as the processor and primary force for implementing legal accommodations. Most students were satisfied with the level of support they received. At the same time, faculty appeared to defer to the DRO as the expert on accommodations and how to implement them in a way that met compliance while still considering faculty concerns.  
However, survey data and interview analysis for students, faculty, and the DRO staff showed that the University DRO operates within the medical model of disability, which makes disability the “problem” and responsibility of the student. This finding aligns with the literature. Despite an expressed desire to provide equal access for students with disabilities, the DRO’s compliance-based focus when it comes to its accommodations process and services does not align with a social model of inclusion view of disability. The university environment is largely fixed, including its administrative structure, communal make-up and engagement, faculty attitudes and beliefs, and course design and implementation. Students with disabilities, rather than being welcomed, supported and included through universal design and inclusion, are tasked with the responsibility of managing their disability in an environment that will only bend to comply, not to do what is right. SWDs are accommodated to the extent of the law but never provided the full necessary communal and environmental support so that they, too, can have the same access to the university’s college experience as their peers. This is despite “equal access” being the fundamental mission of the DRO.   
 	Our findings and recommendations urge the DRO to ask fundamental questions about its identity and role within the University regarding students with disabilities. The DRO is a lynchpin in balancing institutional compliance with federal laws and the institutional mission to create an inclusive college experience for all students. They must articulate their role and responsibilities within the institution regarding the inclusion of students with disabilities. This project provides a glimpse into the critical role of their office and accommodations in how students with disabilities navigate their college experience at the University. It should serve as a launch point for meaningful discussion and engagement with students, faculty, and staff on how to create a welcoming, universally designed community where, rather than gaining limited accommodations serving the compliance needs of the institution, students with disabilities have supported, equal access to the entire college experience, including feeling like they belong.  
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APPENDIX B: Student Survey
We anticipate that it will take you about 15 minutes to complete the survey. If you prefer, you may ask someone to assist you in completing the survey with you. Your participation in this survey is voluntary. If you decide to participate, your responses will be anonymous, that is, recorded without any identifying information linked to you. You will not be asked for your name anywhere in this survey. 
 
