President’s Advisory Committee on Disability Issues 2025-26 Annual Report
Executive Summary
Introduction
In 2025–2026, PACDI focused on strengthening MSU’s disability and accessibility infrastructure through three core recommendations: establishing a centralized funding model for accommodations; creating a university-wide disability and accessibility information website, and building coordinated leadership to support autistic and neurodivergent students. Each recommendation addresses longstanding structural gaps caused by decentralization, inconsistent practices, limited financial visibility, and growing campus needs. Together, these proposals advance MSU’s commitments to access, inclusion, institutional effectiveness, and student success, while positioning the university as a national leader in disability and neurodiversity inclusion.
PACDI’s 2025-26 Recommendations
1. Transition MSU to a Centralized Funding Model for Disability and Accessibility Accommodations:
· Establish a university-wide budget Object Code for disability and accessibility accommodations.
· Transition to a fully Centralized Funding Model as part of ongoing budget discussions and inclusion in MSU Budget Model Redesign project.
2. Development of a Centralized Disability and Accessibility Information Website
3. Coordinated Leadership for Supporting Autistic and Neurodivergent Students at Michigan State University
PACDI’s Support for Initiatives of Campus Community
PACDI supports the following initiatives proposed:
· Reinstitute cross-unit Accessibility Review Committee for Physical Accessibility Initiatives
Progress Toward Completion of Prior Years Recommendations
During the 2025–26 academic year, PACDI made several recommendations, including updates to the University’s Modified Operations Policy, implementation of mandatory training for faculty and staff, exploration of opportunities to support the Adaptive Sports and Recreation Club, and identifying or reallocating spaces and potential funding sources to create sensory-friendly environments. Most of these recommendations are either in progress or completed, as outlined below.
Requested Support from the President
PACDI requests that the President provide his support for:
1. Transition MSU to a Centralized Funding Model for Disability and Accessibility Accommodations:
· Establish a university-wide budget Object Code for disability and accessibility accommodations
· Transition to a fully Centralized Funding Model as part of ongoing budget discussions and inclusion in MSU Budget Model Redesign project
2. Development of a Centralized Disability and Accessibility Information Website
3. Coordinated Leadership for Supporting Autistic and Neurodivergent Students at Michigan State University





Recommendations
1. Transition MSU to a Centralized Funding Model for Disability and Accessibility Accommodations
PACDI recommends that Michigan State University adopt a comprehensive, institution-wide strategy to transition toward a centralized funding model for disability and accessibility accommodations. This approach builds the necessary data infrastructure, ensures effective cross-unit governance, and positions MSU to align with its peers in the Big Ten. The recommendation consists of three mutually reinforcing components:
1. [bookmark: _Int_nUJWnmQ1]Establish a university-wide budget Object Code for disability and accessibility accommodations.
2. Transition to a fully Centralized Funding Model as part of ongoing budget discussions and inclusion in the MSU Budget Model Redesign project.
Rationale for Recommendation No. 1.1
[bookmark: _Int_X40zTV1A]1.1: Establish a university-wide budget Object Code for disability and accessibility accommodations: 
MSU currently has no unified system for tracking the cost of disability accommodations across campus. This challenge is compounded by the fact that accommodation costs take many forms including removal of physical barriers, faculty and staff time, testing accommodations, assistive technology, ASL interpreter and CART services, and unique employee accommodations, among others. Meanwhile, the number of students and employees registering with RCPD is rising significantly, accommodation needs are growing in complexity, and the financial cost to individual units is increasing.
· Accommodation expenses across MSU are currently dispersed, inconsistently tracked, and reliant on informal knowledge about unit level practices. Units estimate costs but lack reliable, categorical financial data. 
· Without standardized data, largescale cost analysis, especially beyond student accommodation, becomes difficult. This prevents us from developing accurate financial projections for planning purposes.
· Peer institutions with effective centralized models rely on consistent coding and categorization of accommodation expenditures to inform funding projections and stewardship. 
Implementing Recommendation No. 1.1
1.1: Establish a university-wide budget Object Code for disability and accessibility accommodations: 
To support evidence based planning and transparent cost analysis, MSU should implement a standardized object code that all units must use when recording accommodation related expenditures. This will allow the university to capture accurate, consistent data across academic, administrative, and auxiliary units and will create the financial visibility needed to responsibly plan for a centrally funded model.
PACDI recommends: 
· The Controller’s Office creates and distributes a dedicated Object Code for Disability & Accessibility Accommodation Costs. 
· Require all units across General Fund, Auxiliaries, Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, and administrative divisions to record all qualifying transactions under this code. 
· Include expenditures such as assistive technologies, ASL/CART, ergonomic equipment, testing space conversions, workplace accommodations, disability-related visitor/event accommodations, additional staffing expenses such as the hiring of additional instructional staff to support accommodations, and physical accessibility modifications not covered by Institutional Space Planning and Management (ISPM). 
· Implement use beginning in FY27 with inclusion of accessibility costs in regular financial reporting.
1.2: Transition to a fully Centralized Funding Model as part of ongoing budget discussions and inclusion in MSU Budget Model Redesign project: 
A centralized funding model would create a more equitable and sustainable approach by preventing accommodation costs from falling disproportionately on units with limited resources and enabling the university to make informed, strategic investments in accessibility. PACDI reviewed centralized models across the Big Ten and identified a strong peer example for MSU to consider. The University of Wisconsin’s proposed model offers a promising framework for adaptation at MSU; see Addendum A.
Rationale for Recommendation No. 1.2
· Campus stakeholders already elevate some accommodation costs (e.g., significant barrier removal) from departments to colleges to Institutional Space Planning and Management and ultimately to central funds by requesting additional funding as part of their annual budget requests or for off-cycle requests, demonstrating an implicit tiered cost sharing structure. 
· Reduce bias in hiring determinations and teaching assignments due to costs of accommodations[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Job Accommodation Network. (n.d.). Best practices in establishing a centralized accommodation fund. https://askjan.org/articles/Best-Practices-in-Establishing-a-Centralized-Accommodation-Fund.cfm] 

