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Foreword
“  Disabled people in wheelchairs rely heavily on the built environment for mobility. An accessible environment is not determined by disabled people themselves, but by how they are able to interact with the environment. If a wheelchair user cannot reach the first floor of a building because of a flight of stairs, it is not because he/she is in a wheelchair, but because of the presence of the stairs. It is the physical environment which prevents access, not the fact that a person in a wheelchair cannot walk.”

Thus wrote able-bodied UPE student David Morton in his “Investigation into wheelchair accessibility in the urban business districts of Port Elizabeth” (Ref 31). His words set the scene well when looking at the barriers faced by disabled people who study, work or just visit the UPE campus.

Accessibility can be defined as =

“The extent to which aspects of society can be equally, easily, safely and appropriately used or reached by people with special needs or impairments. These aspects include buildings, facilities, constructed spaces, transport, information, equipment, services, activities, resources, utilities, language, communication and technology.”  (Ref 03)
Disabled staff and students  have campaigned for several years  to have barriers removed at UPE  that  prevent them from:

a)   Using the  built environments as freely and safely as other citizens do. And 

b)  Accessing the information and technology that benefits other citizens  (Ref 03)

In 2001 the Government of the Eastern Cape,  Office on the Status of Disabled Persons (OSDP) called on all government departments to remove barriers to accessibility and  ensure that “ at least 5%  of each department’s available staff positions should be allocated to people with disabilities, with adequate provisions  for reasonable accommodation,  all-round accessibility and skill enhancement opportunities”.  (Ref 05) 

Similarly, the Department of Public Buildings and Works was expected to upgrade at least 80% of public buildings to be fully accessible to disabled people.

There appears to be no reason why this should not apply to the education sector, but, as this report shows,  UPE has a long way to go.

Abbreviations

2F

Second Floor. 3F = Third Floor and so on.

DPO

Disabled People’s Organisation

F

Female

FF

First Floor

GF

Ground Floor

LGF

Lower Ground Floor

M

Male

m

Metre

mm

Millimetre

OSDP

Office on the Status of Disabled Persons ( in the President’s Office)

Paraplegic
Facilities designed for users of wheelchairs and other people with mobility problems.  

>

Greater than

<

Less than

1.  INTRODUCTION

1.1   Aims.

In September 2002, amidst growing concern about  accessibility for disabled students and staff  and other disabled people visiting UPE, the Safety, Health and Environmental Management  and the Disability Forum commissioned a baseline assessment of the campus, and a comparison  with the SA national standards.

1.2   Background
a) In 2002 there were about 7000 students at UPE, of whom at least 9 (0.13%) are known to have disabilities, and about 2000 staff of whom at least 16 (0.8%), mainly admin staff, are known to have  disabilities.  Some disabled students and staff appear unwilling to identify themselves as having a disability, which is the individual’s right but does nothing to improve accessibility for those who need it.

b)  South Africa’s emerging legislation on human rights (Ref 01, 02),  employment equity (Refs 13, 14 and 48) and  prevention of  discrimination (Ref 15), motivates that the staff profile of organisations of all types should reflect the demography of the areas where they operate.  As at least 5 to 10 % of the population in the Eastern Cape have a  disability, UPE should  plan to accommodate much larger numbers of disabled students and staff in future. 

c)  Disabled people  include those who  have mobility or other physical disabilities,  are blind or partially sighted or are deaf, hard of hearing or cannot speak. They also include people with temporary disabilities such as broken limbs. The special needs of people with psychiatric or intellectual disabilities are acknowledged but were not specifically included in this assessment.

NB: In the Nelson Mandela Metro, there are currently over 40 000 people with disabilities receiving a disability grant of R720 per month, to support themselves, and in many cases an extended family.  According to the 1996 Census, the distribution by disability sector is -  Sight = 41%, Hearing = 14%, Physical = 21%,  Mental = 7%,  More than 1 = 6%, Unspecified = 10%.

d)  Various categories of people visit  UPE including students, academic and admin staff, suppliers, contractors, schoolchildren attending careers events, members of the general public attending exhibitions, seminars, presentations, clinics, counselling, bio kinetics, and sports functions.

c) This assessment would include car parks, entrances, reception areas, lifts, toilets, offices, lecture rooms, laboratories, libraries, cafeterias, residences and sport facilities,  and include the campuses at both  Summerstrand and Bird Street.  (It was noted that UPE also makes use of various off-campus venues, but these would not be considered during this assessment.)

f)  Contact would be made with disabled students and staff to determine the barriers they experience whilst on campus.

g)  Barriers would be identified and recommendations made where possible, but as the writer is not an architect, it would not be possible to offer detailed solutions to architectural problems.

1.3  Orientation

Before starting the detailed assessment of each building, , the writer was taken on  an orientation tour of the main campus by  a staff member who walked with the aid of  crutches and  a student who was unable to walk and used  a manual wheelchair for mobility. 

The tour started at the reserved parking bays outside the main entrance to Embizweni (Building 9) and proceeded clockwise around the main campus buildings, 1, 35, 10, 5, 7, 14, 6, 11, 8, 4 and back to 9. (Ref 00)

Many barriers were experienced such as –

>  No signage to indicate accessible routes or facilities

>  No reserved and  accessible parking bays in most areas.

>  Many steep ramps between and inside buildings.

>  The need to take long arduous routes to reach some areas,

>  Many double doors too narrow to get through unless both were opened.

>  Small lifts difficult to enter, and most with the top control too high to reach when seated in a wheelchair.

>  Extra time needed to use lifts, compared with stairs.

>  No accessible toilets in most buildings.

>  No space for wheelchairs in some lecture rooms due to fixed seating and sloping floors.

>  ATM’s and Pay Phones too high to reach when seated in a wheelchair.

The orientation tour is reported in more detail in Section 3.

1.4   The Assessment and the Report

The writer visited most of the  buildings on the Summerstrand and Bird Street Campuses accompanied by a wheelchair user. Observations and measurements were made  to  compare the campus  with the South African standards for accessibility.

Interviews were held with disabled students and staffers met during the survey.