The information provided will be kept strictly confidential and will only be utilized by the DRO for quality improvement efforts. Survey results will not be reported in any form that would identify an individual. To support confidentiality, no summaries will be reported for any group smaller than five individuals. Survey responses will be stored in secure systems and will only be used in ways that adhere to the University’s privacy policy. If you have any questions regarding this survey or if you would prefer to complete this survey in an alternate format, please contact: Jasmin Stubblefield, M.B.A. at jasmin.stubblefield@vanderbilt.edu or Andrew Karhan, M.P.A., M.A., at andrew.karhan@vanderbilt.edu
Q2 Gender
· Male
· Female
· Non-binary
· Other, not specified
· Prefer not to say
Q3 Age
· 17-19
· 20-24
· 25-29
· 30-39
· 40-49
· 50-59
· 60+
Q4 Race/Ethnicity
· American Indian or Alaskan Native, non-Hispanic
· Asian, non-Hispanic
· Black or African American, non-Hispanic
· Hispanic/Latino
· Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic
· White, non-Hispanic
· Two or more races, non-Hispanic
· Race and/or ethnicity unknown
· Nonresident alien
Q5 Academic classification
· Freshman
· Sophomore
· Junior
· Senior
· Graduate – professional (Nursing, Medicine, Law)
· Graduate - master's
· Graduate - doctoral
· Other (please specify) __________________________________________________
Q6 School
Q7 What is the primary format for the delivery of your program?
· On campus – in person
· Virtual/Online
· Hybrid
Q8 Do you identify as having a disability?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q9 If yes, what is the nature of your disability? Please check all that apply.
· ADHD
· Autism Spectrum
· Chronic Health
· Hearing
· Intellectual Disability
· Learning Disability
· Mental Health
· Mobility
· Speech/Language
· Traumatic Brain Injury
· Vision
· COVID-19 Syndrome
· Muscle sprains/tears, fractured/broken bones
· TBI or concussion
· Mental Health – temporary (e.g., adjustment disorder)
· Surgery/surgery recovery
· Other
· I am not sure
· I do not identify as having a disability
Q10 Has your college experience been influenced by the following? Please check all that apply.
· Acute mental health crisis
· Physical disability or mobility challenge (short-term or long-term)
· Language processing, reading, writing, or mathematics challenges
· Visual impairment
· Hearing impairment
· Other (please describe) __________________________________________________
Q11 Did you have an IEP in High School?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q12 Did you have a 504 plan in High School?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q13 Did you receive transition planning in High School?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q14 If yes, please rate the effectiveness of the transition planning process for preparing you for your experience at the University.
· Very effective
· Effective
· Neutral
· Ineffective
· Very ineffective
Q15 Are you working with a State Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor/Specialist supporting you in pursuing your educational and employment goals?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q16 During your transition process, did you discuss any of the following? Please check all that apply.
· Who to contact in the Office for Students with Disabilities at your college or university
· What accommodations or services you may need from your college or university
· How to document your disability for your college or university
· Communicating to the University what services and accommodations you need to be successful
· Not applicable
Q17 What types of accommodations or services did you receive in high school? Please check all that apply. (These could have been provided by school or another source)
· Alternative Formats (e.g., Braile, E-Texts)
· Alternative Testing (e.g., Extra time, alternative start time, reader)
· Site Access (e.g., Mobility assistance, parking pass)
· Classroom Modifications (e.g., Closed captioning, assignment extensions)
· Deaf and Hard of Hearing (e.g., Interpreting)
· Dining Modifications (e.g., Meal Plan Waiver)
· School Modifications (e.g., ADA-accessible bathroom)
· Internship, Lab, Clinical, or Practicum (e.g., Assistive technology)
· Notetaking Services (e.g., Peer notetaker)
· Registration and Class Schedule (e.g., Reduced course load)
· Other (Please describe)    __________________________________________________
· None
Q18 How did you first learn about the Disability Resource Office (DRO)?
· University Admissions Office
· Faculty
· Other University Staff (e.g., the Learning Center, Dept. Admin, Dean’s Office)
· Residence Life
· Student Organizations
· Website
· High School Personnel
· Family/Friend
· Other (Please describe) _________________________________________________
Q19 Have you ever utilized support from the DRO?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q20 If you have not utilized support from the DRO, what barriers may have arisen which prevented you accessing the support? Please check all that apply.
· Stigma with Faculty
· Stigma with Peers
· Stigma with General society
· Difficulty with understanding the accommodation process
· Difficulty with navigating the accommodation process with the DRO
· Difficulty with navigating the accommodation process with Faculty
· Previous difficulty with the implementation of an accommodation
· Feedback from other students on their experience utilizing the DRO
· Felt confident moving forward without accommodation
· Other (Please describe) __________________________________________________
Q21 What accommodations or services have you received while enrolled at the University? Please check all that apply. 
· Alternative Formats (e.g. Braile, E-Texts)
· Alternative Testing (e.g. Extra time, alternative start time, reader)
· Site Access (e.g. Mobility assistance, parking pass)
· Classroom Modifications (e.g., Closed captioning, assignment extensions)
· Deaf and Hard of Hearing (e.g., Interpreting)
· Dining Modifications (e.g., Meal Plan Waiver)
· School Modifications (e.g., ADA accessible bathroom)
· Internship, Lab, Clinical, or Practicum (e.g., Assistive technology)
· Notetaking Services (e.g., Peer notetaker)
· Registration and Class Schedule (e.g., Reduced course load)
· Other (Please describe) __________________________________________________
Q22 How would you rate your satisfaction with the support you receive from the DRO?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q23 How would you rate your satisfaction with the level of communication you receive from the DRO?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q24 How would you rate your satisfaction with the process used in determining an accommodation(s) for me?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q25 How would you rate your level of satisfaction with the accommodation(s) approved by the DRO?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q26 How would you rate your level of satisfaction with the implementation of your accommodations in the classroom?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q27 How would you rate your level of satisfaction with the way your disability was discussed with you by DRO staff?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q28 How would you rate your level of satisfaction with the way your disability was discussed with you by the faculty?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q29 How would you rate your level of satisfaction with the confidentiality of your disability by the DRO?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q30 How would you rate your level of satisfaction with the confidentiality of your disability by the faculty?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q31 Have you sought accommodations for non-classroom academic related activities (e.g., research, directed study, practicum/internship, presentations)?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q32 I have/am willing to request individual accommodations in non-instructional academic related activities (e.g., research, internships or practicums, projects, teaching assistantships) from my direct supervisor/faculty instructor when I have a letter of accommodation from the DRO.
· Strongly agree
· Somewhat agree
· Neither agree nor disagree
· Somewhat disagree
· Strongly disagree
Q33 I have/am willing to request individual accommodations in non-instructional academic related activities (e.g., research, internships or practicums, projects, teaching assistantships) from my direct supervisor/faculty instructor when I have not been presented with a letter of accommodation from the DRO.
· Strongly agree
· Somewhat agree
· Neither agree nor disagree
· Somewhat disagree
· Strongly disagree
Q34 What have you found worked well in your relationship with the DRO? (open answer
Q35 What have you found worked well in your accommodations process? (open answer)
Q36 Have you experienced obstacle(s) to obtaining accommodations or services for your disability?
· Yes
· No
· Unsure
Q37 If yes, can you describe any obstacles you experienced?
Q38 Have you interacted with the following groups about your disability? Please check all that apply.
· Faculty
· Other teaching staff (teaching assistants, etc.)
· Administrative staff (the Learning Center, Dept. Admin, Dean’s Office)
· Other students
· Residential Life Staff (dorm R.A.s, etc.)
· Student organizations
Q39 What is your level of satisfaction with your interaction with the following groups?
	 
