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Objectives
North American campuses continue to expand their dependencies on technologies in all aspects of academic life.  Information technologies, e-learning and e-resources have the potential of enhancing the lives of students with disabilities (SWD) as well as creating barriers to access. To understand issues concerning both the use of, and access to technology at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, an initial investigation evaluating the views and opinions of SWD was conducted in 2002, and was repeated again in 2004 and 2006 (Technology Use Survey-Students with Disabilities-2002/2004/2006. http://www.doit.wisc.edu/accessibility/resources.asp). 

The goal of the 2008 survey is to compare data from surveys conducted previously— to identify changes that have occurred within the SWD population, to evaluate the use and utility of computer and information technologies for SWD when contrasted with the larger student population
. Equally important is to make data available to better advise students as well as university personnel responsible for providing services to SWD, planners, and policy makers and to compare data with the overall student population at UW-Madison. 
Specific objectives include:


• 
Reviewing what aspects of computer, information and adaptive or assistive technologies students with disabilities find useful as well as what barriers and access issues are identified.


•
Comparing data from survey results for the overall student population with students with disabilities population – the use (and ownership) of technology, campus resources (computer labs, on-line courses, library and registrar resources) for satisfaction, similarities and differences.
Methodology

The 2008 Students with Disabilities Technology Access Survey was sent to 532 students with disabilities that were registered with the McBurney Disability Resource Center. The response rate was 19% (103 valid responses). Students were asked by email to participate in the online survey using WebSurvey@UW (http://www.doit.wisc.edu/websurvey/). The initial email invitation was sent in early March. Follow-up email reminders were sent the end of March and in early April. 

In order to gain a sense of change over time, many of the same questions asked in previous surveys (2002-6) were repeated in 2008. Questions included:

· what assistive technology students used, or if they didn't use assistive technology, why not,
· what campus resources were used (e.g., the info (computer) labs or kiosks,
·  registrar on-line resources, 
· e-resources at the libraries and through MyUW (the campus portal), and
· online courseware and resources.
We also asked if students used any campus on-line resources, what was working well and what was not working from their perspective, and if they were aware of assistive technology available in the computer labs, or funds available through McBurney to acquire assistive technology.

The goal of this report, which is based on students responses is to provide information about the types of technologies used, experiences with campus services and courses that use technology, what’s working, what could be improved and what changes have occurred over time.

Main Findings

Technology Ownership/Use

· Students at UW-Madison (SWD and overall campus student population) continue to own/use Information Technology (computers, cell/smart phones, MP3 players, etc.) in high percentages.
· Apple computer ownership for SWD has increased from 5% in 2006 to 23%.
· Assistive technology (AT) ownership is 22%, up from 20% in 2006 and 10% in 2004. For those who do not own AT, 83% state that ‘standard computers work fine for them’ (up from 73% in 2006).
· Dragon Naturally Speaking (voice recognition software) is the AT used by the highest percentage of SWD (46%, up from 35% in 2006).

· SWD continue to be unaware of  AT resources available to them:

· Only 31% are aware of AT in the campus computer labs (down from 41% in 2006)

· McBurney Rooms, which are quiet rooms with AT in the Memorial Library and College Library is known by only 29%, similar to 33% in 2006.

· McBurney Scholarship Funds to purchase AT  is known by 30%, down from 40% in 2006.

· Scanning equipment ownership has increased 5%, (now 45%, up from 40% in both 2006 and 2004).
Campus Resources and on-line learning
· Usage of the campus computer (Info) labs continues to be high for all students  – 68% for the overall population, and 66% for SWD. Both populations cite ‘convenience’ as the major reason they use the computer labs.
· SWD use of the campus kiosks is higher than the overall population (67% vs. 49%).

· Courses SWD enrolled in that use web-based instructional material continues to be high (88% compared with 90% in 2006 and 93% in 2004) for SWD.

· Enrollment in the Campus Course Management System (Learn@UW / D2L) also is high (89% for the overall population and 75% for SWD). Satisfaction is high for both populations. 85% of the overall population rated it as either very positive or positive and 74% of the SWD population rated their experience as very positive or positive (down from 83% in 2006).
· Campus library electronic resources continue to be heavily used by SWD (84%, similar to 80% in 2006, and 85% in 2004).

· Registrar on-line resources continue to be heavily used, with few access problems experienced (consistent with 2006 results).

Access Barriers

- Fewer barriers overall were identified by SWD using Kiosks, Campus Libraries, and Web-based instructional materials.

Background

Computer and information technologies have the potential increase personal productivity, access to information, and collaboration among students. It can enhance the lives of people with disabilities as well as to deny them equality of access to education, jobs, and community life. Technologies have the potential to enable or to create difficulties for SWD in our knowledge based economy. Concerns about these technologies and their accessibility for people with disabilities are evolving issues that need to be addressed. 

Enrollment of SWD Nationally

It continues to be a challenge to identify the total population of SWD enrolled at postsecondary institutions in the United States due to the different record and reporting systems in place, who keeps these records, how they are kept, e.g., paper, data base, etc., and the categories of disabilities. Institutions vary in their counts of SWD because some include only those students to whom services or accommodations are provided, some include only those who provide verification of disabilities regardless of whether or not services or accommodations are provided, others include students who identified themselves to the disability support services office regardless of verification or provision of services and still other counts are based on all students that had been reported to the disability support services office regardless of whether that office had contact with them.