· Current central funding for barrier removal (~$500,000 annually) is limited in scope and focused primarily on physical access; it does not address the broader accommodation types now needed (e.g., classroom technological support, digital, instructional, testing, employee supports). 
· The timing aligns with MSU’s Budget Model Redesign, which seeks transparent, sustainable resource allocation structures. Embedding a central accessibility fund within this redesign avoids requiring later structural retrofits. 
· Benchmarking across peer institutions in the Big10 have variable centralized funding of accommodations and accessibility initiatives integrated into their funding models:
· University of Wisconsin: Proposed model covers student, employe and student-employee accommodations, program participants and visitor accommodations, and physical improvements. Current model covers student accommodations.
· University of Michigan: Covers student, employee accommodations, physical accessibility. Program/events not covered.
· University of Maryland: Covers student accommodations and physical accessibility. Employee, program, and events not covered.
· University of Iowa: Covers student accommodations, recently updated to include employee accommodations. Program and events not covered.
· Ohio State University: Mostly centralized after unit contribution of $500 for employees, student accommodations funded through disability services office. Program and events not covered.
· University of Washington: Central funding for IT (remediation and captioning), and physical accessibility, student accommodations covered, employee accommodations separated: ASL/CART covered, others may be split with unit.
· University of Maryland: student accommodations covered including non-academic areas not covered by disability services office, central funding for employment over $5000 or where $5000 represents undue hardship. 
Implementing Recommendation No. 1.2
1.2: Transition to a fully Centralized Funding Model as part of ongoing budget discussions and inclusion in MSU Budget Model Redesign project: 
As MSU redesigns its budget model, PACDI recommends formally integrating a centrally funded accommodation structure. This includes central funding for accommodations across all populations including students, employees, program participants, and visitors as well as a sustainable annual budgeting mechanism informed by reliable expenditure data. Embedding this within the Budget Model Redesign process ensures long term alignment, transparency, and financial stewardship consistent with institutional priorities. 
· Identification of unit to oversee Centralized Funding:
· Approved RCPD/ELR accommodations funded
· Cross-campus committee for digital, physical, and other accommodation costs outside of RCPD/ELR approved accommodations or a designated office to review and approve.
· The University of Wisconsin model offers a comprehensive central fund covering students, employees, program participants, and visitors, with established cost projection and a proactive, compliance plus approach. See Addendum A.