Disabled and able-bodied staffers in various admin  departments were also interviewed.  Information  received during the interviews has  been incorporated anonymously in the relevant sections of this report.

The assessment is discussed briefly in Section 4 and  detailed results are given in Appendix B (Main Campus Buildings), C (On-campus Residences), D (Sports Facilities) and E (Bird Street Campus).

The report continues in Section 5 with general observations on the barriers faced by disabled people. Recommendations are given for some of the changes needed to remove the barriers and bring UPE up to the national standards of accessibility.

Conclusions drawn from the survey are given in Section 6, 

The appendices include references to current legislation, national standards and other relevant publications on disability issues, and the detailed reports on the Main Campus Buildings, On-campus Residences, Sports Facilities and the Bird Street campus.
2.  SUMMARY

This report shows that  UPE is well below the national standards in all aspects of accessibility  assessed during 2002 and 2003.

In October 2002, the UPE Safety, Health and Environmental Management  and the Disability Forum commissioned  a baseline assessment of the accessibility of the UPE campuses and a comparison  with   national standards. 

The needs of people with various types of disabilities were considered, including those with  mobility and other physical disabilities, those who are blind or partially sighted, deaf or hard of hearing, or cannot speak.  

The assessment took note of the needs of the various categories of people who use the campuses at Summerstrand and Bird Street, including students, academic and admin staff, suppliers, contractors and other visitors.   Public areas such as the Auditorium and Sport Facilities also need to be accessible to outsiders including parents with pushchairs, and elderly or frail relatives and friends.

During the assessment various  aspects of accessibility were studied including - Fire and other Health and Safety Hazards, Attitudes and Awareness, Communication, Signage and Access to Info, Parking Facilities,  Ramps and Pathways, Entrances and Doorways, Lifts , Toilets and Restrooms, Work and Study Stations, Service Points, Catering Facilities, Payphones and  ATM’s, residential accommodation and sports facilities.   
Unfortunately, the UPE campus at Summerstrand, built in 1974, was not designed with disabled people in mind. This has resulted in a host of   unacceptable barriers that will require  many minor and some quite major modifications to bring UPE up to the South African  national standards.

Fortunately most modifications will be relatively inexpensive, particularly when included  during the  routine maintenance and renovation of buildings.

The campus of much older buildings at Bird Street is, perhaps  understandably, even worse.   

Both campuses include several no-go areas where there is either no ramp or the existing ramps  are far too steep and dangerous for wheelchair users  to negotiate, even with assistance.  

Most of the buildings  do not have accessible paraplegic toilets.

To comply with Government policy,  the  profile of  students and staff  at UPE  should increasingly reflect the demography of South Africa, which includes at least 5 to 10% disabled people.  This means that there is increasing pressure on UPE  to accommodate more disabled students and staff.  No potential student or employee with a disability should ever  be turned away or discouraged from studying or working at UPE just because of poor physical or intellectual accessibility.

Recommendations are therefore  given for  work that should be undertaken urgently to improve all aspects of accessibility as it is no longer acceptable to discriminate against disabled people. 

If Management wishes UPE to become a world-class university in all respects, they are urged to plan and budget to bring the campus up to the national standards of  accessibility.

The UPE Disability Forum must take a leading role in advocating for the removal of barriers.

3.  NAVIGATING THE  MAIN CAMPUS IN A WHEELCHAIR

See Ref 00 for maps of the Summerstrand campus

This section is based on the initial orientation tour, and subsequent observations made during the  detailed assessment of each building.

The  tour,  conducted by  a staff member who walked with the aid of  crutches, and  a student  who was unable to walk and used a manual wheelchair for mobility,  started from the parking area outside the main entrance to Building 9, Embizweni, where there were three parking bays reserved for people with disabilities.  (Ref 00)

There were fairly shallow ramps up to the wide entrance doors.  Inside,  there was good access to most of the offices and other rooms, and a lift to each floor.

This was the only building with an accessible toilet on each of the three main floors, and they were all of the recommended unisex type, with access direct from the corridor.  

A choice of two steep ramps led up to the Cashier’s counters in an adjacent building, then there were very steep ramps  down to the foyer of  Building 1, Main Building.   Four lifts gave access to the other 19 floors. 

A brief visit was made to  Floor 16, to look at a typical  office area. There were no wheelchair accessible toilets in the building except on the first floor.

The tour continued  with a clockwise tour of the large cluster of buildings that form the Main Campus.   The paved forecourt in front of Building 1 led  towards  Building 10, Music, then left again and down a long covered ramp to Building 35, Universet lecture halls.    Most of the rooms had fixed seating. In some rooms the seats at the end of the  back row had been removed, but it was still difficult for a wheelchair user to manoeuvre  into position, and then the wheelchair obstructed  students wishing to get to other seats in the row..

One of the most frequently used lecture rooms, 350101, was very difficult and time consuming for a wheelchair user to access as it was necessary to first exit the building and then use a series of ramps to get down to the back of the building and  enter the lower service door, having checked first that it would be unlocked.

A solitary  reserved  parking bay off Aloe Road at the back of the building  was not correctly marked or signed, and was apparently often illegally obstructed by other vehicles.

Outside a side door of Building 35, a  ‘temporary’ wooden ramp had been installed over a year ago, to give access into the building from a path leading from the  Residences a couple of hundred metres away - a long walk with no cover from rain or sun. 

Returning to  Building 10, Music, the  lift was used to get  up to the level of the passage across Guineafowl Road to  Building 5, Sanlam Lecture Halls, and then down and up ramps to Building 7, Maths and Psychology. 

Outside, in the parking area off Crossberry Road there were two Reserved bays  but they were not the standard size or signage.

The lift was used to get down  to LGF level from where  a  steep vehicle ramp led down to the underground Kiewiet Road. This gave level access to Building 14, the Kraal Cafeterias. Because of a few steps, there was no access to the first floor of the cafeterias and function rooms or  to the CBFM offices.

There were  several ATM’s and Pay Phones in the area, most with the controls too high to reach when seated in a wheelchair.    A narrow security door made it  impossible to get into the ABSA branch office..