While the data is not current, what is still referred to as the best available is the National data on Postsecondary SWD. It is reported by National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, "An Institutional Perspective on SWD in Postsecondary Education"  (NCES 1999-046). The report provides data from 2-year and 4-year postsecondary education institutions about SWD in the United States. The data reflected in that report includes students who in some way identified themselves as having a disability to the institutions. Some students who have disabilities choose not to identify themselves, and are not included.

Learning disabilities were the disability most frequently identified (195,870 of the total 428,280 students or nearly half (46%) of the students). Visual Impairments were 14%; Deaf or Hard of Hearing 12%; Mental Illnesses/Emotional Disturbances 9%; "Other" 8%; Health Impairments 5%; Mobility/Orthopedic Impairments 4% and Speech/Language 1%.

Similarly, the 1995-96 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) reports an estimated 6% of undergraduates report having a disability, and again the largest population is learning disabilities. Also noteworthy is students with disabilities tend to be older and are more likely to attend two-year rather than four-year institutions, compared to students without disabilities (Hurst & Smerdon, 2000). While the NPSAS study did not include psychiatric disabilities, there is an increase in diagnosed psychiatric disabilities such as depression, schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, generalized anxiety, eating disorders, post-traumatic stress disorder (Sharpe, Bruininks, Blacklock, Benson & Johnson, 2004). Students with a psychiatric disability may request, and are entitled to the same types of general support or specific accommodations as other students with disabilities.
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Enrollment of SWD at UW-Madison (1998-2006)

SWD that have registered with the McBurney Disability Resource Center for services is as follows:
· 1998, 779

· 2000, 874
· 2002, 848 
· 2004, 770 
· 2006, 600
· 2008, 532
Disability categories have changed over time at McBurney Disability Resource Center. ADD/ADHD is now a separate category, and is no longer included with “Learning Disability”.  Similarly, "Autism" is now a separate category pulled out from "Psychological Disability"; "Health Impairments" is a separate category pulled from the former "Other Disability/Health Impairment". 

The breakdowns by ‘primary disability category’ secondary and tertiary disabilities are not noted) for Students at the University of Wisconsin-Madison who have registered with the McBurney Disability Resource Center from 2003-2008 are:




        2003-04
       2004-05
      2005-06     2007-08
Visual Disability (VIS)

32

24

30
     18

Hearing Disability or deaf (HEA)
33

38

31
     28
Mobility or Orthopedic (MOB)
47

53

42
     15
Learning Disability (LEA)

225

220

162
     143
Autism Spectrum Disorders (AUT)
3

4

7
     2
Brain Injury



14

10

8
     9
Health Impairment


70

67

67
     68
Psychological Disability

171

184

130
     116
ADD/ADHD (ADD)


160

141

115
     128
Temporary (TEM)


14

2

4
     4
Other




1

2

4
     1
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Frequency Runs and Analysis
This section presents the frequency counts in percentages for the questions asked on the survey. 
Disability category
Students responding to the 2008 survey indicated they had the following disability types (respondents were asked to check all disabilities that apply):

Learning Disability - 35%

ADD or ADHD - 33%

Low Vision - 4%

Blind - 2%

Deaf - 4%

Hard of Hearing - 6%

Head Injury - 8%

Mobility - Lower Body - 7%

Mobility - Upper Body - 6%

Health - 14%

Psychological - 24%

Other - 12%
*Disabilities listed “Other” include:

Mystagmus (twitchy eyes)

Recovering from app. 40 broken bones 

Hodgkin's Disease 
Narcolepsy 
I currently have a broken leg from slipping on the ice in February 
Dyslexia 
Anxiety/depression  

Diabetes  

Neurological, sleep disorder 
Sleep-Related disability  

Repetitive hand injury and restrictions
Student Status
Because we want to compare student technology ownership and use between SWD and the overall campus population, listed below are response rates for both populations – SWD and Campus populations who responded to the SWD Technology or Campus Technology Survey. Both surveys were administered during the same time period.
	Student Status
	SWD
	Campus

	Freshman
	14%
	18%

	Sophomore
	19%
	15%

	Junior
	26%
	19%

	Senior
	22%
	18%

	Graduate Student
	13%
	20%

	Special Student
	4%
	2%

	Professional Student
	2%
	3%

	Guest
	0%
	0%

	Dissertator
	0%
	3%

	Other, please specify
	0%
	2%

	
	100%
	100%
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Respondents for both the Technology Surveys (SWD and overall campus population) was very similar, with high percentages of respondents being undergraduates, followed by graduate students, and few professional, guest, dissertators, or other students respondents.
Information Technology (IT) Ownership
Both populations surveyed show increased percentages overall of IT equipment and devices owned and had growth of ownership at similar rates. 
	IT Ownership
	Campus 2008
	Campus 2006
	SWD 2008
	SWD 2006

	Desktop Computer
	30%
	46%
	37%
	57%

	Laptop Computer
	87%
	64%
	79%
	73%

	PDA
	68%
	14%
	54%
	17%

	Cell Phone*
	80%
	79%
	72%
	96%

	Cell Phone Web-enabled
	12%
	N/A
	17%
	N/A

	Portable Storage Device
	68%
	45%
	54%
	58%

	Portable Music/Video Player
	78%
	53%
	76%
	54%


*Cell Phone Ownership: In 2008, both populations were asked to differentiate if their phones were web enabled. 
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Computer ownership by OS (Operating System) for SWD
	OS
	2008
	2006

