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ABSTRACT 

Author:    Natalie Weston 

Title: Assessment of University Infrastructure Impact on the 
Safety of Individuals with Physical Disabilities at the 
University of Texas at Austin 

 

Supervising Professors:  Dr. Kasey Faust, Dr. Stephen Sonnenberg 

Personal safety at the University of Texas is an increasingly popular topic of 
conversation between students, staff, faculty, and university administration. Concerns 
stemming from the recently passed “Campus Carry” legislation and the on-campus 
murder of an undergraduate student that occurred in the spring of 2016 sparked debate 
over the utility of various safety resources currently available on-campus. However, the 
accessibility of said resources is hardly addressed. Per the 2010 U.S. Census, over 15% of 
U.S. adults identify as having a physical functioning difficulty. As the University of 
Texas campus hosts tens of thousands of adults each day, this thesis was conducted to 
address the overarching question: How does the physical infrastructure of current safety 
resources on the University of Texas at Austin campus impact the safety of students, 
faculty, and staff with physical disabilities?  

To address this question, a survey was developed based on four semi-structured 
interviews. Two of the semi-structured interviews were with persons at the University of 
Texas who have physical disabilities, and the two were with officials from university 
departments. These interviews were conducted to gauge safety concerns with individuals 
from the physically-disabled community, and to better understand the resources and 
barriers related to said concerns that exist at the university. Articles and university 
published documents detailing the use of campus safety resources were used to research 
the effectiveness of on campus safety processes. The survey underwent content review by 
four subject matter experts in areas spanning civil engineering, campus diversity and 
community engagement, and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.  Social media 
platforms and email list serves for various groups at the University of Texas were used to 
distribute the survey. The results of the survey indicate the perceptions, knowledge, and 
understanding of current and former students, faculty, and staff regarding select safety 
resources mentioned in the survey; specifically, emergency call boxes, emergency 
evacuation plans, and construction reroutes. This study seeks to identify areas in which 
further studies are warranted on how to better develop safety resources that are accessible 
to the University of Texas population.  
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Chapter 1: Motivation 

 In the weeks approaching Saturday September 6, 2014, many bets were placed. 

The Texas Longhorn football team had just come off what was then considered to be a 

very disappointing football season. A large portion of the college football fan base were 

closely watching Texas Athletics, and new head coach Charlie Strong as the first game of 

the season quickly approached. With the most profitable college football franchise in the 

nation under his leadership1, there is no doubt Strong felt a mixture of nerves, excitement, 

and pressure as he prepared for kickoff.  

Another individual feeling that same combination of emotions (but for different 

reasons) as the countdown to game day approached was the then second year 

undergraduate student at the University of Texas at Austin (UT), Alejandrina Guzman. 

Guzman, like many others had taken a chance on Texas Athletics. However, her wager 

was much more personal. Guzman’s livelihood relied, and continues to rely, largely on a 

200-lb, hot pink, motorized wheelchair. In her time on campus thus far, Guzman was 

forced to find creative ways to figuratively, and literally, navigate life as a physically- 

disabled student at UT, and later found immense successes in doing so2. However, on that 

previously mentioned Saturday, success would not be easily found. A part of the long-

standing tradition that is attending a football game as a UT student, is sitting in the same 

section as your friends. Guzman had followed the proper procedure to sign up for her 

desired seating group, and she had also followed the proper procedure to sign up for a 

                                                           
1 Smith, 2015 
2 Stone, 2017 
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seat that would be accessible to her and her wheelchair. Guzman had made a bet on 

whatever algorithm was working behind the scenes to create a seating chart for the one-

hundred-thousand individuals who would be attending the game alongside her. She 

assumed it would process both of her requests, and place her friend group in a section of 

Darrell K. Royal Memorial Stadium that had accessible seating.  

The morning of the game Guzman and the author of this thesis met before 

heading to the stadium, as they had registered for the same seating group and wanted to 

navigate the crowds together. Upon meeting and comparing tickets, it became evident 

that Guzman lost her bet and was placed in a section separate from the rest of the group. 

During the time before kickoff most students would spend wandering through the theme 

park of pregame festivities surrounding the stadium, Guzman and the author searched for 

someone to help relocate her seat. Upon finding an individual with authority in the ticket 

office, Guzman was not only denied her request to move, but was also told she would not 

be allowed to bring any of her friends she planned to enjoy the game with into the 

accessible section with her.  

Since this specific instance, Guzman has worked around this problem and has 

been able to attend many more UT sporting events with friends by her side. Although one 

could argue that a non-ideal football game seating arrangement would not impact 

Guzman’s college years in any extremely negative way, it is one of many examples of her 

challenges experienced on campus. Stereotypical UT college experiences, like sitting 

with a group of friends at a football game, are often difficult for Guzman to have. While 

many assume Guzman is forced to miss out on various events because she physically 

cannot participate in them, it is actually usually because someone in charge of 
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coordinating the events, or designing the spaces they are housed in, did not think of 

people in her situation. In the time since the author befriended Guzman, a common theme 

in many of the obstacles impeding Guzman’s daily life has emerged. Often, it seems that 

designers and operators of the built environment at and surrounding UT’s main campus 

continually choose to view accessibility as a minimum standard that needs to be met 

instead of an opportunity for inclusion.  

In addition to exposing the burdens placed on the physically-disabled community 

at UT, the author intends for this work to shed light on the dangerously negative 

perspective within the university community regarding accessibility. For this study, a 

survey was distributed to current and former students, parents of students, faculty, and 

staff who have spent substantial time on UT’s main campus. The goal of the survey was 

to analyze prevalence and use, and estimate the accessibility of select safety resources 

mentioned in the survey, specifically, emergency call boxes, emergency evacuation plans, 

and construction reroutes. Many survey respondents expressed belief that the university 

has a “lack of will” when it comes to addressing accessibility issues, and that those in 

charge of budget decisions simply rely on the “resilience and complacency” of those with 

physical disabilities to avoid having to allocate money for the “expense of fixing what is 

needed.” 

As a student in one of the top Civil Engineering programs in the country, the 

author is often reminded in the classroom that it is the burden of tomorrow’s engineering 

professionals to create systems that not only serve the public, but enhance their 

environment. However, how can UT’s Civil, Architectural, and Environmental 

Engineering (CAEE) program claim to be producing the engineers that will solve the 
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country’s greatest infrastructure problems, when an alarmingly large number of burdens 

are placed on the physically-disabled UT population because of the built environment in 

which the CAEE program is housed within?  Civil Engineers are supposed to be “leaders 

in building a better life for humankind”3 and there is no asterisk in that statement 

indicating exclusion of any sub-group of “humankind”. However, this study was not 

conducted to criticize UT or any program. One of the purposes of this work is to 

highlight an important opportunity for improvement and learning within and outside of 

UT. As colloquially stated by a respondent to the survey in this study: “It's a little 

depressing that ADA-access routes aren't already a priority. I feel like any planning 

should start out with making things accessible to people with physical disabilities, and 

not treat them like an afterthought.”  

Through the medium of this project the author has been given a privileged voice 

to call attention to an issue that spreads far beyond UT’s famous forty acres but is very 

prevalent, overlooked, and fixable on campus. This work is largely dedicated to the 

author’s friendship with Guzman and the lessons the author has learned because of this 

friendship. It is important to note that as an able-bodied individual the author would have 

likely never been introduced to the issues discussed in this work were it not for Guzman 

and her efforts to thrive despite them. The author would also like to acknowledge that the 

scope of this thesis is in no way comprehensive regarding the personal safety and 

accessibility issues the physically-disabled community at UT faces. The author also 

                                                           
3 Department of Civil, Architectural, and Environmental Engineering, 2017 
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hopes that it will start many productive conversations to make UT, and all college 

campuses, a safe and inclusive learning environment for all.  
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Chapter 2: Methods  

 This chapter details the methods used to conduct this study. After conducting a 

literary review, the author conducted semi-structured interviews to identify needs of and 

barriers to the physically-disabled UT community. These interviews helped the author 

define the scope of the project: analyzing the accessibility and utility of three safety 

resources via an online survey (i.e., emergency call boxes, emergency evacuation plans, 

and construction reroutes).  

