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Introduction Section 1: British Council Funded Project Overview

Digital inclusion in higher education (HE) is often shaped by Global North
perspectives and universalist standards (e.g. WCAG). While valuable, these
models may not reflect the lived realities of Global South institutions.

Project Title: Fostering Education Inclusion: Strengthening Accessibility and Support for
Students with Disabilities in Higher Education
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Pakistan: Systemic barriers persist, including limited access to assistive

technologies, reliance on faculty goodwill, and ad hoc accommodations Project Lead: Dr Seemab Farooqi (UoD); Co-Investigator: Dr Ying Wu (UoD)

despite emerging support structures (e.g. NUST Disability Resource Local Partner Lead: Professor Asfia Obaid; Co-Investigators: Dr Fatima Saman Qaisar, Dr
Centre). Lubaba Sadaf (NUST, Pakistan)

UK: Compliance structures (Equality Act 2010) exist, but staff face tension Core Project Team: Dr Kishwar S. Gulzar; Dr Sumbal Babar (NUST, Pakistan); David Millar; Liam
between regulatory compliance and personalisation. Accessibility features Brown (UoD):; James Duncan (UoD)

are available but often under-used.

Underpinning Research and Theory: Grounded in Social Model of Disability and Universal
Design for Learning (UDL). Informed by Institutional Work Theory to track change within HEls.
Builds on RSE-funded 'Price of Inclusion' project in Scotland. Emphasises participatory
research and lived experience.
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