	Mac 
	23%
	5%

	Windows 
	77%
	95%


Scanner ownership for SWD
Scanners are owned by 45% of the respondents – up from 40% in 2006. The population that responded yes (own scanner) is broken down by the following disability categories:
	Disability Category
	Own Scanner

	ADD/LD
	38%

	Psychological
	33%

	Mobility
	10%

	Deaf/HH
	5%

	Health
	5%

	Head Injury
	5%

	Blind/LV
	2%

	Other
	2%


Assistive Technology 
Assistive technology or Adaptive Technology (AT) is defined as "Any item, piece of equipment, or product system, whether acquired commercially off the shelf, modified, or customized, that is used to increase, maintain, or improve functional capabilities of individuals with disabilities. AT service is directly assisting an individual with a disability in the selection, acquisition, or use of an assistive technology device."

Use of AT continues to rise, albeit slowly - 22% in 2008 (up from 20% in 2006, and 10% in 2004). AT ownership identified for 2008 and 2006 respectively is: 
	Assistive Technology Ownership
	2008
	2006

	Dragon Naturally Speaking (Voice Recognition)
	46%
	35%

	Kurzweil 3000 (Reading/Writing/Speech)
	19%
	20%

	E-Text Reader (Reading/Speech)
	27%
	10%

	Zoom Text (Screen Magnification)
	14%
	1-%

	Large trackball
	9%
	5%

	Inspiration (Visual Learning) 
	9%
	5%

	Split Keyboard 
	9%
	5%

	Open Book (Scanning Reading)
	21%
	5%

	JAWS (Screen Reader) 
	8%
	5%


A complete breakdown of AT ownership and use at a campus computer lab or elsewhere follows:        
	Assistive  Technology (AT)
	I use

(on my 

Computer)
	I use

(at a computer lab or elsewhere
	I use on my computer AND  use at a computer lab or elsewhere
	I don't use 

	Total Dragon Naturally Speaking (Voice Recognition)
	46%
	0%
	0%
	54%

	E-Text Reader (Reading/Speech)
	27%
	13%
	0%
	60%

	Open Book (Scanning/Reading)
	21%
	21%
	0%
	57%

	Kurzweil 3000 (Reading/Writing)
	19%
	31%
	6%
	44%

	Assistive  Technology (AT)
	I use

(on my 

Computer)
	I use

(at a computer lab or elsewhere
	I use on my computer AND  use at a computer lab or elsewhere
	I don't use 

	Kurzweil 1000 (Reading software that makes printed or electronic text accessible) 
	8%
	15%
	0%
	77%

	Zoom Text (Screen Magnification)
	14%
	14%
	7%
	64%

	MAGic (Screen Magnification)
	18%
	0%
	0%
	82%

	JAWS (Screen Reader)
	8%
	0%
	0%
	82%

	WindowEyes (Screen Reader)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Inspiration (Visual Learning)
	9%
	0%
	0%
	81%

	Trackball
	9%
	0%
	18%
	73%

	Split or Ergonomic Keyboard 
	9%
	0%
	9%
	81%

	Sticky Keys (system preferences in Windows or Mac OS)
	17%
	0%
	0%
	83%

	High Contrast (modify font size and color)
	15%
	8%
	0%
	77%


The 2008 survey looked at a broader range of AT than past surveys,  and usage including the campus computer labs (where Kurzweil, Jaws and Zoomtext is available on all computer workstations).
What prevents students with disabilities from purchasing / using assistive technology?

SWD indicated that they “did not need it – a standard computer works fine” (88%) as the reason they didn’t have assistive/adaptive technology. 

Other responses were:

· "Unfamiliar with technology that might benefit me” – (12%), 
· “Too time consuming or cumbersome” – 8%)
· "Lack of expertise to install or use" – (4%), 

· "Difficulty learning to use" – (3%), 
· “My computer is not adequate for the software or hardware I need for my disability” – 3%.

· "Cost" – (1%),
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Available funds to purchase AT

SWD knowledge of McBurney Scholarship Funds continues to be low - 30%, compared to 40% in 2006 and 20% in 2004.

AT in the Campus Computer (Info) Labs (e.g., JAWS, Zoom Text, Kurzweil 1000 and 3000, scanners, etc). 

Awareness of AT in the Campus Computer Labs also remains low at 31% (compared to 45% in 2006, and 30% in 2004). A need to inform SWD about funds available for AT, and the availability of AT in the campus computer labs is needed.
Reasons given for not using assistive technology/equipment available in the Campus Computer Labs were:









 2008     2006      2004

Do not need it - a standard computer works fine for me   
 76% 
  75%
      66%

I am unfamiliar with equipment that might benefit me. 
 17%
  25%
      32%

Cannot concentrate well in computer lab environment 
 12%
  15%
      14%
Inconvenience of not working at home 


 12%
  13%
      23%

I do not want to be identified as having a disability 
  7%
   6%
      14%

Do not need it - I prefer to use AT on my own computer    6%
   3%
      12%

Difficulty in learning to use 



   6%
   1%
        8%

Would like to have more information about AT

  10%

(respondents were asked to give contact information 

for McBurney Disability Resource Staff to follow-up) 
Other reasons: 
· Laptop screen is easier on my vision and does not cause migraines