	Extremely dissatisfied
	Somewhat dissatisfied
	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	Somewhat satisfied
	Extremely satisfied

	Faculty
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Other teaching staff (teaching assistants, etc.)
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Administrative staff (the Learning Center, Dept. Admin, Dean’s Office)
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Other students
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Residential Life Staff (dorm R.A.s, etc.)
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Student organizations
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  



Q40 Please rate the following statements based on the level in which you agree with them:
	 
	Strongly disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Somewhat agree
	Strongly agree

	I am willing to disclose my disability to a faculty member . . .
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	I am willing to disclose my disability to other teaching staff. . .
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	I am willing to disclose my disability to administrative staff. . .
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	I am willing to disclose my disability to other students . . .
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	I am willing to disclose my disability to a residence life staff . . .
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	I am willing to disclose my disability to student organizations . . .
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  


 
Q42 Now we want to explore the level of inclusion you feel at the University: Inclusion refers to a campus community where all members are and feel respected, have a sense of belonging, and can participate and achieve their potential.

Q43 How would you rate your feeling of respect on the University campus?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q41 How would you rate your feeling of belonging on the University campus?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q44 How would you rate your feeling of participation in activities on the University campus?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q45 How would you rate your feeling of respect within your major’s department?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q46 How would you rate your feeling of belonging within your department?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q47 How would you rate your feeling of participation in activities in your department/school?
· Very satisfied
· Somewhat satisfied
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
· Somewhat dissatisfied
· Very dissatisfied
Q48 What is your knowledge level of the purpose of the Americans with Disabilities Act and as relates to you and your college experience?
· Not knowledgeable
· A little knowledgeable
· Somewhat knowledgeable
· Very knowledgeable
Q49 What is your knowledge level of the purpose of Rehabilitation Act as it relates to you and your college experience?
· Not knowledgeable
· A little knowledgeable
· Somewhat knowledgeable
· Very knowledgeable
Q50 We are interested in your perspective on how your school could better support students with disabilities. Please provide any suggestions you have related to the campus, classes, general student support, or disability specific support that you think would be an improvement.
 