Together, these steps create a clear, scalable path toward a comprehensive central funding model. Establishing the object code provides the data foundation and embedding the central fund into the Budget Model Redesign ensures that MSU develops a durable, equitable, and proactive system for accessibility and disability accommodations across the university.
2. Development of a Centralized Disability and Accessibility Information Website
PACDI recommends the creation of a university-wide Disability & Accessibility Information Website that serves as a centralized, welcoming, and easy-to-navigate hub for all disability- and accessibility-related information at Michigan State University. This site will provide students, employees, visitors, families, and members of the public with a clear and consistent starting point for understanding available resources and navigating processes across MSU’s decentralized environment.
Rationale for Recommendation No. 2
Michigan State University’s size and organizational complexity mean that disability and accessibility resources are currently maintained across numerous unit-level websites. While each unit appropriately manages its own information, this distributed structure can make it challenging for individuals to efficiently locate the guidance, services, or contacts they need.
A centralized Disability & Accessibility Information Website would:
· Create a single, user-friendly entry point for all audiences seeking disability-related information.
· Improve visibility and discoverability of resources that already exist across MSU.
· Support equitable access by reducing the time and effort required to locate essential information.
· Reinforce MSU’s commitment to access, opportunity, and excellence by delivering a cohesive public-facing resource.
MSU stakeholders, including students, employees, event planners, campus visitors, and members of the public regularly search for disability-related information such as:
· How to request accommodations
· Accessible campus routes and parking
· ASL/CART vendor information
· Accessible event planning guidance
· Digital accessibility resources
· Adaptive sports and recreation
· Facility accessibility details (e.g., Breslin, Wharton, Libraries)
Currently, individuals must navigate multiple sites to locate these materials, which can result in:
· Inconsistent user experiences
· Difficulty determining which unit handles what
· Delays in obtaining needed information
· Unintended pressure on individual units whose scope may not match the inquiry
A centralized website would provide clarity, efficiency, and a positive user experience, ensuring that each visitor reaches the appropriate resource quickly and confidently.
Implementing Recommendation No. 2
The project should be developed collaboratively with representation from:
· Resource Center for Persons with Disabilities (RCPD)
· Office for Civil Rights and Title IX Education and Compliance
· Human Resources and Employee and Labor Relation (HR/ELR)
· Institutional Space Planning and Management (ISPM)
· Infrastructure Planning & Facilities (IPF)
· IT Educational Technology
· Office for Inclusive Excellence & Impact
· Residential and Hospitality Services
· Division of Student Affairs & Services
· Communications & Brand Strategy
· Police & Public Safety
· University Health and Wellbeing University Physician’s Office
· Athletics and Student Athlete Support Services
· MSU Libraries
· Broad stakeholders who serve visitors or the public (pre-college programming, MSU Healthcare, etc.)
· End-user input from students, employees with disabilities, and community members to inform design and usability.
This group will need to determine how best to organize and present resources to support disability and accessibility needs on a centralized website. Design approaches could include audience‑based navigation, topic‑based navigation, or alphabetical indexes. While units compile their individual lists of resources, a draft site outline should be developed in parallel. A primary unit will also need to be identified to build and maintain the website; based on PACDI discussions, the Office for Civil Rights is a likely candidate for this role.

After the website structure is finalized and materials are developed, the primary unit will build the site in an appropriate content management system. This work will remain collaborative, as participating units may need to update their own webpages to better describe programs or services linked to the Disability website. Some information may also need to be newly created if it does not currently exist on any MSU site. The website should not duplicate existing unit websites but instead serve as a curated, intuitive hub linking to authoritative sources.

PACDI recommends that the website be jointly governed to ensure accuracy, sustainability, and alignment with university-wide accessibility goals. The proposed governance structure could include:
· Primary site owner/maintainer:
· Office of the ADA Coordinator or Digital Accessibility Team (technical ownership, maintenance)
· Content governance group (quarterly updates) from above listed stakeholders and feedback from the campus community.
This structure distributes responsibility and reduces maintenance burden on any single unit.
Once the website is built, tested, and launched, it will need to be intentionally promoted through a communications plan. Because the site relies heavily on links, it may not rank higher in search results than the unit websites it connects to. For this reason, proactive outreach will be more effective than relying on users to find it organically. The communications plan should include cross-linking from partnering unit websites, as well as broader outreach such as news articles, onboarding materials (including print and braille), information for relevant service desks, and posters or flyers placed in key campus locations.
3. Coordinated Leadership for Supporting Autistic and Neurodivergent Students at Michigan State University
Michigan State University is experiencing a significant and sustained rise in the number of autistic and neurodivergent students. This local trend reflects a permanent shift in national enrollment patterns: recent national estimates indicate that nearly half (42.9% to 47.0%) of autistic high school students transition to higher education, resulting in an estimated 135,400 to 286,254 autistic undergraduates currently enrolled nationwide. Moreover, this pipeline is accelerating rapidly: CDC data shows autism prevalence was 1 in 68 for our current college seniors when they were 8 years old and has now reached 1 in 31 for today's 8-year-olds (CDC, 2025).[footnoteRef:2] This upward trajectory proves that the current influx of neurodivergent students at MSU is not a temporary peak, but a permanent, growing pipeline.  [2:  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). (2025). Prevalence and early identification of autism spectrum disorder among children aged 4 and 8 years — Autism and Developmental Disabilities Monitoring Network, 16 sites, United States, 2022. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report (MMWR) Surveillance Summaries. 
] 

This population brings tremendous strengths, and MSU already has substantial expertise and resources across campus dedicated to their success. However, these efforts are fragmented, decentralized, and increasingly insufficient to meet the scale and complexity of this need. We are no longer preparing for a future demographic shift; it is already here. With an estimated 280,000 autistic undergraduates nationwide, researchers note this population “has reached a critical mass that warrants explicit attention by scholars and practitioners.”[footnoteRef:3] MSU must respond to this critical mass with dedicated leadership. [3:  Cox, B. E., Edelkoort, B. A., & Anderson, K. (2022). Brief report: Autism-specific college support programs: Differences across geography and institutional type. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 52(9), 4194-4200. 
] 