· I use a calculator to do simple math, and that is what I need



Computer Lab Usage
Usage of campus computer labs continues to be high for all students (overall population indicated 68%, and SWD 66%).
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When SWD were asked which Campus Computer Labs they used; College Library (81%) and Memorial Library (61%) were used most often, followed by Union South (41%), Steenbock Library (34%), Wendt Library (33%), LSS (both 16%), TLC’s at Housing 6%, and CALs Lab (3%).
Both surveys (overall campus and SWD) asked the reasons students use Campus Computer Labs. Both populations cited ‘convenience’ as being the major factor (70%) for both populations. Additional reasons given by the overall population and SWD (respectively) were:





      
       Overall     SWD

Labs have software I need  

35%
42%

Learning atmosphere 


20%
29%

It's motivating to work around others 
22%
26%

Network speed 



22%
28%

Labs have hardware I need 

12%
15%

Labs have multi-media I need 

11%
17%

Social aspects / Interaction 

14%
26%

Staff assistance 



12%
11%

Quality of the computers 

15%
22%

Group work study 


22%
22%

Assistive Technology


5%
9%

Other*




10%
14%
*Other reasons given by both populations for why they use the computer labs include: printing, don’t have own computer or don’t want to bring laptop every day, and large monitors.
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Access Barriers (to labs or software/equipment) by SWD
There were fewer access barriers identified in 2008 than in past surveys - 14% of the SWD population who use the Campus Computer Lab identified the following barriers: 
· Fluorescent lights
· Poor lighting (at some labs)

· Computer (at Steenbock) froze up

· Computer crash

· Noisy – difficult to concentrate

· Crowded and noisy
Awareness of “McBurney Room” at Memorial and College Libraries

“McBurney Room” is a room designated by either Memorial Library or College Library for Students with Disabilities who require quiet or specific assistive technology that cannot be installed at the Campus Computer Labs. An example is ‘Dragon Naturally Speaking’ – voice recognition software, which requires dictation.

Again, a majority – 71%, (compared to 77% in 2006) of the students surveyed responded that they were not aware of “McBurney Rooms” at Memorial Library and College Library. These rooms have computers, which are networked to the Computer Labs, which would allow students to access any of the assistive technologies available in the Computer Labs, as well as a separate installation of Dragon Naturally Speaking, which is not available in the Computer Labs.
Campus Kiosks
Both surveys asked students if they used the Internet kiosks (freestanding computer workstations) located on campus. The overall student population usage was 49% compared to the SWD population usage at 67%.
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When students with disabilities were asked if access barriers or problems were experienced with the kiosks, 20% responded yes. Barriers and problems identified were:
· Hard to reach and use from my wheelchair position 

· Time. It seems to me that the socially acceptable amount of time to use a kiosk is about 30 secs or up to 2 minutes if you are composing email. When I go over these time amounts, other students may get huffy and makes various sounds indicating their impatience. I have a choice to make--stay there and take the time I need at the price of other people's frustration, leave without accomplishing my task, or never stop at a kiosk to begin with. I don't think there's a way to fix this other than to have more kiosk workstations. 

· Can't adjust font size easily, poor and often inadequate lighting so that I am unable to see what's on the screen clearly, not enough software installed--plug-ins generally missing from kosk workstations!

· I have to use assistive technology for most computers. I have someone else enter what commands I want to do at the kiosk.

· Impossible to adequately enlarge text and install some plug-ins/software on kiosks, some apparently have viruses or worms or something similar because they work SO SLOWLY or CRASH i.e. FREEZE UP suddenly!, and others just don't even turn on!

· Mac operating system is hard for me to use. Wish there were PC available. 

· The kiosks were broken.

· There are not enough computers and too many people who want to use them. 


· Not enough kiosks in some areas such as social science where there are far more users. 

· The kiosks are all Macs, which I find less user friendly than most PCs.

·  NO printers at the kiosks! This is so troublesome at times! 


· Some of the Kiosk computers will not allow viewing of PDF files. Difficult to access non-UW related websites. 

· Before Macs were added, students would log off and it would take the computer up to five minutes to reset. Often times computers would freeze. 

· I have come across screens from which one cannot log on to the system and can not move past the present screen. 

· Not working, super slow connection, not enough kiosks available 


· A computer loading is very slow, sometimes unable to load at all. 


Campus Libraries -Electronic resources (or their website)
Electronic resources available at the Campus Libraries were used by over 84% (compared with 80% reported in 2006, 85% in 2004 and 66% in 2002). Again in 2008, a follow-up question was asked if there were access issues/problems when using any of the library on-line resources. Problems were experienced by 14% (down from 19 in 2006). When given the opportunity to explain what Library on-line resource(s) were used and what the access/issue problem(s) experienced were, the responses were:
· PDF’s are inaccessible due to Libraries scanning documents and saving as image files. Departmental faculty/staff are not offered/given training on what is accessible and what is not 
· I have to convert PDF’s that are not accessible by using Kurzweil
· didn’t have programs

· access to electronic journal. They want you to come to the Library and look them up
· sometimes there were error messages indicating that a page was no longer available or a site was not available or at other times it was impossible to enlarge text
· denied access, logouts and time outs and outages
· link didn’t work, confusing system
· articles are listed, but I am unable to access them
· Trouble narrowing searches, and seeing what is on the screen all the time
· Not familiar with how to use the general search
· I would like a spell-checker function when using the library search engine
Web-based instructional materials 