At the beginning of this project, the author searched various scholarly databases 

for any previous research that had explored the accessibility of safety resources on 

college campuses in regards to persons with physical disabilities. For the purposes of this 

study, the definition of a physical disability is a “physical impairment which substantially 

limits one or more major life activity [sic]."4 A physical disability can also be defined as 

either permanent, or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion).  

Previous literature refers to “accessibility” in the context of college campus safety 

to describe a building’s ease of entrance to potential criminals 5,6. Due to recent events, 

such as the on-campus murders of Haruka Weiser and Harrison Brown in April, 20167 

and May, 20178 respectively, students, faculty, police, and staff at universities across the 

U.S. are in conversation about personal safety9.  Universities are unique and vary in the 

availability of safety resources present within their built environments, such as the 

                                                           
4 Americans with Disabilities Act, 1990 
5 Fox & Savage, 2009 
6 Schafer, J. A. et al., 2016 
7 KXAN Staff, 2017 
8 Stone, 2017 
9 Brewer, 2011 
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presence of ID card scanners at building entry points10. For this study, the phrase “built 

environment” is defined as “the humanitarian-made space in which people live, work, 

and recreate on a day-to-day basis” 11. Thus, this work does not claim to be representative 

of all the personal safety issues faced by the community of physically-disabled 

individuals on college campuses nationwide, but aims to highlight issues the author 

believes disproportionately and negatively affect the safety of persons with physical 

disabilities at UT.  

2.1. Interviews and Safety Resource Selection 

As a starting point for this study, four semi-structured interviews were conducted. 

In these semi-structured interviews, the author prepared “a list of questions and topics”12 

to be discussed, but allowed for deviation from these topics when the author deemed it 

appropriate. This interview format allowed for “focused, conversational”13 discussion to 

occur, and for unexpected points of interest to be explored further when needed. Two 

interviews were with individuals with physical disabilities who are current students (one 

undergraduate and one graduate student) at UT. Two interviews were with members of 

Services for Students with Disabilities and Project Management and Construction 

Services.  The information gathered during these interviews was used to guide the survey 

development process to ensure that the issues being analyzed were relevant to both the 

physically-disabled and able-bodied communities, to avoid making unsupported 

assumptions about these concerns. As an able-bodied individual, the author wanted to 

ensure that she was not presuming what issues were and were not relevant to the 

                                                           
10 Best Colleges, 2016 
11 Center for Disease Control and Protection, 2008 
12 Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 2017 
13 Keller & Conradin, 2017 
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physically-disabled at UT. Additionally, the author used the interviews to gain 

perspectives from the administrative side to learn about possible barriers that could 

impede solutions.  

Each of these interviews was conducted face-to-face and was approximately one-

hour in duration.  Various open-ended questions were asked that varied depending on 

who was being interviewed. The student interviews focused on personal experience as a 

physically-disabled person, with questions such as: “What does the university do well for 

physically-disabled people?” and “What are the biggest problems you face when 

navigating campus in regards to having a physical disability?” The remaining two 

interviews focused on learning about the resources available to physically-disabled 

people on campus and the procedures necessary to access or improve the resources.  

After the semi-structured interviews, a short list of potential safety resources to 

focus on within this study was developed, including; audio cues at crosswalks, curb cuts, 

and ramp slopes. To continue reducing the list of resources to investigate, publicly 

available university publications about campus safety resources and procedures were 

reviewed14,15,16,17. These documents, as well as information about and from the University 

of Texas Police Department (UTPD)18,19 were used to find information (or lack thereof) 

about the accessibility and frequency of use of designated resources.  

After the interviews and this literature review, three safety resources were 

selected: (1) emergency call boxes, (2) emergency evacuation plans, and (3) accessible 

                                                           
14 Emergency Plans, 2017 
15 Annual Security and Fire Safety Report, 2016 
16 Building Management & Restricted Access Plan Annex , 2011 
17 Building Information, 2017 
18 Mason, 2016 
19 Emergency Call Boxes, 2016 
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rerouting of pathways during construction projects. These resources were selected for 

their importance to both the able-bodied and physically-disabled communities, 

prevalence on campus, and ease at which they could be analyzed through a survey.  

2.2. Survey Development and Deployment 

After the scope of emergency services was defined, a survey was developed to 

assess the university community’s knowledge, perceptions, attitudes, and awareness of 

the selected safety resources. Specific research questions to be answered were:  

1) Are those who spend time on UT’s main campus aware that these resources 

exist?  

2) What is the perceived importance of these resources with and without regard to 

those with physical disabilities?  

3) Do those who spend time on UT’s main campus know how to use these 

resources for their intended purposes?  

4) How often are these resources used?  

The final survey underwent content review by four subject matter experts spanning civil 

engineering, survey analyses, question development, and the Americans with Disabilities 

Act. Prior to deployment, the survey was pre-deployed to five individuals to assess if the 

correct data was gathered, ensure survey fatigue was avoided, and if the targeted 

population easily understood the questions.  

Before distribution, the author asked two individuals within the university’s 

Division of Diversity and Student Engagement20  to review the survey for an additional 

round of content validation, and make final suggestions to ensure the data being gathered 

                                                           
20 Division of Diversity and Community Engagement, 2016 



10 
 

was both useful and significant. The survey also underwent thorough evaluation by the 

author’s advisors, Drs. Kasey Faust and Stephen Sonnenberg.  

The survey underwent IRB review at the University of Texas at Austin. Internal 

validation checks were included to ensure meaningful responses; twice in the survey the 

user was instructed to select a specific response to continue. If that response was not 

selected the user was not allowed to finish the survey and their responses were not 

included in the final data set. All respondents took the survey voluntarily, were over the 

age of 18, and identified themselves as having spent sufficient time on UT’s main 

campus to respond to this survey knowledgably. Respondents fell into the categories of:  

undergraduate student, graduate student, faculty, staff, alumni, or other. Those who 

identified in the “other” category were primarily parents of current or previous students. 

For the purposes of data analysis the author defined a “complete” survey response as one 

that had answered at least 90% of the survey questions and had passed all internal 

validation checks. Of the 1,002 survey responses that were started, 645 were classified as 

valid and complete.  

The survey was developed with an intentional sequence of questions to collect 

data about the respondents’ knowledge, perceptions, attitudes, and awareness of each of 

the three resources. Questions were also ordered to assess if and how the respondents’ 

knowledge, perceptions, attitudes, and awareness changed after given a very limited 

education on each resource within the survey. Respondents were first asked questions 

about their personal knowledge of the physically-disabled community on campus and the 

issues they face. The survey then went through each issue, one by one. Within each 

issue’s section users were first asked to provide their current knowledge, understanding, 
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and perceptions of each resource. Following this, the information about each resource 

was provided and users were asked if the newfound facts influenced or changed their 

opinions in any way. The full survey can be found in Appendix A. 

The survey was formatted and deployed using Qualtrics, LLC, an online survey 

software. This medium was chosen for its ease of use in creating and customizing various 

styles of questions and responses, its ability to provide confidentiality and data 

encryption, and its professional and user friendly-styling. The study was distributed 

primarily through university listservs for campus organizations and departments, and 

social media websites. Specific groups were targeted that were believed to have a vested 

interest in this project, such as the Texas Parents Association and service-oriented student 

organizations. Targeting these groups also allowed responses to be received from current 

and former students, faculty, and staff, as well as concerned family members. Data 

gathering occurred between November 2016 and February 2017.  