Long steep ramps were used to get up to Building 6, Education and Building 11,  Human Movement Science.   The lift in Building 6 was  used to get up to the level of the large open paved forecourt in front of  Building 8,  Main Library.  The entrance of the Library was up ramps and through a security tunnel.

From the Library forecourt  ramps lead up to  Building 12, Biological Sciences, and Building 13, Physics and Chemistry.   The main doors of Building 86,  Goldfields South,  which houses the students clubs and SRC Offices, and Building 87,  Goldfields North  with the Oppidani Centre and the Citiwise Drivers Club were at forecourt level, but once inside the door, the only access up to the first floor or down to the ground floor and toilets was via steps.

From the forecourt there was also a dangerously steep  vehicle ramp, closed off by a boom, which gave, in theory, access down to the Architectural Department on the LGF of Building 8, via a further ramp.   From the foot of the ramp there was also difficult access up ramps to the GF of Building 86.

The tour concluded by returning fairly easily across the Library forecourt, past Building 6,  Education,  through Building 4,  Old Mutual Lecture Halls and back to Building 9, Embizweni.

4.  ASSESSMENT  OF INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS

The assessment included most of the buildings  at Summerstrand and at Bird Street.

The accessibility needs of disabled students and staff and  other disabled visitors such as suppliers and contractors were considered  together with  the needs of disabled learners attending exhibitions, and family members such as parents with pushchairs, and elderly or frail relatives and friends attending functions at venues such as   the Auditorium and   sports facilities.

At each building or site,  measurements and other details were recorded on fire and other health and safety hazards, communication, signage and information, parking facilities, ramps and pathways,  entrances and doorways, lifts, toilets and restrooms, work and study stations, service points, catering facilities, pay phones, ATM’s  and other relevant features.  These were compared  with the national standards for accessibility (Refs 6, 7 and 8).   

The practical yardstick used nationally for mobility is the capability of a paraplegic wheelchair user (i.e. a person who is unable to walk, but has full function in both arms) to move independently.   The assessment therefore looked for  barriers that would prevent such a person from freely accessing parts of the campus, or cause them to make unacceptable detours to gain access. 

Note was also taken of barriers to people who have other physical or mobility disabilities, who are blind or partially sighted,  deaf, hard of hearing or who cannot speak. 

The details of the assessments are given in the Appendices B to E, and where possible, recommendations have been made for improvements..

NB:- 

Dimensions are given in millimetres (mm)  unless otherwise stated.  

The notation > indicates ‘greater than’ and   < indicates ‘less than’.

The notation used for the gradient of ramps is of the form 1:12,   meaning that the ramp has a gradient  rising (or falling) by 1 unit of length for every 12 units of length along the ramp. 

Existing ramps were measured using a Gradient Finder (Ref 38)

5. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS  AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

This section presents general observations on the various facilities, or lack of,  for people with disabilities, based mainly on what was found while assessing the Main Campus Buildings. 

Recommendations are given for some of the changes needed to remove the barriers and bring UPE up to the national  standards of accessibility.

At the end of each sub-section, brief notes are given of related national standards, viz:-

	The notes on   National Standards given at the end of each part  below have been taken from SABS  and  other national specifications or guidelines, most of which are given in the references in Appendix A.


It was disturbing to find that on the Main Campus –    

a)  There were only 8 parking bays reserved for people with disabilities, and not all were wide enough or had the correct signage.

b)  Nearly every building had one or more internal or external ramps. There were over 50 ramps but most of them were too steep (with a gradient over 1:10)  or too long (over 5m without a level section), and many did not have handrails. Some were  very dangerous.

c) There were 14 buildings with two or more floors.  7 of  the  upper floors  could not be reached by  lift.

d)  None of the 14 lifts had Braille notation.

e)  There were 70 floors but 59 did not have  accessible toilets. 

f)  There were 20 payphones, but none could be operated easily when seated in a wheelchair.  

g)  There were 4 ATM’s, but none could be operated easily when seated in a wheelchair.  

h)   One Bank (ABSA) had a branch office, but was totally inaccessible for a wheelchair user.

NB:- Details for the buildings assessed on all the sites are given in Appendices B to E.

5.1  FIRE  AND OTHER HEALTH AND SAFETY HAZARDS

	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	There were no specific emergency procedures in place to assist disabled occupants to evacuate buildings in the event of a fire or other emergency. This is of particular concern for the 20-floor Main Building, other buildings with more than one floor, the new 400-seat lecture hall, the residences, the Auditorium and Indoor Sport Centre and any other places where large numbers of people may gather.
	This situation should be investigated with a risk management expert.

Emergency evacuation procedures should be published with escape routes for all buildings. These should  specifically include provision for wheelchair users and all other people with disabilities. The procedures should be displayed in print and Braille at 1200 above floor height.



	There were no visual warnings for deaf people, especially with regard to emergency evacuation procedures
	There should be both audible and visual  fire or other emergency alarms in all areas.

	There were no specific measures in place for the short-term protection against fire for disabled occupants of  buildings with more than one floor.


	Safe enclosed areas should be provided that give protection from smoke and fire. These should be fitted with communication to contact the emergency services. (Ref 23)



	The safety of the  wooden ‘fire escape’ stairs in the Architectural section of Blg 8 should be reviewed.
	A risk management expert should be consulted.

	

	Fire Safety – notwithstanding smoke-proof and fire-resistant enclosures, it begs the question whether pwds should have  access only  to ground floor or other floors that have emergency access  direct to the outside of the  building ??  Consider emergency chutes as used on aircraft to descend a few metres onto the ground outside etc. 

A risk management expert should be able to advise on the  standard practice at other high-rise buildings in the Metro.  Are disabled people being faced with unacceptable risks?

	Some pavements were not accessible and wheelchair users are forced to ride in the road.
	Curb cuts should be installed to SABS 0246 at all corners of pavements and at pedestrian crossings. 

Curb cuts should also include tactile markings for use by Blind people who use a white cane.