APPENDIX C: Faculty Survey
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 We anticipate it will take you about 15 minutes to complete the survey. Your participation in this survey is voluntary. If you decide to participate, your responses will be anonymous and recorded without any identifying information linked to you. You will not be asked for your name anywhere in this survey. The information provided will be kept strictly confidential and will only be utilized by DRO for quality improvement efforts. Survey results will not be reported in any form that would identify an individual. To support confidentiality, no summaries will be reported for any group smaller than five individuals. Survey responses will be stored in secure systems and only used in ways that adhere to the University’s privacy policy. If you have any questions regarding this survey or if you would prefer to complete this survey in an alternate format, please contact Jasmin Stubblefield, M.B.A. at jasmin.stubblefield@vanderbilt.edu or Andrew Karhan, M.P.A., M.A., at andrew.karhan@vanderbilt.edu
Q2 Gender
· Male 
· Female 
· Non-binary 
· Other, not specified 
· I prefer not to say 
Q4 Race/Ethnicity
· American Indian or Alaska Native, non-Hispanic 
· Asian, non-Hispanic 
· Black or African American, non-Hispanic 
· Hispanic/Latino 
· Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic 
· White, non-Hispanic 
· Two or more races, non-Hispanic 
· Race and/or ethnicity unknown 
· Nonresident alien 
Q5 Age
· 20-29 
· 30-39 
· 40-49 
· 50-59 
· 60+ 
Q6 School/Department
Q7 Total number of years in academia
▼ -- ... 20+ years
Q9 Total number of years at university
▼ -- ... 20+ years
 
Q10 My position is (select one) 
· Full-time 
· Part-time 
Q11 Rank (select one)
▼ Senior Collegiate Faculty ... Adjoint Faculty
Q12 What method(s) do you use to deliver your course content? Please check all that apply.
· On Campus 
· Virtual/Online 
· Hybrid 
· Not applicable/Do not teach courses 
Q13 Do you directly supervise students as part of non-instructional academic-related activities (e.g. research, internships or practicums, projects, teaching assistantships)?
· Yes 
· No 
· Unsure
Q14 Do you identify as having a disability?
· Yes 
· No 
· Unsure 
 
Q15 If yes, how would you identify your disability? Please check all that apply.
· ADHD  
· Autism Spectrum  
· Chronic Health  
· Hearing  
· Intellectual Disability  
· Learning Disability  
· Mental Health  
· Mobility  
· Speech/Language  
· Traumatic Brain Injury  
· Vision  
· Temporary Impairment (e.g. COVID-19 Syndrome, TBI or concussion, surgery recovery) 
· I am not sure 
· I do not identify as having a disability
Q16 Have you ever gone through any of the following experiences that have influenced your ability to navigate the college experience? Please check all that apply.
· Acute mental health crisis 
· Physical disability or mobility challenge (short-term or long-term) 
· Language processing, reading, writing, or mathematics challenges 
· Visual impairment 
· Hearing impairment 
· Other (please describe) __________________________________________________
· Not applicable 
Q17 I am familiar with the DRO
· Yes 
· No 
· Unsure 
Q18 To your knowledge, which of the following resources are available for students registered with the DRO? Please check all that apply.
· Alternative Formats (e.g., Braile, E-Texts) 
· Alternative Testing (e.g., Extra time, alternative start time, reader) 
· Campus Access (e.g., Mobility assistance, parking pass) 
· Classroom Modifications (e.g., Closed captioning, assignment extensions)  
· Deaf and Hard of Hearing (e.g., Interpreting)  
· Dining Modifications (e.g., Meal Plan Waiver)  
· Housing Modifications (e.g., ADA accessible bathroom)  
· Internship, Lab, Clinical, or Practicum (e.g., Assistive technology)  
· Notetaking Services (e.g., Peer notetaker)  
· Registration and Class Schedule (e.g., Reduced course load)  
· Other (Please describe)   __________________________________________________
Q19I have provided accommodations for students with a documented disability.
· Yes 
· No 
· Unsure 
Q20 I have provided accommodations for students who have disclosed a disability but did not receive a letter of accommodation from DRO.
· Yes 
· No 
· Unsure 
Q21 I believe...
	 
	Strongly disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Somewhat agree
	Strongly agree

	Students with learning disabilities can be successful at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Students with physical disabilities can be successful at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Students with mental health disabilities can be successful at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Students with neurodiverse disabilities can be successful at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  


 
Q22, I believe...
	 