PACDI recommends that MSU establish a coordinated leadership structure, anchored by a Coordinator for Services Supporting Neurodivergent Students, to unify campus efforts, strengthen student outcomes, and position MSU as a national leader in neuro-inclusive excellence.
Rationale for Recommendation No. 3
3.1: Growing Student Need and Increasing Complexity
Autistic and neurodivergent students represent one of the fastest growing student populations nationally and at MSU. Nationally, autistic students are estimated to make up between 0.3% and 4.7% of the entire undergraduate population, and between 2.8% and 4.0% of all students registered with campus Disability Services Offices.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Cox, B. E., Stockwell, K. M., Kepple, C. R., & Francis, C. B. (2026). The prevalence of autistic college students in the United States. Autism in Adulthood. 
] 

At MSU, the data clearly illustrates this rapid and sustained rise: from 2010 to 2016, the proportion of students with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) significantly increased from 0.20% to 0.45%. This trajectory has only steepened in recent years. When comparing registrant data from the 2016-2017 academic year to 2024-2025, categories representing neurodivergent students experienced massive growth. Most notably, registrants for learning disabilities and psychiatric/mental health conditions jumped from approximately 900 students in each category to nearly 2,500 students each.
[image: Bar chart comparing disability category counts between 2016-17 and 2024-25, with teal bars for 2016-17 and orange bars for 2024-25. Significant increases in Learning, Psychiatric/Mental, and Multiple categories are highlighted, with counts rising from under 1000 to over 2400 in learning disabilities and mental health, and autism cases nearly tripling.
]
RCPD student population 2016-17 AY to 2024-25 AY: neurodivergent, learning disorder, and mental health comparisons highlighted
Their needs extend well beyond academic accommodations and include:
· Executive functioning and planning
· Social navigation and community-building
· Housing processes and documentation barriers
· Instructor expectations and course structure
· Academic advising and policy interpretation
· Transition to employment or graduate study
Without coordinated systems, these needs are addressed inconsistently across units, resulting in inequitable experiences and avoidable barriers.
3.2: Existing Expertise Is Strong but Disconnected
MSU has considerable expertise distributed across:
· RCPD
· The STRIDE Center
· Academic colleges
· The Gender and Sexuality Campus Center
· Faculty researchers
· Community partnerships and state agencies
· Student organizations
However, these efforts operate independently due to MSU’s decentralized structure. This leads to:
· Reliance on informal labor and goodwill rather than formalized roles
· Duplication of work and inconsistent practices
· Missed opportunities to scale evidence-based strategies
· Difficulty communicating a coherent message to families, students, and external partners
· Reliance on RCPD to address all disability related matters

National higher education researchers now warn that relying solely on a disability services office is an inadequate and unsustainable position due to the increasing volume and complexity of this population.[footnoteRef:5] At MSU, our continued reliance on the RCPD and decentralized, informal labor prevents us from taking the necessary “campus-wide approach” to inclusion and support. [5:  Dwyer, P., Mineo, E., Mifsud, K., Lindholm, C., Gurga, A., & Waisman, T.C. (2023). Building neurodiversity-inclusive postsecondary campuses: Recommendations for leaders in higher education. Autism in Adulthood, 5(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1089/aut.2021.0042 ] 


The cost of relying on decentralized, informal support networks is reflected directly in student attrition. Nationally, the college graduation rate for autistic students remains stagnant at approximately 39%, compared to over 60% for the general student population (U.S. Department of Education NLTS2; National Center for Education Statistics).[footnoteRef:6] Over half of autistic college students leave their institutions before completing a degree. At MSU, the lack of a centralized support structure—and the subsequent reliance on disconnected campus units—directly contributes to this attrition risk, representing a significant loss of tuition revenue, institutional investment, and student potential. [6:  National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). (n.d.). Undergraduate retention and graduation rates. U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences
Roux, A.M., Shattuck, P.T., Rast, J.E., Rava, J.A., & Anderson, K.A. (2015). National Autsim Indicators Report: Transition into young adulthood. Philadelphia, PA: Life Course Outcomes Research Program, A.J. Drexel Autism Institute, Drexel University (Note: This is the formal citation for the NTLTS2 39% graduation data).
Wilson, K. & Dallman, A. (2022). Strategies for promoting neurodiversity and autism acceptance in higher education.] 