	Stairways which are not enclosed underneath were a  hazard for blind and partially sighted people who may accidentally walk under the stairs and bump their head. Examples include the Staff Kraal, and the Eendrag building at Bird Street.


	Tactile guards (eg potplanters) should be installed to prevent people from walking underneath open stairways, or bumping their head on equipment protruding from a wall, such as a fire extinguisher. 



	In Blgs 12 and 13, the doors from the foyer on each floor, to the main corridors, had large doorstops in the floor which were tripping hazards, particularly for blind and partially sighted people.


	An alternative method of holding the doors open should be found.

Tripping hazards should be eliminated.

Door sills should be coloured to contrast with the floor.

	Some ramps were dangerous as they were too steep or do not have curbs or handrails.
	All ramps should be checked and upgraded to SABS 0246 (Ref  07)

 

	The steep vehicle ramp down from the Library forecourt level to the Building Sciences department at the back of Building 8  was used by some wheelchair users when they had enough assistance.  When the boom is locked, students have been carried down the stairs in their wheelchairs. 


	This practice is very dangerous, is an accident waiting to happen, and should be forbidden.

Alternative access should be provided between the Library forecourt,   Building Sciences and Goldfields South.



	There were very few truly accessible toilets on the campus.   Easy access to toilet facilities is essential for  people with several  types of  disability, particularly for incontinent wheelchair users.

Failure to attend regularly to the needs of nature can result in urinary tract infections, kidney  and other health problems.  
	There should be accessible toilets on every floor of every building.

This had been promised in the past, but not followed up by the Disability Forum



	National Standards

An expert in risk management  should be consulted.


5.2  ATTITUDES AND AWARENESS

	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	Most disabled staff and students did not appear to take any interest in the UPE Disability Forum. According to the records there were 25 people with disabilities  in 2002 and  31 in 2003, but few were involved directly in the Disability Forum.
	The Disability Forum should register ALL disabled staff and students at UPE automatically as members, and involve as many as possible in the activities of the Forum.. 

	There is no regular interaction between the Disability Forum and other UPE departments.

In particular the SRC, Staff Assn, SAPTU and HEHAWU do not appear to have been involved.
	Representatives from the SRC, Staff Assn, SAPTU and HEHAWU should be co-opted onto the Disability Forum.

Representatives from Building Sciences, Technical Services and other relevant departments should also be co-opted onto the UPE Disability Forum to improve the understanding of those departments and the role that they should play on campus.

 

	The UPE Disability Forum, and UPE in general lacked regular contact with external disabled peoples organisations and others working on disability issues.

Consequently they were not keeping pace with the changes taking place in other parts of the education sector, and in legislation, business,  tourism and the general public, in terms of disability issues. 
	Local experts on disability issues should be co-opted onto the UPE Disability Forum and other relevant UPE committees.

Progress with improvements to accessibility and other disability issues should be continuously monitored by the Disability Forum.

	The Disability Forum did not have the capacity to handle outstanding disability issues. These included the monitoring of UPE’s disability equity policies, the removal of physical and intellectual barriers and the provision of part time jobs and experiential training for disabled students. 
	A Disability Unit should be created staffed with suitably qualified disabled persons to increase awareness and handle disability issues. (Refer Wits and UCT)

	During the assessment, a variety of attitudes were met towards people with disabilities, from autocratic indifference to overbearing patronisation.

A cultural change is needed at UPE, but there appears to have been little or nothing done by management to  train  admin and  academic staff and  students  to raise awareness about people with  special needs, and explain  disability etiquette,   in order to improve attitudes.
	Training should be provided  to raise the awareness of all staff and students (disabled and able-bodied) about rights, accessibility and other disability issues.  (Ref 03, 21, 42 and 48)

Related information should  also  be disseminated by email and on internal websites, and on display boards at strategic points eg Embizweni, The Library,  Kraal, Sports Centre and the Residences.

 

	Some front-line departments that interacted with the public,  or provided non-academic services to students, appeared to lack awareness of disability issues.  Some individuals appeared to have no perception of the barriers faced by students and staff with disabilities.
	Specific training on disability etiquette should be provided for staff in front-line departments, including the catering and sports facilities. (Ref 22, 40, 41)

	According to some students, some lecturers appeared to have a negative attitude towards students with disabilities, but  were gradually becoming more aware of some of the students special needs.  For example, certain lecturers were very cooperative and  produced notes and exam papers in larger font sizes for people with poor eyesight.
	Specific  training should be provided for academic staff, including guidelines on teaching students with special needs. (Ref 39)

	Interviews were held with members of the HR department, SRC, Staff Association, SAPTU and 

NEHAWU, but disability issues did not appear to be a priority with any of them.
	UPE departments providing services to 

employees and students, and organisations representing employees and students  should put equity, accessibility and other disability issues onto their agendas. (Ref 03)

	National Standards

>Employees should be given training on how to interact effectively with people with disabilities.

Ref 03 - What every South African should know about disability rights.

Ref 21 – Disabled People South Africa

Ref 22, 40 – Disability etiquette.

Ref 39 -  Teaching students with special needs.

Ref 41 – Assisting disabled people in a restaurant 

Ref 42, 48  – Managing disability in the workplace.




5.3  COMMUNICATION,  SIGNAGE AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION

	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	Very few signs were seen to indicate the position of or route to accessible facilities. This is a particular problem for new disabled students,   staff  and  visitors..


	Symbolic signs should be installed to indicate accessible routes and  specific accessible facilities, eg reserved parking bays, ramps, lifts, and toilets.

The location of such accessible facilities should be added to the maps of the campus.

Security and other key staff should be trained about accessible routes and facilities.

	Only the lower shelves in the Libraries can be reached by wheelchair users. Library staff were prepared to assist when they had the time.


	Student Assistant Helpers could be recruited to assist  as required.

Some students may enjoy the voluntary work and the opportunity to form relationships with pwd’s, and could meet near the entrance of the Library and  be ‘collected’ by the wheelchair user on the way in.



	Some students cannot use conventional PC keyboards.
	Voice operated software should be installed on some PC’s in PC Labs and the Library.