 

 



12 
 

Chapter 3: Respondents  

 The following section will discuss the demographic characteristics of and pre-

existing knowledge and opinions held by the respondents regarding the personal safety of 

individuals with physical disabilities at UT.  As previously stated, only responses that had 

provided answers to at least 90% of the survey questions, and had passed all internal 

validation checks, were used for this analysis.  

3.1 Demographics 

 Of the 645 respondents who completed the survey, 93% reported currently having 

or having had a permanent or temporary physical disability, and 85% reported knowing at 

least one individual at UT with a current permanent or temporary physical disability. 

Figure 3-1 summarizes the primary positions held at UT by respondents. The 2.5% of 

respondents who responded “Other” when asked “What is your primary position at the 

University of Texas at Austin?” often self-identified as concerned parents of current and 

former students. 

As a current undergraduate student, the author was able to advertise the survey to 

other undergraduate students far more than the other respondent groups. Because of this, 

the author was surprised at the percent of complete responses that were done by faculty, 

administration, and staff. This unexpectedly high response rate could indicate that paid 

employees of the university are concerned for the safety of their students in addition to 

their own. Many respondents indicated that because they are not students, they “are not 

around after dark”, but still try to “appreciate some personal safety issues encountered 

by students … during the nighttime hours.”   
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Figure 3-1.  Distribution of respondents’ primary position at the University of Texas at 
Austin? 

The large percentage of complete responses made by those who are not current 

students may also explain the distribution of other demographic questions asked in the 

survey, such as: 78% of respondents being over the age of 22 years, 55% of respondents 

having spent more than 5 years at UT, and the average amount of hours per day spent by 

respondents on UT’s campus outside of the 8:00 AM – 5:00 PM time frame being 2.48 

hours. Eighty-five percent (85%) of respondents indicated having consistent access to a 

car, which could have led to the respondent base having little concern for personal safety 

traveling to and from campus.  

Of the total 39.7% of respondents who identified as current students, 65% hold a 

full or part-time job, and participate in an average of two on-campus organizations in 

addition to their course work. These statistics illustrate that the students who took the 

time to complete the survey are typically heavily involved in other commitments. Thus, 

because this group of students is more active on-campus, they may be more likely to 

Administrator, 
2.9%

Staff, 39.8%

Undergraduate 
Student, 22.5%

Graduate 
Student, 
17.2%

Faculty, 
11.2%

Alumni, 3.9% Other, 2.5%
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notice safety issues and feel compelled to discuss them. This interest may also motivate 

these students to complete a survey such as this, so they feel their opinions are heard. 

Sixty-nine percent (69%) of respondents identified as female, 30% as male, and 

1% preferred to self-describe their gender. The respondents were predominately white in 

ethnicity (68%) and lived in areas outside of walking distance to UT’s campus. Figures 

and Tables displaying the demographic data gathered in this survey in greater detail can 

be found in Appendix B.  

3.2 Pre-Existing Knowledge and Opinions  

 In addition to the previously discussed demographic questions, survey 

respondents were asked for their knowledge and opinions regarding personal safety on 

UT’s campus, the physically-disabled UT community, and issues faced by that 

community.   

As shown in Table 3-1, respondents believed roughly 13.9% of current UT 

students have a permanent physical disability. Per the Americans with Disabilities Act, 

UT cannot require applicants to disclose if they have a physical disability, and thus, UT 

does not have this data. That information could corrupt the admissions process and lead 

to admission discrimination. However, there is no government regulation barring 

universities from asking students to voluntarily identify as having a disability of any sorts 

once they are admitted. The University of Texas currently does not ask for their admitted 

students to do this. Services for Students with Disabilities (SSD) is a department at UT 

that exists to provide accommodations to students with mental and physical disabilities. 

SSD has data about students who have used their services. In the 2015-2016 school year, 
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2,625 students registered with SSD as having some type of, equating to roughly 5% of 

the undergraduate and graduate student populations combined. It appears to the author 

that UT has assumed that students with physical disabilities will find SSD on their own. 

These students will seek resources and accommodations when they prepare to come on 

campus. However, the author believes this assumption could be incorrect. Individuals 

with physical disabilities could come from schools and towns that did little to nothing to 

help accommodate their experiences. This could have caused those individuals to come to 

expect no help from academic institutions, and thus, lead them to not seek out any of the 

resources the university has to offer. Only, approximately 43% of survey respondents 

were moderately to extremely familiar with Services for Students with Disabilities. 

Table 3-1. Percent of Students with a Permanent Physical Disability 
Question Min. Max. Mean Std. D. 

What percentage of University of Texas 
students do you think have a permanent 

physical disability? 
1 80 13.9 9.6 

 As shown by Figure 3-2, very few survey respondents initially held strong 

opinions regarding the accessibility of safety resources on UT’s campus. Respondents 

were asked how strongly they agree with the following statement: “The safety resources 

provided by the University of Texas are accessible by students with permanent and 

temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities.” This question came after 

respondents were asked to rank the prevalence of seven obstacles faced by students with 

permanent or temporary physical disabilities, and asked to list “any other issues or 

challenges faced by those with ... physical disabilities” at UT (results of those rankings 

can be seen in Figures 3-3 – 3-9). For these rankings users selected “1” for what they 

believe to be the most prevalent issue and “7” for what they believed to be the least 
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prevalent. Some “issues or challenges” listed by respondents include: “parking”, 

“navigating lab space”, “psychological health”, “bathroom stall doors and sinks”, 

“lack of knowledge among professors”, and “feel[ing] like the university at large doesn’t 

really care about our needs.” Additional figures and tables summarizing knowledge and 

opinions of respondents before being given a brief education of the select safety 

resources can be found in Appendix B.

 

Figure 3-2. Perception of Safety Resource Accessibility 
 

6%

37% 44% 12% 2%

How strongly do you agree with the following statement?
"The safety resources provided by the University of Texas
are accessible by students with permanent and temporary

(e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities".

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Figure 3-3: Inaccessibility of Safety Resources 

 

Figure 3-4: Lack of Personal Knowledge of University Resources 
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Figure 3-5: Lack of Public Information Regarding Inaccessible Areas of Campus 

 

Figure 3-6: Lack of Public Knowledge about Physical Disabilities  
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Figure 3-7: Limited Housing Options 

 

Figure 3-8: Physically Navigating Campus Infrastructure 
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Figure 3-9: Reliance on Others for Daily Tasks (Opening Doors, Reaching/Carrying 

Objects, Self-Care, etc.) 
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Chapter 4: Emergency Call Boxes 

 This chapters discussed results to survey questions about emergency call boxes. 

Respondents were asked questions to assess their general knowledge about emergency 

call boxes, then given a brief education on their use. After this education, respondents 

were asked more questions regarding their perceived importance and accessibility. 

Currently, there are over 174 emergency phones on campus contained in emergency call 

boxes that are mounted on yellow poles. Figure 4-1 shows a picture of an emergency UT 

call box. Emergency call boxes are painted yellow, have a blue light on top, and are 

clearly marked "POLICE HELP." To operate an emergency call box, a button on the box 

is pushed which activates a direct phone line with UTPD, pinpointing the caller's 

location. The boxes were activated 156 times in 2013, 204 in 2014 and 114 times in 

2015.   

 
 

Figure 4-1: Emergency Call Box 
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4.1 User Initial Knowledge   

 Most respondents had correct knowledge of the purpose of an emergency call box 

and how users can operate them.  However, 90% of respondents underestimated the 

number of call boxes located on UT’s main campus, and 79% underestimated the average 

number of times they are used annually. When asked “Do you think a student with … 

physical disabilities could use an emergency call box…?”, there were mixed responses. 

Users generally acknowledged that the type of physical disability a person has could 

affect their ability to use emergency call boxes, and a variety of examples were given 

such as; “It would depend on the disability wouldn't it? If both arms are broken (or 

disabled), they might not be able to use it. If a leg was broken (or disabled), they might 

have some trouble getting to the call box, but should be able to use it. I think the buttons 

are positioned low enough to allow for wheelchair access”. 