3.3: Competitive Pressure from Peer Institutions
Peer institutions are rapidly expanding neurodiversity initiatives, creating:
· Coordinated service hubs
· Comprehensive transition and employment programs
· Embedded universal design practices
· Staff training systems
· Central academic support models
MSU risks falling behind in recruitment, retention, and national reputation if structural improvements are not made. The national landscape of higher education is rapidly shifting. Research confirms that “institutions are increasingly creating autism-specific support programs.” Recent directives emphasize that standard ADA compliance is no longer sufficient. In their 2023 recommendations for higher education leaders, Dwyer et al. explicitly state that universities must designate a single, dedicated coordinator and establish comprehensive transition programs to ensure the success and retention of neurodivergent students.  
Data tracked by the College Autism Network (CAN), a leading national research hub founded by MSU’s own faculty, demonstrates a rapid proliferation of autism-specific college support programs across the country. CAN's national database has documented the launch of over 100 dedicated programs nationwide. Crucially, their research shows that competing institutions are actively pivoting from decentralized, informal support to funding dedicated “Neurodiversity Hubs” and coordinator positions. This represents a significant institutional commitment: national data indicates universities are now dedicating an average of $3,000 to $5,000 annually per student in operating investments for these specialized programs, recognizing the immense return on retention and preserved tuition revenue. Direct competitors within the Big Ten are already capturing this demographic and making these exact investments. For example, Rutgers University operates the College Support Program (CSP) with dedicated executive functioning coordinators, while the University of Iowa has heavily invested in its comprehensive UI REACH program. By establishing a Coordinator role, MSU can leverage its existing in-house national expertise to close this competitive gap and position itself as a premier destination for neurodivergent talent, rather than losing students—and their associated tuition—to peer institutions that have already formalized and funded these essential support structures. 
3.4: Workforce Demand for Neurodivergent Talent
Major employers have launched specialized hiring pathways and are actively seeking autistic talent for roles requiring analytical reasoning, creativity, pattern recognition, and high attention to detail. However, without dedicated support to navigate the complex transition from college to career, many neurodivergent students struggle to connect with these corporate opportunities. 
Peer institutions are already capitalizing on this demand by building structured employment pipelines. For example, the University of Connecticut (UConn) hosts the Center for Neurodiversity & Employment Innovation. UConn utilizes centrally funded coordinators specifically to bridge the gap between academic life and corporate employment. Institutions utilizing this model recognize that funding a dedicated coordinator yields a direct return on investment by funneling neurodivergent students directly into high-paying corporate partnerships. Additional information on peer institutions with neurodivergent programming in Addendum B.
Strengthening MSU’s pipeline from enrollment to career transition will benefit students, employers, and the institution while directly aligning with MSU’s commitments to workforce readiness and civic impact.
PACDI recommends the establishment of a coordinated leadership structure anchored by a Coordinator for Services Supporting Neurodivergent Students to unify currently decentralized efforts, improve consistency, and address the growing needs of autistic and neurodivergent students. This recommendation directly advances the MSU 2030 Strategic Plan’s priorities around student success, inclusive excellence, and interdisciplinary collaboration by creating a sustainable framework for assessment, training, policy alignment, and campus-wide coordination. With rising neurodivergent enrollment, increasing complexity of student needs, and strong workforce demand for neurodivergent talent, MSU has a timely opportunity to leverage its existing expertise, strengthen institutional efficiency, and position itself as a national leader in neuro-inclusive higher education. Investing in this structure will improve student outcomes, reduce staff burnout, enhance institutional competitiveness, and demonstrate MSU’s commitment to creating an accessible, equitable, and forward‑thinking learning environment.
Implementing Recommendation No. 3
Successfully establishing this coordinator role will require several intentional steps to ensure it is positioned for campus-wide influence, visibility, and long-term sustainability. Key actions include:
3.1: Identify the most appropriate unit to house the position
· Evaluate central offices with university-wide reach such as the Office for Inclusive Excellence and Impact as potential homes for the role.
· Consider how different placements may affect student engagement (e.g., whether students who do not identify as disabled would feel comfortable seeking support).
· Ensure the selected unit has sufficient authority to coordinate resources and practices across colleges and administrative units.
· Engage relevant unit leadership and stakeholders to assess alignment, visibility, and scope.

3.2: Establish reporting structure and identify funding
· Work with leadership in the selected unit to determine the appropriate reporting line and decision-making authority for the role.
· Assess existing budgetary capacity, including whether vacant positions could be redirected to support this function.
· Determine whether new funding is required and, if so, pursue it through the annual budget cycle or other institutional channels.