SWD continue to have courses that used web-based instructional material – 88% (consistent with 91% in 2006, 93% in 2004 and 88% in 2002). Overall, students with disabilities continue to use campus resources including the Computer Labs, Libraries and courses with Web-based material.
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Specific web-based instructional materials that students with disabilities had in their courses include:

· Web pages basic HTML – 60% (down from 80% in 2006, 74% in 2004 and 71% in 2002)
· Web pages with audio usage were 31% (compared with 38% in 2006), and 
· Web pages with video or animations were 34% (compared with 42% in 2006)
· Library eReserves including PDFs – 63% down from 73% in 2006, up from 55% in 2004 and 66% in 2002)

· PowerPoint – 78% (similar to 80% in 2006, 73% in 2004 and up from 58% in 2002)

· Courseware

· Learn@UW (D2L) 97% (compared to 85% in 2006, WebCT* usage 79% in 2004 (up dramatically from 53% in 2002). (*WebCT was replaced in 2004 Learn@UW, also known as Desire2Learn)).

· Podcast 28% (up from 6% 2006)
Difficulties accessing web-based course materials (e.g., difficulty reading large amounts of printed text because of visual or learning disability, screen reading program can't convert PDF files or other web page components to speech, no print alternatives for audio files, no text enlarging software or accessible workstation in computer lab, etc.)?

Access challenges experienced by students with disabilities for Web-based course materials is 20% (compared to 30% in 2006,  and 21% in 2004 and 2002). The populations that indicated they were having difficulties were ADD/ADHD or LD (49%), followed by Mobility (22%), Depression or Mental Illness 11%, Blind or Low Vision 7%, Health 7%, and Deaf 4%.
           [image: image9.emf]0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Difficulties Accessing Web-based Materials

NO

66% 68% 79% 67%

YES

20% 30% 21% 21%

No Response

14% 2% 0% 12%

2008 2006 2004 2002


           [image: image10.emf]0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Difficulties Accessing Web-based Course Material (by Disability)

2008

48% 23% 19% 5% 5% 0%

2006

49% 11% 4% 7% 7% 22%

ADD/ADD

HD or LD

Psycholog

ical

Deaf/HH Blind/LV Health Mobility


Access Barriers

The difficulties students identified with web-based materials continue to be in the following areas:
Captions and transcripts needed
· Web based instructional materials are rarely captioned if there's a video/voice component. 
· provide scripts of videos that are not captioned esp. in Psych XXX w/ XXX and Psych XXX w/ XXX

· auditory barriers do come up

· captions/transcripts would make my life so much easier 
· Lack of closed captioning material, closed captioning is insufficient, video quality is poor, audio quality is poor, televisions that do not have closed captioning (in the social work building) to fix this please update or caption all educational materials to allow access to information that is uniform 
Material not usable/accessible by assistive technology
· PDFs are saved as image files, negating screen reader ability to use, sent to McBurney to get converted into word docs, talk with profs to ensure they are aware of problem and change their material formats to be more accessible, or to send stuff to McBurney before semester starts (like the letter to faculty says to do) to decrease possibility of future problems with other students with similar disabilities/ needs. Web videos required real player which was incompatible with JAWS software... had to read transcripts of interviews, which took longer since each person speaking had to be identified. papers/ reports for class work required diagrams/ pictures to be included (family trees, pictures of cultural artifacts, etc.), had to get volunteers from another department's classes (RPSE 300) to help format paper's visual aspects to meet requirements

· some electronic readings can not be read by Kurzweil 3000 due to the reproduce doc is in shades of grey and Bad copies 
· I can deal with access issues by simply coming home and use Kurzweil there. But if there is a mandatory in class assignment, I'm in trouble
Font (small print) could not be enlarged
· Unable to enlarge text size 

· Many times a PDF cannot be enlarged thereby making it difficult to read. In addition it is hard for me in general to read material that is only present online, due to my difficulty concentrating on a computer screen for a long time. It would help to be able to print off all material, which for the most part it is. 
· Could not get the text enlarged. A lot of material appearing on the online quizzes was not covered or not adequately covered in the material provided in the online course online.

· I have had significant problems seeing animated/moving text which has tended to have much too small print and despite the efforts of the instructor who really was great in going out of her way to help me in a course focusing on engineering searches/library research, it was still a problem to get all of the material for the online class printed out with large enough print. Images that moved couldn't be frozen in their entirety at times! 
On-line screen fatigue – large amounts of reading
· My eye problems make it hard to read large amounts of text online. I know I could print it all, but I don't have a printer or the money to print 100s of pages weekly. I break up my reading times into shorter periods to rest my eyes, and print things when they are short enough to afford. I there are going to be lots of online readings, professors should offer the option of a printed packet.