4.2 User Educated Opinions   

Figure 4-2 summarizes the opinions of respondents after they were given a brief 

education in the survey about emergency call boxes. Those who completed the survey 

believed the call boxes are an important, accessible resource, but also acknowledged that 

they likely did not receive complete knowledge about them before taking this survey. 

Eleven percent (11%) of respondents believed that there were no issues that could 

potentially prohibit a person with physical disabilities from using an emergency call box. 

Many of the remaining 89% who perceived accessibility call box issues described 

possible challenges a physically-disabled person could have while trying to call to help. 

Examples of these obstacles include: “indication of where the button is in braille”, 
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“being able to verbally communicate”, and a” pressure needed to depress the call 

button.” Additional figures and tables summarizing respondent answers to survey 

questions about emergency call boxes can be found in Appendix B.

 

Figure 4-2: “How strongly do you agree with the following statements?” – Call Boxes 

4.3 University Support   

 In the spring of 2016, UTPD responded to increased scrutiny regarding campus 

security after undergraduate student Haruka Weiser was found murdered behind UT’s 

Alumni Center near Waller Creek. At the time, Officer William Pieper of UTPD 

indicated that there was little evidence about the call boxes’ effectiveness, as “most of the 

call box activations were of an unknown nature, meaning there was no answer on the 

other end of the telephone line and nobody in the area when the officer arrived.”  Michal 

Dorn, the executive director of a campus safety nonprofit known as Safe Havens, 

expressed similar sentiments about the call boxes’ utility: “I don’t know of any reliable 

data to show that [call boxes] deter crime, but affording staff and students an opportunity 
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to summon help rapidly is helpful.”21 Though most call box activations lead to no 

activity, Pieper believes the call boxes’ use should not be discredited. They serve as a 

resource available to students without immediate cell phone access, as many universities 

have opted for app-based emergency duress communication systems22. 

 Since Haruka’s tragic death, UT President Greg Fenves asked the Texas 

Department of Public Safety (DPS) to review the state of campus safety. Fenves indicated 

he planned to implement any changes that DPS recommended23. UT’s Executive 

Compliance Committee (ECC) reviewed the recommendations and in March 2017 

published the Executive Compliance Committee Report on Campus Security Initiatives. 

This report detailed ECC’s long-term strategy for campus safety, created as a part of the 

effort to implement DPS’ recommendations. In this report, emergency call boxes were 

used as an example of a safety resource to be used to address current and future risks 

present on pathways by which “students, faculty, and staff traverse campus and off-

campus areas.”24  

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
21 Reporting Texas, 2016 
22 Reporting Texas, 2016 
23 Reporting Texas, 2016 
24 Executive Compliance Committee Report On Campus Security Initiatives, 2017 
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Chapter 5: Emergency Evacuation Plans 

Chapter 5 discusses results to survey questions regarding emergency evacuation 

plans (see example evacuation plan in Figure 5-1). Respondents were asked questions to 

assess their general knowledge about emergency evacuation plans, followed by a brief 

education on evacuation plans in the context of UT. After providing this additional 

information, respondents were asked additional questions regarding the perceived 

importance and accessibility of campus evacuation plans. It should be noted Executive 

Compliance Committee Report on Campus Security Initiatives from 2017 does not 

mention updating, accessing, or using emergency evacuation plans26.  

 

Figure 5-1: Emergency Evacuation Plan found in Ernest Cockrell Junior Hall (ECJ) 

 

                                                           
26 Executive Compliance Committee Report On Campus Security Initiatives, 2017 
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According to the UT Building Management Plan "University faculty members are 

responsible for pointing out their classrooms’ building emergency evacuation routes and 

emergency procedures to students at the beginning of each semester."27 Students who 

would require assistance in evacuation are required to inform their instructors in writing 

during the first week of class and "[f]aculty members must then provide this information 

to the Fire Prevention Services office by fax."28 The author could not find information in 

University publications about what is supposed to be done with this information once it is 

faxed to the Fire Prevention Services office.  

5.1 User Initial Knowledge   

 Though most respondents claimed to know what an emergency evacuation plan 

for a campus building plan is, 69% did not know if the plans highlight pathways for 

people with permanent or temporary physical disabilities. A summary of responses to the 

question, “How can a student with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 

concussion) physical disabilities that would need help in an emergency evacuation find 

information about accessible escape routes?” is shown in Figure 5-2 (please note that 

because respondents could select more than one choice, the percentages in Figure 5-2 do 

not total 100%). The percent next to each choice represents the percent of total 

respondents that selected that choice. The author could not find any UT published 

standards as to where accessible escape routes should be found, so the options in this 

question were representative of where the author expected them to be present based on 

personal experiences and semi-structured interviews.  

                                                           
27 Building Management & Restricted Access Plan Annex , 2011 
28 Building Management & Restricted Access Plan Annex , 2011 
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Figure 5-2: Accessible Pathway Location 

 The majority of those who chose “Other” for this question provided a variety of 

responses including: “be provided with information when applying for and receiving a 

‘D’ parking pass”, “Disability Services”, and “floor monitors on each floor that help 

direct folks on where to exit or wait in case of an emergency.”  

When asked “From which of the following places can you find the emergency 

evacuation plan for a UT campus building?”, respondents thought plans were present at a 

variety of locations. Forty-eight percent (48%) of respondents selected at least two 

responses to this question (excluding “I do not know”).  A complete breakdown of 

responses to this question is shown in Figure 5-3, with the percent next to each choice 

represents the percent of total respondents that selected that choice. The author could not 

find any UT published standards as to where emergency evacuation plans should be 

found; thus, the options in this question were representative of where the author expected 

them to be present based on personal experiences and semi-structured interviews. 
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Figure 5-3: Emergency Evacuation Plan Locations 
 

On UT’s Facilities Services website, details such as the number of floors and 

recycling station locations can be found for each campus building. Figure 5-4 shows a 

screenshot of the “Additional Information” section of each building’s website, where it is 

indicated PDF floor plans of each building can be found after logging in with a UT EID.  

 

Figure 5-4: Building Additional Information  
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the author logged in with her UT EID and tried clicking on either of the floor plan links 

for any campus building.  

 

Figure 5-5: Forbidden Floor Plan Web Page 

 As previously stated, it is currently the responsibility of professors to point out 

emergency evacuation routes to students at the beginning of the semester. As shown in 

Figure 5-6, 63% of respondents had never had a professor do this. Of the 37% that had a 

professor mention evacuation routes, 54% had no professors mention evacuation 

processes if a student with physical disabilities is present.  

 

Figure 5-6: Implementation of Evacuation Plan Education Procedure in Classroom by 

Professors 
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5.2 User Educated Opinions  

 After respondents received the provided information about emergency evacuation 

plans, they were prompted to provide input as to where they believe students (and others 

on campus) with and without physical disabilities should be able to find accessible escape 

routes for buildings in which they do not have classes in. The author specifically asked 

about these buildings because if University procedures are followed, students should be 

informed about evacuation procedures for buildings in which their classes are housed. It 

should be noted that the author believes (based on conversations with friends and 

personal experience) that many students (and others) consistently spend time in buildings 

in which they do not currently have classes. With this in mind, those who spend time on 

campus need to be able to find information about how to safely evacuate any campus 

building.  

 When asked where students should be able to find emergency evacuation plans, 

many responded they should be available somewhere “online” or within the “UT 

[phone] app.” However, some respondents noted that having this information easily 

accessible could “make a building less secure if ‘bad guys’ could find out the inner 

layout of a building.” The majority of respondents said that evacuation information for 

students with physical disabilities “should be made available in the same manner as the 

other pathways.” However, there were some respondents who believed that students with 

physical disabilities should find this information “on their own”, because “it is their 

obligation to get the information they need.” 
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 Additional figures and tables summarizing respondent answers to survey 

questions about emergency evacuation plans can be found in Appendix B. 
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Chapter 6: Construction Rerouting 

Chapter 6 discusses results to survey questions regarding alternative routes during 

construction projects on campus. Respondents were asked questions to assess their 

perceptions of and experience with campus construction in the context of accessibility. 