	Partially sighted and deaf students and staff may require special facilities in order to be able to move around, study and work effectively.
	Good lighting and contrasting colours should be provided throughout the campus.




	Some printed information, notices on notice boards, info on PC screens was difficult to read, particularly if the reader was partially sighted, or seated in a wheelchair. 


	Large (at least 12 point) clear fonts, black on  white, should be used for effective communication. 

	Some disabled students said that they needed  easier access to PC’s to make better use of spare time during the day.
	It appears that  students will be able to access  PC’s in various locations, for email and other purposes.

	National Standards

>Buildings should be accessible to all  people with disabilities and other special needs..

> Accessible facilities including routes, lifts and toilets should be clearly marked.

>SABS  standards should be used for the size and colouring  of signage. Signs should be symbolic, ie language-free, where possible.

>Good lighting and large (at least 12 point) clear fonts are essential for effective communication  on printed  papers and on  notice boards. Avoid obscuring printed information with poor contrast or ‘busy’ backgrounds.

> Information should be available in electronic form so that it can be accessed by blind and deaf people. Eg: via email and internet webpages.

Some accommodations for people who are blind or partially sighted.

>Employees should be given training on how to communicate with blind people.

> Guide Dogs should be allowed to accompany their owner to all areas.

>Audible and tactile safety warnings should be provided for persons who cannot see.

> Emergency evacuation procedures should be provided in Braille and on audio tape.

>Good lighting and  contrasting colours, particularly between walls, doors and floors, may assist partially sighted people to move safely and to work efficiently.

>Although  Braille is  preferred by those  who can read it, raised  letters and numerals  are of more general use to most blind and partially sighted people.. Eg in lifts, on the wall just outside the lift to indicate the floor, and on doors in general..

>Voice operated and speech generating software may assist blind people to maintain function in work and study situations.

> Newcomers to an organisation should be given induction and orientation training by another experienced blind person, or a Blind Trainer.    

> In training environments, handouts  should be made available in advance to allow time to have them read. If possible the notes should be provided  in Braille, large print or on audio cassette. 

> Lecturers should mention salient points of any visual information. Eg Overhead slides.

> Blind employees and students should be encouraged to pair up with sited people and work together. They should also be part of a group – assists with moving around and creates awareness of the special needs of blind people.

Some accommodations for people who are deaf or hard of hearing

>Employees should be given training on how to communicate with deaf people.

> Sign Language interpreters should be provided when required.

> Visual and vibrating safety warnings  should be provided for persons who cannot hear.

> Good lighting   assists deaf people to lip read and to sign (use sign language).

> Newcomers to an organisation should be given induction and orientation training by another experienced deaf person or Deaf Trainer..   

> PA announcements should be repeated on visual displays, particularly in airports and similar public places.

> In training environments, handouts should be made available in advance, to give the student the opportunity to prepare questions.

> Lecturers should provide visual cues for any audible information. Eg Video soundtrack.

> Deaf employees and students should be encouraged to pair up with sited people and work together. They should also be part of a group – assists with moving around and creates awareness of the special needs of deaf people.

Some accommodations for people with speech disabilities 

> Employees should be given training on how to communicate with people with a  speech disability. Some may  be difficult to understand and  some may also be deaf and may not be able to hear you.

> Give the person your full attention, in a quiet environment if possible and don’t interrupt or finish the person’s sentences.

> If necessary ask the person to write it down or to suggest another way to communicate.




5.4  PARKING FACILITIES

	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	There were only eight Reserved bays amongst 31 disabled students and staff. 

There were no reserved bays at the Residences and Sports Centre. 

Users often need to move between several buildings during lectures.
	More reserved bays should be created as required.

The location of such bays should be clearly indicated from the perimeter roads.

	Some of the ‘reserved’ bays were smaller than the standard width of 3500. 


	These should be enlarged to 3500, or positioned so that there is extra ‘shared’ space between two bays.

	The procedures for establishing new reserved bays and issuing of permits were not clear.
	UPE should use the same criteria as for the rest of the Metro. The NMMM Traffic Department should be consulted about standards for size, marking and signage.

The same should apply to the issuing of  permits and the policing of the bays..

	The very open parking area between Duiker and Mongoose Roads was too far from Building 12  to be any use to wheelchair users.
	Reserved parking should be provided close and accessible to  Building 12. 

	The parking on the grass off Bushbuck Rd, opposite Building  13 was not accessible.
	Reserved parking should be provided close and accessible to  Building 13.

	Wheelchair users could not use the Taxi drop-off area as there was no reasonable access to bypass the steps up to the Main and other buildings
	Taxis with disabled passengers should be allowed to drop off at Blg 9,   Embizweni.



	National Standards

* Parking bays reserved for drivers or passengers who use  wheelchairs should be 3500 wide.    (This is to allow  sufficient space alongside the vehicle for the disabled person to transfer safely between vehicle and wheelchair.)

* Parking bays should be on firm level ground,  close to the entrance to the building, and undercover.  (Disabled drivers and passengers generally take longer to get in and out of a vehicle, a problem when it is raining)

* Right-angle or fishbone parking is preferred.  ( Parallel parking exposes a disabled driver to  danger from passing traffic).

* The bays should be clearly marked with the regulation blue  Reserved sign….…..high above ground level, and a large international symbol of accessibility painted on the ground, to deter illegal use. 

*  The pathways between the parking area and buildings should be smooth, with suitable curb-cuts or other easy access onto pavements. 

* Users of parking bays reserved for people with disabilities are required to  display a permit issued by the local Traffic Authority.


5.5  RAMPS AND PATHWAYS

	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	In most areas it was not possible to move far without encountering a flight of steps or a steep ramp..
	Future developments should not include steps unless they are also bypassed by a paraplegic ramp.

	Some of the routes between lecture rooms and facilities such as the  Library or  Kraal were very strenuous and time consuming  if one  cannot move direct from one building to another. Time between lectures (10 minutes)  does not give enough time if you are in the slow track.
	Accessible shuttle transport should be provided  for disabled students between remote points. (See the Dial-a-Ride system in Cape Town, Ref 37)

	It should be noted that most quadriplegics  have less arm function than other wheelchair users. They therefore may find it difficult to manage even 1:12 ramps except by using an electric wheelchair.
	Electric wheelchairs should be provided for use on campus.