·  They are far too long to read. I'm better off finding someone to help me than attempting to find what I need in the manual. 
· Difficulty reading large amounts of texts. 
Print needs/preferences

· I need to print online material and I don’t have a printer. I Have to print in library ...have had issues getting some chapters. Some Graphics or PowerPoint’s don't print. Cost is an issue

· Power point-I can only get one slide per page. Some of what I need to copy does not fit on the page. I have problems locating what I need. 
· too small print, endless pages, unprintable (too small print or fuzzy text or pages wont center when printed and some pages won't download, pup-up blockers,

· difficulty printing quizzes and lectures through Learn@UW 
The need to educate instructors and departmental staff about the importance of assuring accessibility in their courses continues. Computer based learning and resources continues proliferate while many faculty are struggling to keep their technology skills current, and don’t know what needs to be done to ensure that SWD have full access. For example, instructors may not be aware that Adobe Acrobat PDF files and PowerPoint slides can create barriers for students with print or visual impairments. Students who are hard of hearing or deaf will not be able to access audio and video clips on web pages if captioning or text transcripts are not included.  Web resources that do not have consistent navigation or not clearly laid out will create difficulties for students in general including students with learning disabilities.

SWD may have educational needs (that go beyond pedagogical needs of all students) and ideally they should discuss these with each faculty member. Curriculum is responded to differently depending on whether the disability is physical, emotional, or cognitive in nature. It is helpful if faculty include a statement on the class syllabus inviting SWD to discuss academic needs in private. An example of such a statement is "If you have a documented disability from SWD, and wish to discuss academic accommodations, please contact (provide name(s) office location, and ways to get in touch) as soon as possible."

There will be a growing reliance on technology to provide both the materials and the medium for teaching and learning.  SWD can and do use computer and information technologies to help them succeed in postsecondary education. Computers are best seen as enabling technologies - "electronic curb-cuts" - that allow SWD to prepare for and to participate in the knowledge based economy of tomorrow. 

Personnel responsible for providing services to SWD, professors, academic computer staff, adaptive technology and computer specialists, librarians, college and university administrators, among others, are key players in this equation. Creative partnerships and alliances are needed. Planning and decisions for campus-wide information technology purchases and systems development and implementation are actively going on. In much of the planning, the needs of SWD are simply overlooked – not taken into consideration - until it is discovered, much too late, that the expensive new campus-wide technology is inaccessible. Designing for accessibility always results in better, less expensive, and timelier solutions than retrofits. 

Course Management System (Learn@UW) 

Students at UW-Madison continue to be active users of the campus supported Course Management System (Learn@UW / Desire2Learn). The overall campus population usage is at 89%, compared to 75% for SWD. Both populations were asked to rate their overall experience with Learn@UW. 74% of SWD (compared to 83% in 2006) rated their experience as either very positive or positive, with 22% rating their experience as neutral  (compared to 13% in 2006), and 4% as negative (same as 2006).

The overall campus population was also asked to rate their experience – it was similar to the SWD population – 82% very positive or positive, 16% neutral, and 2% negative.
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SWD explained their positive and negative experiences with Learn@UW as follows:
Positive experiences with Learn@UW
· Very easy to use, it is convenient, well organized

· Easy to access and use.

· Easy to access, easy to navigate, and to have everything posted in one place

· Ease of use, Was able to access a lot of documents easily 
·  it's very useful and I haven't had any problems 
· As a TA, there are great features for modifying/adding course content.
· For the most part the experience was positive, mainly because the instructors and some library staff were very helpful. This really made a difference. 

· information is accessible from any computer and you can repeat a lecture as needed and when you have time 
· I love the fact that I can access my teacher's material through Learn@UW - it helps my understanding of the course(s) that I am taking. 
· Many courses post grades and review materials in addition to covered course topics. 
· I have access to materials and information I otherwise would not have. 
· It was an easy and convenient way to access course information (e.g. power points, grades, syllabi, homework, etc.) 
· With the help of DoIT I can get at what I need when I need it. 
· It gave us grades in some of our classes and also allowed me to see the other resources they suggested. 
· I didn't have any accessibility issues. 
· I like it because you can get in touch easily with other people in my class 
· Grades and progress, professors can post voluntary readings and information for those very interested in the subject.

Negative experiences with Learn@UW
· Again, a lot of lectures or PowerPoint presentations do not have captioning, or use the notes section which can be very frustrating 
· As a student, I don't like the discussion sessions in real time or not because things can move quickly and all of it seems out of sync for me. Plus it's hard to figure out if a person's statement is meant to be sarcastic or not.

· Sometimes I had trouble downloading materials or viewing certain pages. Other than that, everything was fine. 

· Was set up in some horrible way, with image links, and modules, and video presentations that wouldn't work with screen reader, etc. 
· I'm never sure if I need to click on content or reserves/library. 
· Really didn't have any problems with it but it wasn't overly helpful 
· One course I previously took, it took around half a semester to work out a transcript system for the online lectures. I was constantly asking McBurney to type up transcripts before the professor and I set up a system. 

With captions or transcripts provided along with the lectures, these courses can be beneficial though, as they allow me to work on my own pace, at my own time, without then need to go to class. 
· Default font is too small, even with normal vision I have a hard time reading/locating links 
· Hard to get info, Can’t concentrate through all of food science and nutri sci lectures
· overall I like Learn@UW but it can be so slow in loading sometimes that it might timeout our something 
· my first time using Learn@UW it took me a while to get oriented with it 
· Not user friendly. Have never been able to delete submitted files/papers which is something that was very easy to do with my CS XXX course. Did not always work for uploading. Kind of confusing and the help link in very insufficient. 

· I don't like it sometimes because professors put up SO much extra information on there that it's stressful to look at!