Unlike the previous sections of the survey, the respondents were not provided with any 

education about rerouting or construction. The author was unable to find any formal 

guidelines regarding accessibility during construction. However, with the University of 

Texas System allocating over 1.4 billion dollars to capital improvements to UT Austin 

over the next five years29, the author believed construction reroutes were relevant to this 

study.  

6.1 User Initial Knowledge   

Table 6-1 displays respondent answers to questions regarding their interaction 

with construction and alternate routes. As shown by the standard deviation values in 

Table 6-1 and the respondent-provided feedback, much uncertainty regarding 

construction reroutes exists among the campus community. When asked, “Do you think 

the alternative routes created because of construction projects on campus are accessible to 

students with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical 

disabilities? Why or why not?” many respondents expressed uncertainty about 

accessibility during construction through responses such as: “sometimes”; “maybe”; and 

“I do not know, but I hope adequate … access is provided.” 

                                                           
29 The University of Texas System, 2017 
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Table 6-1: Respondent Perceptions of Construction Reroutes 

Question Min. Max. Mean Std. D. 

On average, how many times per day do you have to walk through 
or near a construction project on campus? 

0 28 3.43 3.06 

What percent of construction projects have caused you to find 
alternative routes to your destinations? 

0% 100% 44.18% 31.14% 

What percent of construction projects have signage indicating 
alternative routes to your destinations? 

0% 100% 43.31% 34.47% 

What percent of construction projects have signage indicating 
alternative routes accessible to those with permanent or temporary 

(e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities? 
0% 100% 17.92% 25.95% 

When asked “What do you think can be done to improve accessibility for those 

with permanent and temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities when 

construction is occurring on campus?” respondents provided a variety of suggestions. 

Examples of these suggestions include: “provide an app that daily updates construction 

and pathways”;” have an actual person with a disability try the path”; “roving bands of 

golf cart shuttles”; “signs on the construction site fencing “; “email describing route 

closures and available alternatives”; and “effort.”  

6.2 Construction Advisories 

Though the author was unable to find any formal guidelines regarding the 

accessibility of alternate routes during construction, information about where accessible 

pathways are located was found in multiple places. For the Speedway Mall Project 

specifically, the author received multiple emails from Parking and Transportation 

Services (PTS) about “access and parking” changes that occurred with different phases of 
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construction. A screenshot of a portion one of those emails sent on December 13, 2016 is 

shown in Figure 6-1.  

 

Figure 6-1: Advisory Email from Parking and Transportation Services 

 The author was also sent a copy of this specific email from Engineering Student 

Services approximately one month after PTS originally sent it. The author notes that she 

does not recall receiving any other emails of this nature for any other construction project 

on campus, but has received numerous emails from PTS about how different, non-

construction related, events will impact accessible parking on campus.  

 UT also has a “Construction Advisory” website online where anyone (students, 

faculty, campus visitors, etc.) can “find detailed information about construction projects 

affecting that specific part of central campus”30. Site visitors find diagrams displaying 

information for each construction project, including accessible pedestrian access 

pathways. Diagrams for the Engineering Education and Research Center and the current 

phase (in May 2017) of the Speedway Mall Project are shown in Figures 6-2 and 6-3 

                                                           
30 UT Austin | Campus Planning | Construction Advisory, 2017 
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respectively. Though the diagrams are not consistent in their labeling schematics, they 

both display how pedestrian pathways are affected by the construction and where 

accessible routes can be found.  

 

Figure 6-2: Engineering Education and Research Center Pedestrian Access 

 Though information regarding accessible alternative routes during campus 

construction is available to anyone with internet access, the uncertainty displayed by 

respondents about these resources highlights a different issue. The university is providing 

a potentially very useful resource by publishing these diagrams. However, the time and 

energy spent creating these diagrams was wasted if people who need them may not know 

they exist. One survey respondent specifically suggested that there should be a “place on 

the UTexas website that provides comprehensive construction notifications and 

alternative routes with special attention to suggested routes for those with disabilities”. 

Thus, in the case of construction reroutes, the university is successfully addressing public 

needs and wants, but is failing to effectively distribute the potential solutions. 



36 
 

 

 

Figure 6-3: Speedway Mall Project Pedestrian Access  
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Chapter 7: Future Analysis 

 As discussed in Chapter 2, the study is comprised of 1,002 responses, with 645 

being valid and complete, which was a higher response rate than expected. However, the 

number of responses provides a wide range of perceptions, experiences, and 

recommendations. Beyond the analyses provided in Chapters 3-6 qualitative analyses are 

ongoing to discover themes and frequency of occurrence in the answers provided to the 

free response questions in the survey.  

7.1 Process  

 Though coding is traditionally thought of in a quantitative sense, it can be 

generally defined as “the process of organizing and sorting your data.”31 Qualitative 

analyses assess a set of qualitative materials, systematically identifies emergent themes 

and patterns present in the content, and presents them in an organized way32. Free 

responses provided for each question in the survey were organized into a database. The 

responses were organized initially by the question that prompted each response, then they 

are being further categorized into thematic categories and subcategories, such as 

“elevators” or “classroom accommodation.” When every response is coded, a coding 

dictionary that defines each category label will be created.  

 

 

                                                           
31 Center for Evaluation and Research, 2017 
32 Center for Evaluation and Research, 2017 
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7.2 Preliminary Results  

 Most free responses can be categorized as either recommendations, anecdotes, or 

realizations. Respondents generated a variety of ideas regarding how to solve both 

accessibility and safety issues on UT’s campus. Examples of these suggestions include 

“support groups for people with chronic diseases” and “annual training … required for 

professors regarding [accessibility].” A comprehensive summary of these 

recommendations can be found in Chapter 8. Many respondents had personal experiences 

with campus accessibility that appeared to motivate their survey responses. For example, 

one respondent has “one student / patient with Cerebral palsy who can only access the 

swimming center when one specific person is there.  They need to exercise (she is walking 

less and wheeling more b/c of lack of exercise).” Another respondent stated that “being 

in a wheelchair for two months last year” influenced their answers. Respondents made a 

point to detail their frustrations with certain areas or aspects of campus that had caused 

them or a loved one trouble in the past. One respondent detailed an instance when “it 

took a minimum of 30 minutes” for the respondent to help a resident use the “only-

handicap ramp” at a UT dorm. It appears that many respondents viewed this survey as a 

way of reporting problem areas on campus, in hopes that the university will respond to 

their complaints. Respondents without prior experience dealing with accessibility or 

knowledge of the procedures and resources detailed in this work, often expressed surprise 

that they were previously unaware of something that was brought up in the survey: “I 

assume that those with disabilities are more informed than me but if I were disabled I 

would [have] no clue about anything mentioned in this survey (all this information is new 

to me).” 
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Chapter 8: Reflections and Responses 

 The goal of this study was multi-faceted. The author created this work to 

showcase burdens faced by the physically-disabled UT community, assess public 

perceptions of UT’s accessibility and safety, and ultimately start a conversation that will 

lead to more thoughtful campus planning and improved safety for all. The following 

chapter will detail reflections from the author regarding this work, respondent provided 

recommendations for improving accessibility and safety on UT’s campus, and specific 

problem areas described in survey responses.  