3.3: Define the scope, responsibilities, and expectations for the position with a goal of strengthening MSU’s position in becoming a national leader in neuro-inclusive practices.
· Ensure the role includes core responsibilities outlined in PACDI discussions, including: 
· Conducting campus-wide needs and capacity assessment.
· Serving as a central point of contact for students, faculty, and staff.
· Coordinating training on universal design and best practices for supporting neurodivergent students.
· Building partnerships across academic, student-facing, and administrative units.
· Supporting student pathways from enrollment through graduation and into the workforce.
PACDI’s Support for Initiatives of Campus Community
Reinstitute cross-unit Accessibility Review Committee for Physical Accessibility Initiatives: 
PACDI supports reinstituting and expanding the previously effective cross unit working group including the Resource Center for Persons with Disabilities, the Office for Civil Rights and Title IX Education and Compliance’s Office of the ADA Coordinator, Institutional Space Planning and Management, Infrastructure and Planning and Facilities, Information Technology, Residential Hospitality Services, Athletics, and other key partners, to evaluate physical accommodation requests. This group will function as a coordinated review and planning body, testing centralized decision-making workflows, identifying cost patterns using newly established accessibility object code, and informing the long-term operational design of a university level accommodation fund.
· Institutional Space Planning and Management previously convened a central working group including RCPD, OCR/ADA office, Athletics, Residential and Hospitality Services, and others to jointly review accommodation-related requests. The group met throughout the academic year and coordinated planning for barrier removal and future accessibility needs. It stopped meeting during COVID and has not been reconvened. 
· This earlier model mirrors, on a small scale, the type of cross-functional body needed to implement a centralized funding model. A potential expansion of this working group could include coordinated oversight of physical accessibility, academic/environmental accommodations, visitor supports, and centralized cost payment mechanisms. 
· Reinstituting this working group creates a real-time testbed for evaluating requests under a centralized model before its potential inclusion in a more formal Budget Model Redesign. 
Progress Toward Completion of 2024-25 Recommendations
Recommendation No. 1: Convene a workgroup to examine the impact and feasibility of revising the University’s Modified Operations Policy to include a remote attendance option during extreme weather.
PACDI, RCPD, HR, Emergency Management, and the Provost’s Office have begun coordinating to address inconsistent unit‑level decision‑making around flexible options during severe weather. While MSU’s all‑hazards policy already allows for remote participation, gaps in communication, culture, and supervisor empowerment continue to create barriers for students and employees with disabilities. A formal cross‑unit workgroup is in discussion to develop clearer guidance and improve campuswide consistency in these practices.
Recommendation No. 2: Examine the potential benefits and implications of implementing mandatory disability training for faculty and staff.
A required Disability and Accessibility Policies Training was developed collaboratively by Office for Civil Rights and Title IX Education and Compliance Office of the ADA Coordinator, MSU IT Educational Technology, Resource Center for Persons with Disabilities, Employee and Labor Relations, the Enterprise Project Management Office, the Office for Inclusive Excellence and Impact, the Office for Faculty and Academic Staff Affairs, and the Office of Research Regulatory Support. The training provides guidance on requesting and implementing student and employee accommodations and includes essential digital accessibility information. Launched in Fall 2025, it achieved a completion rate of over 96% by March 2026.
Recommendation No. 3: Examine the potential opportunities and challenges associated with transitioning the Adaptive Sports and Recreation Club into a formal University program.
PACDI continued work this year on Recommendation No. 3, which asks the university to examine opportunities and challenges associated with transitioning the Adaptive Sports & Recreation Club into a more formal university‑supported program. Auxiliary Sports and Recreational Sports both expressed interest in exploring a more structured partnership that could provide greater stability, improved access to adaptive equipment, and clearer alignment with university operations. A meeting with Adaptive Sports leadership (including Piotr Pasek) is planned to outline what a transition into Auxiliary Sports could look like and to identify next steps for potential program development.
Conclusion
The recommendations presented by PACDI address long‑standing structural needs and position MSU to meet expectations in accessibility, disability inclusion, and neurodiversity leadership. By implementing a centralized funding model, creating a unified disability and accessibility information website, and establishing coordinated leadership for neurodivergent student support, MSU will strengthen institutional efficiency, reduce inequities, and improve outcomes for students, employees, and visitors. These steps directly advance the MSU 2030 Strategic Plan and reinforce the university’s commitment to accessibility, belonging, and excellence. PACDI urges the administration to prioritize these initiatives as foundational investments in a more inclusive and future‑focused Michigan State University.