· A lot of the answers on the online quiz are proven to be wrong. Another thing is some times the questions come up in HTML and then I have no clue what they are asking for. The final thing is the Learn at UW site likes to crash all the time. My suggestion would be to update it to handle the work load of the UW. 
Registration and Registrar’s On-line Resources

New to the 2006 Survey were questions about Registrar-on-line resource usage, and if any problems were experienced accessing the material.  In 2008, students were asked again what on-line resources they were using, and if there were difficulties. The timetable was used by 91% (94% in 2006). Academic Records (transcripts, My-Info (formerly EASI) and Degree Auditing), used 87% (85% in 2006). Admission applications were used by 54% (51% in 2006). Forms for withdrawal, pass/fail option etc. were used by 39% (compared to 46% in 2006). 56% said they order Transcripts (new for 2008). Veteran’s information was accessed by 2% (a new question for the 2008 Survey). As was the case in 2006, only 1% said they don’t use any of the Registrar’s on-line resources.
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When asked to explain if any problems were experienced using these resources, the responses were less than in 2006 (which also were minimal). They are:

· At times some parts did not open up or took forever to open up. At other times the font size could not be made larger.

· They are overall just confusing in layout. Other students that I have talked to (without disabilities) have told me they are confused by them to. 
· Trouble seeing what is on the screen unless I get up very close to it at times. Sometimes it isn't possible to get from one screen to another particularly quickly.
New for 2008, Students were asked if they experienced any access issues when registering for class. 24% said ‘yes’ they did, and identified the following problems, many were not related to ‘access barriers’:
· There is no way to enlarge the font size
· Search problems--can't seem to narrow the search enough or to get a quick progression from one screen to the next. Maybe this is just a glitch in the Timetable and it will be better after this semester? I also can't seem to enlarge text easily or at all in some instances. 
· There is a long list of choices at the bottom of the search form, such as days of the week, times of the day, etc. that takes forever to use with a screen reader. perhaps combo boxes or list boxes, rather than a bunch of edit fields? 
· Did not understand the UW system 
· In general it is just too slow. A class may be open, you click on it, it takes forever to load, and by the time it does load the class is closed 
· I had a hold on my enrollment 
· The most serious problem is getting into a course that I want especially if it is an evening or online course. There are VERY FEW evening/online courses offered at the UW. 
· Many classes I would like to get into are already full 
· Just issues with pages loading or being able to sign in when I needed to 
· Very slow, most likely due to all the people on at once. 
· I do not know what I am doing. The DoIT center helps 
· Freezes, and currently no timetable...makes it harder 
· Problems were not due to my disabilities. 
· Holds, unknown reasons for being unable to register 
· It takes so long for the student center to load course sections. 
· The student center is slow at updating the current status of the classes. It is nice to have both the timetable and student center in order to look up classes on the timetable and do a final registration on the student center. I did not get into a class that I wanted due to slow updating of the student center. Also, it is more difficult to look up classes on the student center compared to the timetable. 
· It is slow sometimes and also they changed the format one year (2 years ago) and never explained how to use it so that slowed my registration process 
· Slow loading while looking for classes 
· Wasn't allowed into a class that I had the prerequisites for 
· denied access 
· In the spring semester of 2007, I was told that I could not register until I paid some type of unpaid fee. I called four places before I discovered it was a twenty dollar late fee that I never knew I had. It would have been much more helpful to have gotten an email before my registration time telling me I owed money, than on the day of
Recommendations 

In order to realize ongoing improvement for SWD access to UW-Madison resources and education technologies, the following recommendations are made:

1. Continue awareness initiatives to make SWD aware of resources, and training available to them:

a. Funds to purchase adaptive technology through Courtney’s Adaptive Technology Scholarships,
b. Assistive technology available in the campus computer labs, that is available on all workstations, as well as on-line training,
c. The McBurney Rooms at Memorial and College Libraries.
2. Celebrate the overall decrease of access barriers experienced by SWD in the Campus Computer Labs, Kiosks, Libraries and on-line resources. Continue collaboration with the above service providers, and focus on:

a. The need for captioned videos and transcripts for podcasts

b. Helping campus faculty and staff understand PDF access challenges (images without text equivalents) how to create accessible PDF documents.
c. Challenges printing electronic documents

d. Inability to adjust font size

3. Strategize with ComETs (Community of Educational Technology Support) on methods to reduce on-line resource barriers within Learn@UW, captioning, transcripts, chat and PDF challenges. Create faculty outreach activities to increase awareness of faculty of accessibility barriers.

4. Conduct a repeat survey in 2009, and yearly with SWD to determine if gains are being made, or areas that need attention. Break the existing survey into two, for alternate years, to reduce the size of each.
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� Each year the Division of Information Technology (DoIT) conducts a “Student Computing Survey” with the overall student population at UW-Madison to assess technology use, services provided, and satisfaction levels. Survey results are available at: http://www.doit.wisc.edu/about/research/.