8.1 Author Reflections 

 The spring 2013 UT Campus Master Plan says the following regarding 

accessibility: “The University’s commitment is more than mere compliance; rather it is a 

commitment to provide access to all members of the diverse campus community. This 

framework encourages design beyond the minimum standards set forth in the Americans 

with Disabilities Act (ADA) Architectural Guidelines to provide environments inherently 

accessible to as diverse a population as possible.” 34 However, it is the author’s belief that 

the majority of the UT community does not believe the university is genuinely committed 

to serving the physically-disabled. This was reflected in the respondents’ opinions on the 

utility of even taking the survey. One respondent expressed that they personally “do have 

concerns, but these kinds of surveys always end up being cosmetic. The UT 

administration says, ‘See what we've done! Look at our survey results!’ But real changes 

to safety on campus rarely happen …” Many respondents also expressed disappointment 

                                                           
34 The University of Texas at Austin Campus Master Plan, 2013 
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in a perceived lack of effort and compassion: “It is a top engineering university in the 

world; what a shame that up until now everything that has been done to address this 

issue is beyond mediocre” or “The problem doesn't appear to be lack of resources; it 

appears to be lack of will.” “I really don't think the campus believes that the expense of 

fixing what is needed for these students outweighs what the student needs.  Students are 

very resilient and I believe the University just counts on their resilience and 

complacency.” 

 While the author acknowledges the validity of these frustrations, she also finds 

hope in them. That over one thousand individuals took the time to take the survey and 

provide thoughtful responses shows that the UT community cares for the safety its 

members and wants to see positive, tangible change take place. Many respondents 

acknowledged that they were previously uneducated about the issues highlighted in this 

work, and expressed a desire to learn more: 

 “… [T]his has made me very aware of how little I know and I am going to seek 

out and review my evacuation plans, etc. so that I can see how I can help 

students with disabilities.” 

 “I'd like to know what I could do as an educator/counselor to improve 

accessibility/safety for my students with disabilities beyond referring them to 

SSD.” 

 “[I]t seems there may be some issues with the accessibility of campus safety 

resources for people with physical disabilities that I was not aware of (as far as 

being able to utilize call boxes easily, etc.). I was glad to learn of these issues 

and would be supportive of any initiative to improve access.” 
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 “Beginning this semester (Sp2017), I will include this specific information 

(assisting students with physical or permanent disabilities) in my safety 

discussion to my classes. Thanks for the info!! Unfortunately, the honest truth is 

that most professors at UT do NOT think it's their responsibility to inform 

students in their classes of safety rules/guidelines. There is no doubt in my mind 

that The University of Texas will pay dearly one day for the fact that they do not 

REQUIRE professors to include this information in their syllabus and in the first 

class day discussions.” 

Though this thesis highlights only a select number of issues faced by the 

physically-disabled community at UT, the author genuinely believes it has already 

prompted productive conversations on campus. Since this research began, individuals 

from various campus departments have reached out to the author expressing their desire 

to be kept informed about any significant findings. Persons within the author’s network 

have said that simply taking the survey has caused them to think more thoughtfully about 

making their classrooms or campus events more accessible. As the author presents the 

results of this work to members of university administration and other relevant campus 

groups, she hopes these conversations continue to be had and quickly result in positive, 

tangible changes. All Longhorns have a right to a safe, accessible, inclusive, and 

welcoming place in which they can learn and grow. If this work contributes to the 

creation of spaces such as that, then it has served its purpose.  
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8.2 Recommendations and Problem Areas 

Due to the large volume of survey responses, the list of recommendations and 

problem areas in this chapter is not comprehensive. The author selected recommendations 

and issues she believes were relevant and useful based on personal experiences and 

knowledge gained from this research. Please note that all items listed are respondent 

generated, but may have been slightly modified to fix grammatical errors.  

8.2.1 Recommendations  

Respondents provided recommendations to improve multiple issues related to 

accessibility and safety on campus. The following section focuses on suggestions related 

to disseminating important information to the physically-disabled UT community, and 

improving mobility during construction. Many respondents considered touchpoints the 

university may already have with physically-disabled persons, such as “when applying 

for and receiving a ‘D’ parking pass,” and suggested distributing an updated procedure 

regarding emergency evacuation with said parking pass. Other respondents focused on 

touchpoints the university has with all students such as “registration”, “orientation”, 

“UTDircet”, each class “syllabus”, the “UT [phone] app”, and suggested that accessibly 

emergency evacuation procedures should be available through these mediums and at 

these events. Some respondents suggested standardizing where and how emergency 

evacuation plans can be found in campus buildings. One respondent proposed having “a 

QR code mounted by doors that they could read with their phones, leading to an app that 

would show the route out.” Another respondent suggested having “floor monitors on 

each floor that help direct folks on where to exit or wait in case of an emergency.” 
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For creating accessible alternative routes during construction, respondent 

recommendations focused heavily on more thoughtful planning of routes and more 

efficient communication about the new routes to people with physical disabilities. 

Responses regarding planning of alternate routes included:  

 “University disability services should consult with construction companies on how to 

best accommodate students.”  

 “Require contractors to provide detour routes for people with physical handicaps 

and enforce this to be demonstrated before allowing construction to begin.” 

 “Put yourself in the day of a disabled person; try to navigate in wheelchair or 

walking stick and see if you can make it around campus through the construction. If 

not change accessibility.” 

 “Put these [physically-disabled] students in a planning group, allow them to attend 

meetings of construction projects and give their input!”  

 “Longer discussions about ADA needs, for sure. I had a contractor considering a 

project on our side of campus, and I had to keep bringing them back to how they 

would provide a safe pathway for elderly patrons or persons with a disability in a 

wheelchair to get from the parking garage to our building. They were impatient with 

me.” 

 Survey respondents were frustrated about how relevant information about alternate 

routes is currently distributed. Many respondents asked for “simple maps of alternate 

routes on easier to find physical signage, and links to website that provides campus-

wide accessible routes.” Some suggested that the university “streamline where that 

information can be found or updated” and that “students with disabilities should be 
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informed via email, app, etc. of changes to campus paths so they can prepare ahead 

of time.” However, they also recognized that for this to happen, the university also 

needs to “register people with handicaps” and create a database with their contact 

information so they each receive these notifications. Other respondents noted the 

difficulty of creating accessible alternative routes during construction and suggested 

providing “individualized shuttles to and from destinations” to “staff and students 

with permanent or temporary physical disabilities.” One respondent recognized the 

possible high costs of such a system, and instead suggested providing “options for 

UHS services to loan motorized or wheeled devices to help students with disabilities 

get around campus.” 

8.2.2 Problem Areas for Accessibility on Campus 

The following list provides respondent complaints and anecdotes regarding 

accessibility or safety issues at specific areas of campus. Please note the author has not 

modified these responses or looked further into any area of concern mentioned.  

 “Jester Academic has no building manager. The students, staff, and faculty who 

inhabit this space are not safe.” 

 "San Jac and REC area construction along speedway narrows pedestrian traffic to 

small confined corridor - pavement quality is horrific and will cause slowness with 

wheelchair bound students which in turn causes weird aggression among able 

students." 
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 “In the FAC, the ground floor's women's restroom does not have a handicap button, 

but the men's does. Can someone take care of that because that's kind of sexist... 

women can be on crutches and need the button to get in too. Thanks!” 

 “Please put railings on the giant amount of stairs going down to the East Mall 

(towards Speedway) from the Tower, and also by the stairs by the fountain in the six 

pack that go towards the churches.” 

 “The Road from Jester to RLM (Speedway?) needs to be smoothed out! There are so 

many potholes, I once saw a man fall off his wheelchair because of a hole and then he 

would not let us help him get back on his chair, but then he was not able to get back 

on by himself because the chair was not stable because of the holes.” 

 “The social work building is completely inaccessible yet nothing seems to be done.” 

 “I work in MBB and NHB and we currently have a staff member that is unable to 

open the doors leading into the bathroom and reach the countertops to wash her 

hands in the sink.” 

 “Accessibility in Waggener Hall is awful--better than it used to be, but that's not 

saying much.  There is only one ramp into the building and the elevator is often 

malfunctioning.” 

 “Some buildings, such as those in the Honors Quad, need some work to be made 

more accessible.” 