Other special accommodations may be required in some areas.

	Regular maintenance of the surface of parking areas, pavements, paths,  ramps, door sills, stairs and other facilities is very important to safe accessibility


	. Paving should be kept in good repair. This is particularly important for the surface of ramps and pathways used frequently by disabled people.

The damaged  paving in the Biokinetics car park at Blg 11 should be repaired.

A clear procedure should be issued for reporting such damaged facilities.

	There were about 50 ramps throughout the main campus.

More than half were too steep and inaccessible when compared with the standard slope  of 1:12. 

Some were obviously designed to give vehicles access to various buildings for deliveries and  maintenance purposes, not for wheelchair users.
	Existing ramps where the gradient is greater than 1:12 should be modified or bypassed..



	The two ramps between Buildings 9, 2, and the two-section ramp between Buildings 2 and 1 were not accessible.
	These ramps should be upgraded to SABS 0246.

	The steep vehicle ramp down from the Library forecourt level to the Building Sciences department at the back of Building 8  was being  used by some wheelchair users when they had enough assistance.

When the boom is locked, students have been carried down the stairs in their wheelchairs. 
	This practice is very dangerous, is an accident waiting to happen, and should be forbidden.

Alternative access should be provided between the Library forecourt  down to  Building Sciences.

Access via the lift inside the Library, direct to Construction Management on the second floor should be investigated.

	The access routes to   Building 86,  Student Societies and SRC, and to  Blg 87, the Opidani Centre and the Citiwise Drivers Club,  were quite unacceptable.
	Improved access should be provided to the ground floor of both buildings.

	The main offices of Media Services were on a mezzanine floor of Building 7, and only accessible via steps.
	Access should be provided to  Blg 7 Media Services mezzanine floor.

	The CBFM studios and the Kraal function rooms on the first floor of Building 14 were only accessible via steps.
	A ramp to  bridge between Blg 7 LGF and Blg 14 FF should be investigated.



	The short steep ramps at the entrances to the  Kraal (Building 14 ground floor)  are not accessible.


	The entrances to the students and staff Kraal should be upgraded with ramps to SABS 0246, and provided with landings from which to open the doors.

	The access route to the Health Clinic on the LGF of Building 9 was not acceptable, involving using a bell push to call and wait for someone from the clinic to assist the wheelchair user to  negotiate the doors, ramps and to  cross the roads.
	Access should be improved??

	Some ramps were dangerous as they did not have curbs or handrails.
	All ramps should be checked and upgraded to SABS 0246.

 

	Some pavements were not accessible and wheelchair users were forced to ride in the road.
	Curb cuts should be installed to SABS 0246 at all corners of pavements and at pedestrian crossings. 

Curb cuts should also include tactile markings for use by Blind people who use a white cane.



	Sun, wind and rain made travelling outside very unpleasant and stressful.

This is particularly so when pwd’s have to travel between the Residences and the Main Campus.
	Wind-breaks should be installed where required.. 

Covered routes should be installed between the  residences and main campus buildings.

Accessible shuttle transport should be provided  for pwd’s between remote points (a la Dial-a-Ride system in Cape Town, Ref 37).

	National Standards

Ramps  where required - (Width > 1200, Gradient < 1:12, Camber < 1:40, Distance between level landings < 10m. Clear landing at top of ramp >1500, Handrails (900 – 1000), and curbs (>75), in contrasting colours)      


5.6  ENTRANCES AND DOORWAYS

	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	Some passages were of adequate  width, eg 1500 wide,  but were closed off by small double doors,  making the passage inaccessible, unless both doors were kept open.


	Doorways with small double doors, eg  2 x 630, and any others with a clear opening of less than 750, should be replaced by a  900 wide easy to open door, with a  hinged side panel if required for equipment or other access.

	The frequent strong winds in PE added to the difficulty of opening doors. At some entrances where there was high traffic flow, and the doors could not be left permanently open because of security, noise or weather, wheelchair users could become obstacles to other pedestrians, particularly if the wheelchair became stuck on a mat.


	Automatic door openers should be installed at entrances with high traffic flow.

Safety beams should be installed to ensure that the door cannot close on anyone who becomes stuck in the opening..

In  places where automatic door openers cannot be justified due to low traffic flow, door closers should not be fitted, unless they are of the delayed action type.

	Door mats with rubber strips in the direction of travel, and bristle type mats are difficult for wheelchair users to  cross.
	All doormats should be upgraded  to the type with rubber strips across direction of travel. The gap between strips should not be greater than 15 to avoid trapping crutches and white canes.

	The ABSA branch office at Building 14 was not accessible. There was a 140 step  to the  security passage which was  only 680 wide and 820 deep. 
	ABSA should be asked to provide  access to their Branch office to comply with SABS 0246.

	The Dept of Architecture  on the second floor of Building 8 was not accessible because of the security passage which was only 570 wide by 570 deep.

There was a door to bypass the passage but this was only open during ‘office’ hours.
	The size of the security passage should be enlarged to comply with SABS 0246, or an alternative security door should be installed.



	National Standards

-Paths and floors with firm, non-slip surfaces.

-Maximum step = 15.

-Clear door opening > 750.   Passage ways > 1200, to allow space to negotiate corners.

Light switches, bell pushes and intercoms  < 1200 above the floor


5.7  LIFTS
	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	The unavoidable use of lifts adds to the time taken to move between lecture venues.

	Some lifts did not stop level with floor outside, resulting in a tripping hazard and  indicating poor standard of maintenance.


	Lifts should be regularly maintained so that they stop level with the floor outside.

There should be a clear procedure for users to report problems immediately.

	In most lifts, the top buttons were too high to reach from a wheelchair. 

None of the lifts had audible annunciators 

None of the lifts had Braille or other tactile markings on  control panels or call panels
	The height of the highest operable control  should be lowered to below 1200 and  other accessible features incorporated, including audible annunciators and  Braille or  raised lettering on controls and doorways.