	Strongly disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Somewhat agree
	Strongly agree

	Students with learning disabilities can compete academically with their peers without disabilities at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Students with physical disabilities can compete academically with their peers without disabilities at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Students with mental health disabilities can compete academically with their peers without disabilities at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Students with neurodiverse disabilities can compete academically with their peers without disabilities at the college level 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  


Q23 Students with disabilities are reluctant to disclose their disability to me.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q24 Students with disabilities attend postsecondary schools at rates proportionate to the rates of postsecondary attendance among students who do not have disabilities.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q25 I believe it would be appropriate to allow a student with a documented disability to substitute an alternative course for a required course if the substitution did not dramatically alter the program requirements.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
 
Q26 I am willing to spend extra time meeting with students with documented disabilities to provide them with additional assistance as needed.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q27 I am willing to spend extra time meeting with students who have disclosed their disability to me but have not presented a letter of accommodation from DRO to provide them with additional assistance as needed.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q28 I have implemented individual accommodations for students presented with a letter of accommodation from SA.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q29 I will not implement accommodations for students unless they present a letter of accommodation from DRO.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q30 I am willing to implement individual accommodations for students who have disclosed their disability to me but have not presented a letter of accommodation from SA.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
 
Q31 I am willing to implement individual accommodations in non-instructional academic-related activities (e.g., research, internships or practicums, projects, teaching assistantships) for students with documented disabilities.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q32 I am willing to implement individual accommodations in non-instructional academic related activities (e.g., research, internships or practicums, projects, teaching assistantships) for students who have disclosed their disability to me but have not presented a letter of accommodation from SA.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q33 I do not implement accommodations for students unless they disclose their disability.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q34 Students with disabilities do not receive support services at the University unless they disclose their disability.
· True 
· False 
· Unsure 
Q35 Have you ever advised a student to change their major due to their disability?
· Yes 
· No  
Q36 If yes, please describe this process.
_________________________________________________________
Q37 When students with disabilities are having difficulties, I am uncertain about where I can find additional support on this campus.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q38 Given time constraints and other job demands, it is unrealistic for me to make reasonable accommodations for students with…
	 
	Strongly disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Somewhat agree
	Strongly agree

	Learning disabilities 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Physical disabilities 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Mental Health disabilities 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  



Q39 In my discipline, providing accommodations to students with disabilities:
	 
	Strongly disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Somewhat agree
	Strongly agree

	Compromises academic integrity 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  

	Gives an unfair advantage over other students 
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  
	·  



Q40 Currently, in my role, I have sufficient knowledge to provide adequate accommodation for students with disabilities.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q41 I receive adequate support from my department/program/unit in working with students who have documented disabilities.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q42 I am willing to help a student with a disability navigate the various college processes and procedures.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
 Q43 I am willing to assist a student with a disability in accessing accommodations through DRO.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree
Q44 The university has an easily accessible collection of resources for supporting students with disabilities.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q45 The university campus is accessible for students with disabilities.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q46 I would like more information about the needs of…Please check all that apply.
· Students with learning disabilities 
· Students with physical disabilities 
· Students with mental health disabilities 
· Students who identify as neurodiverse 
Q47 I would be interested in attending professional development sessions related to the needs of students with disabilities.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree
Q48 I would be interested in attending a panel presentation where students with disabilities share personal information about their disabilities and their experiences in college.
· Strongly agree 
· Somewhat agree 
· Somewhat disagree 
· Strongly disagree 
Q49 Which professional development opportunities would you be likely to attend? Please check all that apply.
· Universal Design (UD) in course development   
· Access issues related to technology in the classroom   
· OSD Accommodations 101   
· Disability Dos and Don’ts   
· Best practices in working with students who are blind/visually impaired   
· Best practices in working with students who are deaf/hard of hearing   
· Best practices in working with students with autistic spectrum disorders   
· Best practices in working with students with learning disabilities   
· Best practices in working with students with physical disabilities   
· Best practices in working with students with mental health disabilities   
· Other (please explain): __________________________________________________
Q50 I am aware of evacuation procedures for students with disabilities during a fire or fire drill.
· Yes 
· No 
· Unsure 
Q51 I am familiar with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) as it applies to students with disabilities in post-secondary environments.
· Yes 
· No 
· Unsure 
Q52 As a faculty member, what do you want or need to know about students with disabilities that are not already provided/offered? 
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