 “For some locations (e.g. Main Building), handicapped parking is very limited 

and/or still a fair distance from the site.” 

 “Evacuations and use of historic buildings (Battle Hall fire procedures, for 

example).” 
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 “I work in Jester.  The elevator is the only way for a person with disabilities to get to 

the third floor. During an emergency there is no way for a person to get down from 

the third floor if they have a physical disability.” 

 “UTSOA and RLM elevators.” 
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Appendix A: Survey 

Impact Assessment of University Infrastructure on Students with Physical Disabilities  
 
You are invited to participate in a research study, entitled “Impact Assessment of 
University Infrastructure on Students with Physical Disabilities.”   The purpose of this 
study is to assess the University perception of the resources available to and impact of 
University infrastructure on those with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 
concussion) physical disabilities at the University of Texas at Austin. Your participation 
in the study will contribute to a better understanding of the role that University 
infrastructure plays in the college experience of students with physical disabilities.   This 
study defines a physical disability as a "physical impairment which substantially limits 
one or more major life activity [sic]" (Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990).   You 
must be at least 18 years old to participate. If you agree to participate the survey will take 
approximately 10-20 minutes of your time.  Participation or Withdrawal Your 
participation in this study is voluntary.  You may decline to answer any question and you 
have the right to withdraw from participation at any time.   Contacts The study is being 
conducted by Natalie Weston, Dr. Kasey Faust, Dr. Stephen Sonnenberg, and the 
Engineering Honors Program in the Cockrell School of Engineering at The University of 
Texas at Austin. If you have any questions about the study contact the researcher, Natalie 
Weston, at natalie.r.weston@utexas.edu.    Thank you.    If you agree to participate, 
please select "Agree" and submit your response to begin the survey.     
(1) Agree (2) Disagree 
 
Q1. What is your primary position at the University of Texas at Austin? (1) 
Undergraduate Student, (2) Graduate Student, (3) Faculty, (4) Administrator, (5) Staff, 
(6) Alumni, (7) Other ____________________ 
 
Q2.  Have you ever had a permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) 
physical disability? (1) Yes, I have a permanent physical disability, (2) Yes, I have had or 
currently have a temporary physical disability (e.g. broken bone, concussion), (3) No, I 
have never had a physical disability, (4) I do not know 
 
Q3. Do you know any University of Texas students that have had or have a permanent or 
temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disability? (1) Definitely Yes, (2) 
Probably Yes, (3) Probably not, (4) Definitely not, (5) I do not know 
 
Q4. What percentage of University of Texas students do you think have a permanent 
physical disability? ______ Percentage of students with a permanent disability 
 
Q5. Where do you live? (1) On Campus, (2) North Campus, (3)West Campus, (4) 
Riverside, (5) Other 
 
Q6. How familiar are you with Services for Students with Disabilities?  
(1) Extremely familiar (2) Very familiar (3) Moderately familiar (4) Slightly familiar (5) 
I have heard of it but I do not know what it is (6)Not familiar at all 
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Q7. Please rank the following obstacles faced by the students with permanent or 
temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities at the University of Texas 
from MOST prevalent (1) to LEAST Prevalent (7).  
Inaccessibility of safety resources, Lack of personal knowledge of University resources, 
Lack of public information regarding inaccessible areas of campus, Lack of public 
knowledge about Physical Disabilities, Limited housing options, Physically navigating 
campus infrastructure, Reliance on others for daily tasks (opening doors, 
reaching/carrying objects, self-care, etc.) 

 
Q8. Are you aware of any other issues or challenges faced by those with permanent or 
temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities at the University of Texas? 
If yes please list them.  
(1) Yes: ____________________ (2) No 
 
Q9. How strongly do you agree with the following statement? "The safety resources 
provided by the University of Texas are accessible by students with permanent and 
temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities".   
(1) Strongly agree (2) Somewhat agree (3) Neither agree nor disagree (4) Somewhat 
disagree (5) Strongly disagree 
 
Q10. Do you know what an emergency call box is?  
(1) Yes (2) No (3) I do not know 
 
Q11. How do you operate an emergency call box?  
(1) You use a phone on the call box to physically dial a phone number for help in 
emergency situations (2) You use a phone on the call box to automatically contact the 
University of Texas Police Department (3)You push a button on the call box to sound an 
alarm (4) You push a button on the call box to contact the University of Texas Police 
Department (5) I do not know what an emergency call box is or how they are operated 
 
Q12. How many emergency call boxes do you think are located on the University of 
Texas campus?  
(1) 0-50 (2) 51-100 (3) 101-150 (4) 151-200 (5) 201-250 (6) 251+ 
 
Q13. Where do you think emergency call boxes are located on the University of Texas 
campus (Choose all that apply)? 
On every street corner, On every street corner and every 100 yards on major streets, On 
exterior pathways exiting campus, Only in parking lots, I do not know 
 
Q14. How many times per year do you think an emergency call box is used on the 
University of Texas campus? 
(1) 0-50 (2) 51-100 (3) 101-150 (4) 151-200 (5) 201-250 (6) 251+ 
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There are over 174 emergency phones on campus contained in emergency call boxes that 
are mounted on yellow poles, pictured below. Emergency call boxes are painted yellow, 
have a blue light on top, and are clearly marked "POLICE HELP." To operate an 
emergency call box a button on the box is pushed which activates a direct phone line with 
UTPD, pinpointing the caller's location. The boxes were activated 156 times in 2013, 204 
in 2014 and 114 times in 2015.   
 

 
 
Q15. To ensure you have read the above portion of the survey please select "3". 
(1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 
 
Q16. Do you think a student with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 
concussion) physical disabilities could use an emergency call box on the UT campus? 
Why or why not?  
 
Q17. Should there be an increase in, a decrease in, or the same number of emergency call 
boxes on the UT campus?  
(1) Increase (2) Decrease (3) The Same 
 
Q18. Which of the following, if any, do you believe prohibit a person with permanent or 
temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities from using an emergency 
call box (choose all that apply)?  
(1) Location of the call button on the mounted call box (2) Location of the pole the call 
box is mounted on (3) Physical objects in front of the emergency call box and/or poll it 
the box mounted on (4) Location of the mounted call box on the pole (5) Other 
_________ (6)None of the above 
 
Q19. How have campus carry and shootings on college campuses across the nation 
changed the value you place on emergency call boxes? 
(1) I find them more important (2) I find them equally as important (3) I find them less 
important (4) I have never found and still do not find emergency call boxes important 
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Q20. How strongly do you agree with the following statement?  
 

 
Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

"The emergency call 
boxes on the UT 
campus are an 

important safety 
resource." 

° ° ° ° ° 

"The emergency call 
boxes on the UT 

campus are accessible 
to students with 
permanent and 

temporary (e.g. broken 
bone, concussion) 

physical disabilities." 

° ° ° ° ° 

"I received an adequate 
education from UT 
about on-campus 

emergency call boxes 
before taking this 

survey." 

° ° ° ° ° 

 
 
Q21. Do you know what an emergency evacuation plan is for campus buildings?  
(1) Yes (2) No (3) I do not know 
 
Q22. From which of the following places can you find the emergency evacuation plan for 
a UT campus building? Please check all that apply. 
The wall of every room within the building (e.g. classroom, bathroom), The Building 
Information section of the University Facilities Services website, The website of the 
department within which the building is housed, In the syllabus of every class housed in 
said building, Other ____________________, I do not know 
 
Q23. Do emergency evacuation plans for buildings on the University of Texas campus 
highlight pathways for people with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 
concussion) physical disabilities?  
(1) Yes (2) No (3) I do not know 
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Q24. How can a student with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 
concussion) physical disabilities that would need help in an emergency evacuation find 
information about accessible escape routes (check all that apply)?   
Contact the building manager of a specific building, Inform a professor that teaches in a 
specific building that they require assistance, Check a building's emergency evacuation 
plan, Go to a main office inside of the building (e.g. departmental), I do not know,  
Other ______ 
 
Q25. Below is an example of a building emergency evacuation plan map at UT. 
According to the UT Building Management Plan "University faculty members are 
responsible for pointing out their classrooms’ building emergency evacuation routes and 
emergency procedures to students at the beginning of each semester."    Students who 
would require assistance in evacuation are required to inform their instructors in writing 
during the first week of class and "Faculty members must then provide this information 
to the Fire Prevention Services office by fax." Evacuation routes to be used by those with 
physical disabilities are unavailable for public access.  These emergency evacuation plans 
are not available to students online.  