	Some lifts were below the standard size for wheelchair users
	These should be replaced.

	Blg 12 has two  similar lifts, but one is reserved for goods use only. It was reported that the passenger lift  often broke down, stranding disabled persons on the upper floors, with no access to toilets. 


	Both lifts should be available to disabled persons.

	Blg 13 – as for Blg 12
	

	National Standards

Lift door > 800 clear opening. Inside > 1100 wide, > 1400 deep.

Handrails at 850 – 1000.

Operable controls >1200, ie control buttons inside and to call the lift..

Audible and visual annunciators to indicate the floor at which the lift has stopped.

Braille is  preferred by those  who can read it but raised  letters and numerals are of more general use to most blind and partially sighted people on controls and on the wall just outside the lift to indicate the floor. 

Contrasting colours between lift walls and floors,  and the outside floor where lift stops.


5.8  TOILETS AND RESTROOMS

	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	There were very few truly accessible toilets on the campus.

Some toilets marked  accessible were not accessible (Blgs 86 and 87)


	For health reasons there should be accessible toilets on every floor of every building.

New unisex toilets should be installed where possible.

Existing  M & F toilets should be upgraded so that the entrance door to the room and at least one cubicle inside should comply with  SABS 0246. 

	The ‘underground’ toilets in Building 11, Human Movement Sciences are only accessible via stairs.
	A new unisex accessible toilet should be built on the ground floor.



	The M and F toilets on the first floor of the Student’s Kraal are only accessible via stairs.
	New unisex accessible toilets should be installed on the ground floor inside the Student and Staff Kraals.

	The toilets on landings halfway between floors (eg Blg 12 and Blg 13) are totally inaccessible.
	New unisex toilets should be installed on each floor of Buildings 12 and 13.

Alternatively existing  M & F toilets should be upgraded so that the entrance doors and at least one cubicle inside comply with  SABS 0246.

	Some accessible toilets were kept locked (eg Blg 9, Embizweni FF and 2F) and a pwd wishing to use the facility had  first to  find the key – often a problem, particularly after normal office  hours. 
	Student/staff ID cards readers should be considered for access to toilets, restrooms and other areas reserved for pwd’s. 

There should still be a suitable lock inside to ensure privacy, and with a emergency release from outside.

	Some accessible toilets were inside rooms difficult to enter because of narrow passages or stiff door closers.
	Toilet rooms should preferably be  designed for modesty but without doors.

(Eg Blg 35)

	There were no restrooms for  pwd’s who needed to have a rest during the day, except possibly in the Health Clinic which is not easy to access, and is not in a central position.
	Restrooms for pwd’s should be provided at a few strategic points, and include drinking water and a toilet, and communication with the Clinic.

	National Standards

 Public Toilets - Unisex toilets are preferred with direct access from corridor or street, not through a Male or Female toilet area. (This is because a disabled person often travels with a person of the opposite sex, and may need assistance from them). 

* The standard layout is shown in SABS 0246, Page 12, Fig 13, and illustrates  how it is possible to fit a toilet pan and all related fittings into a minimum area of 1800 x 1700.

.

* Critical features include-

-Door opening outwards, or sliding, with lever operated lock with emergency release from outside..

-Light switch not higher than 1200  above the floor level.
-Clear space at least 800  alongside the toilet pan to park wheelchair while transferring.

-Heavy duty toilet seat 480 to 520  above floor level, securely fastened to the pan..

-Centreline of toilet pan,  480-500 from wall.   -Automatic or extended lever-type flush controls. 

-Support rails 800  above floor. 

-Hand  basin with lever-operated taps, within reach when seated on the toilet, with clear space under basin  630 , and maximum basin height  830 .

-Fixed mirror above basin, lower edge not higher than 900  above floor.

-Soap dispensing and hand drying facilities accessible when seated in  a wheelchair.

* By sloping and tiling the floor at 1:80 towards the 'spare' corner next to the toilet pan, it is easy to provide for a shower with fold up seat, or for use with a commode/shower chair.   This is  cheaper than installing a bath and is the preferred option for en-suite paraplegic bathrooms in residences and change rooms.



5.9  WORK AND STUDY STATIONS,  SERVICE POINTS, CATERING FACILITIES, 
	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	Compared with the problems of getting around between buildings and between floors, accessibility within most  lecture rooms, laboratories and offices was quite good.
	Modify selected work/study stations as required  to comply with space and reach standards.



	Some lecture rooms with fixed seating and sloping floors have resulted in  wheelchair users having to park in the open doorway in order to listen to the lecturer.


	Adequate level space should be provided in all lecture rooms, with loose tables as required.

Lecture rooms that are not accessible should be highlighted to the department that schedules lectures.

	Some reception counters and other service points, eg the cash tellers in Building 2,  were too high to be used by wheelchair users in a seated position.


	All such service points should be modified to include a section at 965 above floor level.

	National Standards

Minimum clear space needed  to approach a facility is 1250 x 750wide on flat level ground.

Minimum turning circle is 1500 diameter

Knee and toe clearance under desks and tables should be at least 750 high, 450 deep, 760 wide. 

The tops of work station desks and tables should not be greater than 865 above the floor. 

A section of the counter at enquiry desks,  cashiers, sales and food serving points should not be greater than 965 above the floor.

Maximum 1200 to light switches and  the highest operable part of vending machines and similar equipment. Ref 22, 41 – Disability etiquette in restaurants. 


5.10  PAYPHONES AND ATM’S
	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	Most pay phones   could not be used by wheelchair users as the highest operable control was too high to be reached from a seated position.
	Telkom should be asked to install low level card/coin phones at each location where there are existing pay phones.



	None of the telephones had facilities for people who are deaf.
	Telkom should  be asked to install a telephone with Teldem facilities for people who are deaf, in at least one  strategic position.

	None of the ATM’s  could be used by wheelchair users as the highest operable control was too high to be reached from a seated position.
	Local Banks should be asked  to bring the  ATM’s at UPE  to the national standard. 