Addendum A: University of Wisconsin Proposal to Centrally Fund All Disability Accommodations
Introduction and Purpose
The ADA Steering Committee1 proposes the university transition to a single central funding model for disability accommodations for all individuals - students, employees, program participants, and visitors.2 This request is not for additional funds for accommodations, but a request for the cost of accommodations to be covered at the central campus level. 
Current Funding Model
The university operates multiple, concurrent models:  
· Students: 
· The McBurney Disability Resource Center largely covers the cost of accommodations for students, since they typically do not have a home unit or department. In most instances, Facilities Planning and Management (FP&M) covers the cost of physical barrier removal. 
· Employees and student-employees: 
· Accommodations, except for sign language interpreting, captioning, and media captioning, are covered at the employing unit level. In most cases, FP&M covers the cost of physical barrier removal.   
· Program participants and visitors: 
· Accommodations, except for sign language interpreting, captioning, and media captioning, are funded by the unit hosting the event with support from the school, college, division, or administrative unit as needed. In most instances, FP&M covers the cost of physical barrier removal.  
Rationale for Central Funding Model
The ADA Steering Committee completed a detailed analysis of why the university benefits from switching to a central funding model for all accommodations for all individuals. The following themes emerged from this analysis:  
1. Increased value on access, diversity and inclusion
· Central funding allows units to engage in hiring practices that are free from bias or worry about accommodation costs to their local budget.   
· Central funding enables units to actively recruit and hire individuals with disabilities without worry over impact to their local budget. 
· Central funding reduces worry for employees wanting to request a reasonable accommodation but refrain due to being deemed by their department as being “problematic” or “too expensive” to their unit. Some tenure-track faculty have expressed they did not request accommodations out of fear of impact to their tenure progress.   
· Central funding allows units to be more open to trying different types of accommodations to better meet their employee’s needs (e.g., the employee’s preferred piece of adaptive technology versus a minimally sufficient technology). 
2. Reduces university’s risk of discrimination against individuals with disabilities 
· Units erroneously believe they can deny or delay a reasonable accommodation due to their budget. 
· Units maintain that individuals with disabilities are problematic due to the associated cost of providing reasonable accommodations.  
3. Enhances administrative efficiency and cost-savings 
· Accommodations delivered as a service from one department (e.g., sign language interpreting provided by the McBurney Center) to another were previously billed. Financial personnel spent time billing, following up on invoices, processing payment, and resolving other administrative issues between departments for business services generated and delivered fully within the university. This was recognized as an inefficient and high administrative process resulting in the university recently approving central funding for sign language interpreting, captioning, and media captioning for all individuals. 
· Accommodations (e.g., assistive technology, modified tools or equipment, accessible office furniture. etc.) do not transfer with the individual who switches employment. A central fund enhances cost savings by transferring the accommodation with the individual instead of the new department purchasing the same accommodation. 
4. Ability to centrally track accommodation costs 
· Only the McBurney Center can track accommodation costs as they have a singular, centralized fund due to being the sole point of contact for all students needing an accommodation.   
· Local employing units (and hosting units for those who have program participants or visitors such as the Union or Athletics) track accommodation costs differently in their budget, which prevents accurate data reporting regarding number and cost of employment or program participant accommodations. The university has no efficient or reliable mechanism by which to report its expenditure on legally required disability accommodations for employees, program participants, and visitors.  
· Tracking accommodation expenditure allows disability and accessibility units to strategize and make recommendations on accessibility priorities (e.g., physical infrastructure access versus operational access).  
5. Alignment with Big Ten universities and general best practices
· Most Big10 universities operate a central funding model system. 
· Central funding allows for better quality control of accommodations to be provided when departments do not need to balance budget against securing the most effective accommodation. 
· Central funding creates a universal university-wide streamlined process that enhances awareness and understanding of the accommodation process. 
· Central funding affirms university leadership’s commitment to access and inclusion. 
Cost Projection Exercise
The university only has reliable fiscal data for accommodations approved through the McBurney Disability Resource Center. It is not known how much the university spends on employee or program participant accommodations. To provide a research-based approach towards estimating the amount needed for a central fund to cover the cost of employee and program participant accommodations, the following models and data points are discussed. 
Please note there is a significant margin of error associated with these projections due to not knowing the accommodation cost or even the number of accommodation requests, as in the case of program participants. In all instances, the highest cost value was used to provide a fiscally prudent estimation. For simplification, values are rounded. 
Projected Cost for Employees
Model 1: National Data Trend
Research from the Job Accommodation Network3 affirms 56% of employment accommodations have no cost to implement (e.g., modified work schedule), and the remaining accommodation cost is typically a one-time amount of $500.00. In fiscal year 2022, there were 1,049 employment cases4 resulting in 562 accommodation requests. Using JAN’s data, we can estimate that half of the 562 requests resulted in an annual expenditure of (281 accommodations x $500): $140,500. 
Model 2: Extrapolation Based on Sample of Employee Data
Sampling of some available fiscal year 2022 employment accommodations indicate $63,545.00 were spent on 73 accommodation requests, resulting in a per accommodation cost average of $871.00.5 Using JAN’s research that half of accommodations do not have a cost, we can apply our accommodation cost average of $870.00 to arrive at a speculative annual total expenditure of (281 accommodations x $871.00): $245,000.
Model 3: Extrapolation Based on Existing Student Data
McBurney Disability Resource Center data shows $602,729 were spent for 4,515 students in fiscal year 2022 resulting in an average per person cost of $134.00. This amount cannot be applied to employees because this data point is based on per person cost and not on the cost of each approved accommodation. 
Other Accommodation Expenditures
Travel accommodations and physical barrier removal are two known accommodation types that result in a higher expense to the university for employment accommodations. Some known data are discussed further: 
Travel Accommodations
The most common travel accommodation is additional leg-room or the ability to change seating position within an aircraft, resulting in a business or first-class airfare ticket. Currently, 92 employees have an approved travel-related accommodation, but not all 92 employees have an accommodation related to flying or travel each year. However, for this exercise and since UW System data affirms the average employee flies 1.5 times per year, we will assume half of the 92 employees need additional leg room and flies twice per year, domestically and internationally. If a 30-day lead time is provided to purchase tickets, the following projection is made: 

	Flight type
	Standard Fare (required under UW policy)
	First-class Fare
	Accommodation Cost (difference between standard and first-class fare) 