� (Source for AT definition: The US technology-related assistance for individuals with disabilities act of 1988, Section 3.1. Public Law 100-407, August 9, 1988 (renewed in 1998 in the Clinton Assistive Technology Act)
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Student Classification
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		Special



Student with Disability Classification
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0.159
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total enrollment

		Students with Disabilities

		Total Student Enrollement



Percent of students that 
self-identify as having disabilities

848

41552



Raw data

		Students with Disabilities Survey				Stu

				Classification		ID

				Freshman		9.1%

				Sophomore		9.1%

				Junior		15.9%

				Senior		36.4%

				Master's		15.9%

				PhD		8.0%

				Special		5.7%

				Students with Disabilities		848

				Total Student Enrollement		41,552





Disab

		Learning Disability

		ADD

		Low Vision

		Blind

		Deaf

		Hard of Hearing

		Head Injury

		Lower Body Mobility

		Upper Body Mobility

		Psychological

		Environmental

		Epilepsy

		Other/Health



Percent

Students with Disabilities - Disability Type

0.333

0.167

0.104

0.01

0.021

0.063

0.021

0.125

0.063

0.188

0.021

0.01

0.165



Raw data2

		Students with Disabilities Survey				Stu		Disability Type

				Disability		Percent

				Learning Disability		33.30%

				ADD		16.70%

				Low Vision		10.40%

				Blind		1%

				Deaf		2.10%

				Hard of Hearing		6.30%

				Head Injury		2.10%

				Lower Body Mobility		12.50%

				Upper Body Mobility		6.30%

				Psychological		18.80%

				Environmental		2.10%

				Epilepsy		1%

				Other/Health		16.50%





Own Comp

		mac laptop

		PC laptop

		mac desktop

		PC desktop



Types of computers owned (by 87% of students with disabilities)

0.042

0.34

0.12

0.66



Computer ownership

		YES

		NO



Computer Ownership

0.913

0.087



Raw data3

		Students with Disabilities - Own Computers

				overall		91.3

				mac laptop		4%

				PC laptop		34%

				mac desktop		12%						Do you Own a Computer

				PC desktop		66%

												YES		91%

												NO		9%
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		Cell Phone (Web Enabled)

		Laptop (wireless)



PDA, Web enabled cell phones and wireless laptop ownership

0.25

0.138

0.096



Raw data4

		

				PDA		25%

				Cell Phone (Web Enabled)		14%

				Laptop (wireless)		10%





modifications

		Scanning

		Voice Output

		PDF conversion to voice output

		Text magnification

		Ergonomic keyboard

		Mouse modification

		voice recognition

		Adjustable table

		Other



Software, hardware or modifications used

0.1

0.03
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0.02



Voice Output Uses

		<reading web,email & docs>

		<reading web only>

		<reading docs only>



Voice Output Applications

0.07
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why no adaptive equip

		Cost

		Not familiar with equipment

		Lack of expertise to purchase

		Lack of expertise to install

		Difficulty learning on own



Why students don't have adaptive equipment

0.255

0.383

0.128

0.096

0.085



populations not fam adaptive eq

		Learning Disability

		Attention Deficit Disorder

		Low Vision

		Hard of Hearing

		Lower Body Mobility

		Upper Body Mobility

		Psychological

		Other/Health



Populations not familiar with adaptive equipment

0.41

0.18

0.07

0.07

0.07
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0.09

0.05



own adaptive equipment

		NO

		YES



Own adaptive equipment 
on your own computer

0.729

0.27



Raw Data 5

		Software, hardware of modifications

				Scanning		10%						voice output								Adaptive Equipment

				Voice Output		3%

				PDF conversion to voice output		2%						<reading web,email & docs>		7%						NO		73%

				Text magnification		2%						<reading web only>		3%						YES		27%

				Ergonomic keyboard		3%						<reading docs only>		1%

				Mouse modification		3%

				voice recognition		4%

				Adjustable table		1%

				Other		2%

		What prevents you from having adaptive technology								Populations not familiar with adaptive equipment

				Cost		26%						Learning Disability		41%

				Not familiar with equipment		38%						Attention Deficit Disorder		18%

				Lack of expertise to purchase		13%						Low Vision		7%

				Lack of expertise to install		10%						Hard of Hearing		7%

				Difficulty learning on own		9%						Lower Body Mobility		7%

												Upper Body Mobility		5%

						95%						Psychological		9%

												Other/Health		5%

														99%





Raw Data 5

		0

		0



Do students have adaptive equipment on their computers?



courses have following

		WebCT

		Blackboard

		PDF readings on reserve

		PowerPoint

		Online courses



67,7%

Technologies Used in Courses

0.5

0.146

0.625

0.552

0.198



web page multimedia components

		Audio

		Video

		Animations



Web page multimedia components

39.6

39.6

28.1



ComputerLabUse

		YES

		NO

		No Response



Use Computer Labs

0.4077669903

0.5145631068

0.0776699029



E-Reserves

		YES

		NO

		No Response



Use Library E-Resources

0.3203883495

0.5533980583

0.1262135922



courses with web-based

		YES

		NO



Have been in courses that used web-based materials

0.88

0.12



Raw Data 6

		Have you been in a course that used any of the following?										Web pages with multimedia components 41.7

				Web pages		67,7%						Audio		39.6

				WebCT		50%						Video		39.6

				Blackboard		14.60%						Animations		28.1

				PDF readings on reserve		62.50%

				PowerPoint		55.20%

				Online courses		19.80%

														Use web-based materials

		Do Web based materials create problems										YES		88%

				yes								NO		12%

				no

		Use Web based Material

				yes		83.3

				no		11.5

						Use Computer Labs		Use Librariy E-Resources						Use Computer Labs				Use E-Resources

				YES		42		33				YES		40.78%		YES		32.04%

				NO		53		57				NO		51.46%		NO		55.34%

				No Response		8		13				No Response		7.77%		No Response		12.62%