This should not be a problem as some banks are at present ‘voluntarily’ modifying ATM’s  to be accessible including a smooth clear approach, heights, Braille notation.



	National Standards

Minimum clear space needed  to approach a facility is 1250 x 750 wide on a  flat level surface.

Minimum turning circle is 1500 diameter

Max height  1200 to the highest operable part of ATM’s, Payphones, drink and snack dispensers and similar equipment.




5.11  OTHER OBSERVATIONS
	OBSERVATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS

	Shuttle transport – a service was provided for students between UPE and Central for non-study purposes, but the vehicle was not accessible to wheelchair users.
	Accessible transport should be provided to avoid discrimination against disabled students.

	Clean air – not observed as a particular problem, but clean air is very important to students and staff with respiratory problems.
	No Smoking regulations should be enforced.

	Food for special diets – not observed as a particular problem, but with increasing awareness of conditions such as diabetes and obesity, appropriate food should be available on campus. 
	

	There were no internal standards to guide Technical Services when maintaining buildings, and to ensure that contractors build accessible facilities in future 
	UPE internal standards should be issued  for use when internal or  external contractors work on campus. These should apply when new buildings are designed and built, and during the maintenance and rehabilitation  of existing buildings. (see Wits and UCT standards at Refs 19 and 20)



	There were no internal standards to guide staff when booking external venues for off-campus lectures and other functions.


	A checklist  should be compiled for staff to use when assessing the accessibility of off-campus venues.

	Although there was some awareness of the need for improved accessibility in the Departments of Building Science, the national standards were not adequately covered during courses.

Students therefore leave UPE for professions such as architecture, construction management and quantity surveying  with little awareness of the need for accessibility.
	The Departments of Architecture, Construction Management and Quantity Surveying should include  the study of accessibility in the built environment as part of their curricula.

This should include at least the National Building Regulations Part ‘S’ (Ref 08), and SABS 0246 (Ref 09).

	Some of the barriers to accessibility at UPE may require major modifications. 

These include access to Blg 8 Architecture, Blg 14 first floor, Blgs 86 and 87, Blg 6 (from Blg 14 ground floor), 


	Professional assistance should be sought to address the removal of these barriers.

The Departments of Building Science should be involved as it will be an opportunity for lecturers and students to work on  solutions to such major architectural accessibility problems. 




6.   CONCLUSIONS
This report shows that  UPE fails to meet the national standards in all categories of accessibility that were assessed during 2002 and 2003.

When using any part of the UPE campuses, disabled people face most of the  types of barriers that are still encountered all too frequently throughout South Africa. 

These include widespread lack of awareness about disability issues amongst most staff and students, general lack of concern about fire and other health and safety hazards, poor signage to any barrier-free routes and facilities,  few reserved parking bays, even  fewer accessible toilet facilities,  some  very steep and dangerous ramps, and several lecture venues where access for wheelchair users is difficult or impossible. Disabled staff appear to be able to cope in their office environments, but disabled student and disabled lecturers have to face arduous and time consuming routes between lecture venues, often to find  sloping floors and lack of space when they reach them.

Unfortunately, the UPE Summerstrand campus, built in 1974, was not designed with disabled people in mind.

This has resulted in a host of   unacceptable barriers that will require  many minor and some quite major modifications to bring UPE up to the South African  national standards. Fortunately, most modifications will be relatively inexpensive, particularly when included  during the  routine maintenance and renovation of buildings.  

It is important that the work to be done  should be seen  as removing barriers, rather than providing special facilities. Accessibility is a constitutional right in South Africa today.

The campuses at both  Summerstrand and Bird Street  include several no-go areas where there is either no ramp, or the existing ramps  are far too steep for users of wheelchairs to negotiate. Most of the buildings  do not have an accessible toilet.  The campus of much older buildings at Bird Street is, perhaps  understandably, even less accessible than Summerstrand. There are no lifts to enable disabled people to reach the first floor of any of the four main buildings, even in the comparatively modern SBU building.   This is totally unacceptable and discriminates severely against disabled people wishing to study or work at the campus.

To comply with Government policy,  the  profile of  students and staff  at UPE  should increasingly reflect the demography of South Africa, which includes at least 5 to 10% disabled people.  

It is government policy that the  profile of  all organisations should  reflect the demography of South Africa, which includes 5 to 10% disabled people.

With nearly 10 000 students and staff on campus, the number of disabled people at UPE could rise to at least 500.  Between 2002 and 2003, the number of students known to have disabilities has already nearly doubled from 9 to 17.

Local ‘special schools’ are  already  feeders of disabled learners, and the new policies on inclusive education  will enable  disabled learners  to attend more local schools.  

This will result in increasing pressure on UPE  to accommodate more disabled students (and of course staff).    No potential disabled student or employee should  be turned away or discouraged from studying or working at UPE just because of poor physical or intellectual accessibility.

Apart from the determined efforts of a few staff, the UPE Forum on Disability is poorly supported by most disabled staff and students. Disabled students, staff and  unions are poorly informed about their rights and obligations and therefore have low expectations about accessibility and other disability issues. This is particularly evident with students from disadvantaged backgrounds, who put up with the primitive conditions, particularly in the Residences – it does not occur to them to campaign for improvements as conditions are often already better than some situations in the community – but that does not make it acceptable.

It is  essential that the Forum, with the assistance of local experts in disability issues, should take a leading role in the campaign to remove existing barriers at all parts of the  campuses, and be  represented on the Merger Task Team, to ensure that no more are introduced onto any part of the future Nelson Mandela University.

This may require the establishment of a ‘disability unit’ staffed by full-time disabled employees.

This report should therefore be used to identify the   physical and intellectual barriers against disabled people at UPE.  These barriers should be dismantled rapidly so that UPE can become one of the more accessible tertiary education establishments in South Africa. 

If Management wishes UPE to become a world-class university in all respects, they are urged to appoint a task team to plan and budget for the urgent removal of barriers, in order to bring the campus up to the national standards of accessibility.

Only then could UPE claim to be Proudly South African, for all South Africans.
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