	Domestic (Madison to San Diego)
	$506
	$1,205
	$699

	International (Madison to Munich)
	$1,562
	$9,481
	$7,919

	Per person cost for two flights per year is ($699 + $7,919): $8,600



The estimated annual accommodation cost for travel is speculated at (46 employees x $8,600): $395,600. 
Physical Barrier Removal6
FP&M data notes that between 2018 - 2022 an average of $300,0007 was spent per year on physical barrier removal accommodations for employees and students and 80% of these projects are for employees. Thus, a projected annual average cost for employees amounts to (80% x $300,000): $240,000. 
Other Accommodations
Other costly accommodations include ergonomic assessments,8 air purifiers, assistive  technology assessments, and other worksite assessments. Data indicates around $3,000 are spent on a worksite evaluation. A best guess is that around 20 employees are approved for an evaluation per year resulting in an annual total of (20 employees x $3,000): $60,000. 
Projected Cost for Program Participants
Accommodation costs for program participants (including visitors) are unknown because they are determined at the hosting unit level. To provide a possible cost, we assume the number of program participants by taking 15% of the McBurney Center student total of 4,515 and infer that the accommodation cost for each participant is the same as students at $134.00 per person for an annual total of (677 program participants x $134.00): $90,700. 
Estimated Amount for Central Fund
Based on the projections above, it is estimated a total of $1,030,700.00 is needed to centrally fund all employment and program participant accommodations. The following table provides all the data used from the discussion to arrive at this total:    

	Cost Amount
	Further Information

	$245,000 (Employee accommodations) 
	Using Model 2 as it is the highest projected cost. This amount does not include travel, physical barrier removal, or worksite assessment accommodations. 

	$395,600 (Travel accommodations) 
	

	$240,000 (Barrier removal) 
	

	$60,000 (Other accommodations) 
	Ergonomic, worksite, and other assessments.

	$90,700 (Program participant accommodations) 
	This is highly speculative as there is no data. 

	CENTRAL FUND AMOUNT: $1,030,700.00 


Projected Annual Fund Increase
The number of individuals receiving accommodations from the McBurney Disability Resource Center and Employee Disability Resources Office has increased over the past few years. A conservative estimation indicates that the Employee Disability Resource Office experiences a 15% increase each year. Thus, it is projected that the central fund amount would, at a minimum, need to increase annually by (15% x $1,030,700): $154,600.00. This amount does not factor in an increase in the number of program participants needing accommodations. 
Project Planning
Possible members of a cross-campus team have been identified to develop the procedures, processes, resources, and training necessary for a central fund, if this proposal is approved. This team would comprise Divisional Disability Representatives, divisional purchasing and finance specialists, Division of Business Services purchasing representative, Madison Budget Office representative, members of the ADA Steering Committee, Employee Disability Resources Office, and the McBurney Disability Resource Center. A critical objective of this team, in addition to establishing processes and procedures, will be to ensure that allocations made from this fund are only for accommodations approved and procured by the school, college, division, or administrative unit, and they have been verified as required under disability laws. 
Summary
The ADA Steering Committee seeks to shift the university’s current funding of accommodations from a multimodal approach to a fully centralized model. We have risks due to our current model, and we believe we can mitigate them, enhance inclusion and diversity, and reduce some administrative costs and inefficiencies by shifting to a fully centralized model. The estimated allocation for a central fund for employees and program participants is $1,030,700.
Project Contact
· Ruben Mota, ADA Coordinator: ruben.mota@wisc.edu or (608) 265-4508.


Addendum B: Additional Peer Institutions with Neurodivergent Programs and Coordinator Positions
Beyond the Big Ten, the establishment of centrally funded neurodiversity leadership has become a national standard for large public universities. Institutions such as Rowan University, the University of Connecticut, and William & Mary have already transitioned away from decentralized volunteer efforts, establishing fully funded Centers for Neurodiversity and dedicated Coordinator roles. Crucially, many of these universities have positioned these roles within central administrative divisions—such as Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) or the Provost’s Office—granting them the campus-wide authority necessary to implement systemic training, improve student retention, and build direct pipelines to corporate employment. 
1. Rowan University (New Jersey) 
· Structure: Rowan launched its Center for Neurodiversity in 2021. Crucially, they intentionally housed and funded it under their Division of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) rather than their disability accommodations office. 
· Staffing: It is centrally funded with dedicated Co-Directors and coordinators. 
2. University of Connecticut (UConn) 
· Structure: UConn hosts the Center for Neurodiversity & Employment Innovation. 
· Staffing: They have centrally funded directors and coordinators who specifically bridge the gap between academic life and corporate employment. 
3. William & Mary (Virginia) 
· Structure: W&M was one of the first public universities to establish a campus-wide, centrally funded Neurodiversity Initiative. 
· Staffing: They created a permanent, paid "Neurodiversity Scholar in Residence" position and dedicated coordinating staff to manage a neurodiversity working group, peer mentoring, and campus-wide faculty training. 
4. University of Tennessee at Chattanooga (UTC) 
· Structure: UTC operates the MoSAIC Program, which is a comprehensive, multi-tiered support program for autistic degree-seeking students. 
· Staffing: It is run by a dedicated, full-time MoSAIC Coordinator and supporting staff. 
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