IMPACT Network

Questions about DES review

It would be good if we could think of any issues to add, particularly anything that came up that we have not got notes about that the ECU could convert into an FAQ
Q & A = Question and Answer     C = Comment

Q
Where can I find good guidance on conducting the DES review?

A
DRC Code of practice has a section (4 paragraphs). No other guidance to be produced by DRC prior to changeover to CEHR. ECU gong to produce short summative guidance in the next month – with permission will use feedback from this group.

Q
Is there any guidance from the RR(A)A or from gender legislation which would assist in planning DES developments & review?

A
ECU have produced guidance on developing a single equality scheme which may be of use. Also guidance on Impact Assessments is being produced (currently in final proof stage)

Q
The ODI only asked if HEIs produced a DES and if they consulted disabled people. Institutions could therefore have consulted only one or two disabled people and produced any old scheme. BUT the DRC review of a sample of 21 HEIs has been extremely rigorous and requested the non-compliant HEIs to make amendments by November 2007. There does not seem to be parity or checks on other non scrutinised HEIs. Will we get to know anything about the learning from the DES scrutiny process to help advise us in improving our DES?

A
As far as the ECU are aware the DRC will be producing an anonymised report of findings and recommendations of the scrutiny process. ?? CHECK
C
My HEI received a DRC letter after the scrutiny process with recommendations for action. My main concern is that the process did not take the size and nature of the institution into account. The scrutiny was standardised and had little regard for proportionality of action which might be expected to have been taken for the DES. For example the DRC asked us to consider cross tabulating disability data with ethnicity data. This was not considered at the outset so may be difficult for the HEI to take on board in such a short space of time (Nov 07). ?????
C
My understanding was that the DES should be written to promote cultural change in the HEI to help remove discrimination and achieve inclusion. This is what our DES attempted to do. Having been through the scrutiny process it seems to me that the recommendations for action are about compliance with the legislation not the spirit of it. I could have written a compliant DES but this would not have achieved the change we need to address disability equality issues. There is some resentment about the recommendations in our HEI as we have really tried to produce a DES that will actually instigate a complete change of culture in our HEI.

Q
At what point are you compliant v using the DES to become compliant over time? Most of the guidance we received prior to DES publication indicated that if we were working towards the requirements of the legislation and if our DES action plan made clear where we perceived gaps and how we were going to address this it would be an acceptable DES. However it now appears from the scrutiny process that we actually had to be fully compliant in Dec 2006. Most HEI were not ready then. Also if we were expected to be compliant then how do we encourage our HEI to produce a plan for continual improvement now?
C 
For information we were part of the DES scrutiny. Someone engaged by the DRC also interviewed us about our involvement process. They did not look just at the DES and action plan.

Examples of good practice in DES review

· Steering group meeting DES progress reports used to compile DES review report

· DES review report incorporated into annual monitoring report for Equal Opportunities / institutional annual review

· DES review report submitted to key institutional committees eg academic, estates and facilities, resources

· Meeting informally with colleagues to consider DES progress now to alert them to the review deadline

· Disability Services identifying their responsibilities in regard to delivering the DES and working with colleagues to provide an update on progress for the DES lead.
General good practice / drivers for change
· An external driver for change in my HEI related to mental health issues. The Virginia, Columbine or was it a later one? School shooting galvanized senior management. However they now have difficulty in associating mental health issues with disability issues.

· As part of our involvement activities we engaged a consultant to facilitate some staff focus groups and produce a feedback report with staff recommendations for action. The report was presented to senior management by the chair of the disability committee (senior member of staff). This meant as the disability adviser I only needed to play a supporting role. It was not the disability service delivering the message but a more authoritative member of staff. Action was agreed at the meeting and several of the recommendations have already been progressed.

· We have had a national disability project hosted by our HEI. The project manager arranged a dissemination and consultation? event in the house of commons. The VC was invited but could not make the event so requested the date be changed as he was keen to attend. Having a prestigious/ high profile event of this kind ensured senior level engagement which an in house or lower profile event might not have achieved.

· In our HEI we have collaborated with other student services to go into departments and tell them about student services provision. The disability service talks about all student services and in return other students services spread the word about disability provision. In this way it is not only us who promotes disability. This means we share responsibility for passing on information.

General point from the meeting.

· We all need to set manageable/ achievable targets for our own action. In this way we move forward one step at a time. Even small changes can result in changes in practice by others. We tend to want to achieve too much too quickly and end up getting swamped by everything we think we have to do. 

Involvement good practice

We are an HEI with a range of provision for the public in addition to our teaching and learning role eg a museum, film set, conference centre etc. We therefore needed our involvement of disabled people process to encompass all our activities. It was also likely that with all the other public sector bodies in the area there would be consultation fatigue, disabled people would feel bombarded with requests for their views. We therefore combined with one other university, the local council, the mental health trust and other public sector bodies (local and national) to collaborate on involvement and consultation. The mental health trust was really keen to get some involvement activity going so this aspect was really good for us. In this way we were able to hear the views of people with mental health difficulties. We might not have been successful in getting such a wide range of views if we had not collaborated in this way.

To attract as many people as possible we booked a prestigious venue which we thought people would like to visit and we gave them a really good lunch. We made sure people felt welcome. We checked they were able to get there and offered them transport to the venue.
The format of the event was a quick discussion about the DED then we asked a couple of questions about what barriers people felt existed for disabled people and their ideas for solution. About 65 disabled people attended. We felt it was a successful day. We identified several actions it would be useful to take. Even if the actions were not specifically relevant to our university, people’s views gave us ideas for our own scheme. 

We are holding a follow up event this September.