 
 
Q26. To ensure you have read the above portion of the survey please select "2". 
(1) 5 (2) 4 (3) 3 (4) 2 (5)1 
 
Q27. If you are a current or former student at the University of Texas, what percent of 
your professors pointed out their classrooms’ building emergency evacuation routes at 
the beginning of the semester? If you are a professor please respond in the context that 
you share with your class.  
(1) None of my classes (2) Almost none of my classes (3) Some of my classes (4) Almost 
all of my classes (5) All of my classes (6) I am not a current or former student or 
professor at the University of Texas 
 
Q28.  In what percent of your classes did professors also mention what to do if you are 
with a person with physical or permanent disabilities requiring assistance in an 
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evacuation?If you are a professor please respond in the context that you share with your 
class.  
(1) None of my classes (2) Almost none of my classes (3) Some of my classes (4) Almost 
all of my classes (5) All of my classes  
 
Q29. How do you think students in general should be able to find information about 
accessible pathways to be used in emergency situations in a building they do not have a 
class in?  
 
Q30. How do you think a student with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 
concussion) physical disabilities should be able to find information about accessible 
pathways to be used in emergency situations in a building they do not have a class in?  
 
Q31. How have campus carry and shootings on college campuses across the nation 
changed the value you place on building emergency evacuation plans? 
(1) I find them more important (2) I find them just as important (3) I find them less 
important (4) I have never found and still do not find building emergency evacuation 
plans important 
 

 
Q32. Assuming building evacuation plans have been provided, how strongly do you 
agree or disagree with the following statements?  

 
Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

"The building emergency 
evacuation plans for 
buildings on the UT 

campus are an important 
safety resource." 

° ° ° ° ° 

"The building emergency 
evacuation plans for 
buildings on the UT 

campus are useful for 
students with permanent 

and temporary (e.g. 
broken bone, concussion) 

physical disabilities." 

° ° ° ° ° 

"I received an adequate 
education from UT about 

building emergency 
evacuation plans before 

taking this survey." 

° ° ° ° ° 
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Q33. On average, how many times per day do you have to walk through or near a 
construction project on campus? 
 
Q34. Please answer the following questions about construction projects on UT's campus.  
______ What percent of construction projects  have caused you to find alternative routes 
to your destinations? 
______ What percent of construction projects have signage indicating alternative routes 
to your destinations? 
______ What percent of construction projects have signage indicating alternative routes 
accessible to those with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical 
disabilities? 

 
Q35. How easy or difficult do you think it is to find alternative routes created because of 
construction projects on campus? 
(1) Very easy (2)Somewhat easy (3)Neither easy nor difficult (4) Somewhat difficult 
(5)Very difficult 
 
Q36. Do you think the alternative routes created because of construction projects on 
campus are accessible to students with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 
concussion) physical disabilities? Why or why not?   
 
Q37. What do you think can be done to improve accessibility for those with permanent 
and temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities when construction is 
occurring on campus? 
 
Q38. What are your primary personal on-campus safety concerns? 
 
Q39. Do you have any questions or concerns about improving accessibility for students 
with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities? 
 
Q40. What is your age?  
(1) 18-22 (2) 23-30 (3) 31-45 (4) 46-60 (5) 61+ 
 
Q41. What is your gender?  
(1) Male (2) Female (3) Prefer to self-describe ____________________ 
 
Q42. What is your ethnicity? 
(1) White (2) Black or African American (3) American Indian or Alaska Native (4) 
Hispanic or Latino (5) Native Hawaiian, Asian, or Pacific Islander (6) Other 
 
Q43. How many years have you spent at UT?  
(1) Less than 1 year (2) 1-5 (3) 6-10 (4) 11-20 (5) 21-30 (6) 31+ 
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Q44. Do you have access to a car?  
(1) Yes, I have my own car (2) Yes, I share a car with a roommate (3) Yes, I use a rental 
car service (e.g.  car2go) (4) No 
 
Q45. If you are a current student, do you have a full or part-time job in addition to your 
coursework? 
(1) Yes (2) No (3) I am not a current student 
 
Q46. If you are a current student, how many on-campus organizations do you actively 
participate in? 
(1) Number of Clubs (2) I am not a current student 
 
Q47. On average, how many hours per day do you spend on UT's campus? 
 
Q48. On average, how many hours per day do you spend on UT's campus outside of the 
8:00 AM - 5:00 PM time frame? 
 
Q49. Do you feel the amount of time you spend on campus has influenced any of your 
answers to this survey? If so how? Please be specific.   
 
Q50. Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey. If you would like to be 
kept informed about the results of this study please enter your email address in the box 
below. Your email address will in no way be associated with your survey responses.  
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Appendix B: Other Data Visual Representations 

B.1 Respondent Demographics and Pre-Existing Knowledge 

 

Figure B-1: Have you ever had a permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) 

physical disability? 

 

Figure B-2: Do you know any University of Texas students that have had or have a 

permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disability? 

42.9%

5.1%

50.4%

1.6%

Yes, I have had or currently have a temporary physical disability (e.g. broken bone, concussion) (42.9%)

Yes, I have a permanent physical disability (5.1%)

No, I have never had a physical disability (50.4)

I do not know (1.6%)

Definitely Yes
65%

Probably Yes
20%

Probably Not
7%

Definitely Not
4%

I do not know
4%
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Figure B-3: Where do you live? 

 

Figure B-4: What is your age? 

 

On Campus, 6.3%

North 
Campus, 
10.0%

West Campus, 
10.9%

Riverside, 0.0%

Other, 72.9%

18-22, 22%

23-30, 22%

31-45, 27%

46-60, 20%

61+, 
8%

18-22 23-30 31-45 46-60 61+
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Figure B-5: What is your ethnicity? 

 

Figure B-6: How many years have you spent at UT? 

68%3%

16%

9%
4%

White (68%)

Black or African American (3%)

Hispanic or Latino (16%)

Native Hawaiian, Asian, or Pacific Islander (9%)

Other (4%)

Less than 
1 year, 
13%

1-5, 45%6-10, 14%

11-20, 14%

21-30, 
9%

31+, 5%

Less than 1 year 1-5 6-10 11-20 21-30 31+
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Figure B-7: Do you have access to a car? 

Table B-1: Time Spent on Campus 

Question Min. Max. Mean Std. D. 
If you are a current student, 

how many on-campus 
organizations do you 

actively participate in? 

0 7 2 1.53 

On average, how many 
hours per day do you spend 

on UT's campus? 
0 24 8.96 4.15 

On average, how many 
hours per day do you spend 
on UT's campus outside of 

the 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM time 
frame? 

0 15 2.48 2.94 

81%

3%
1% 15%

Yes, I have my own car (81%)

Yes, I share a car with a roommate (3%)

Yes, I use a rental car service (e.g.  car2go) (1%)

No (15%)
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Figure B-8: How familiar are you with Services for Students with Disabilities? 

B.2 Emergency Call Boxes 

 

Figure B-9: Do you know what an emergency call box is? 

Extremely 
familiar, 5.7%

Very familiar, 
11.8%

Moderately 
familiar, 25.4%

Slightly familiar, 
28.4%

I have heard of it 
but I do not know 
what it is, 13.6%

Not familiar at 
all, 15.0%

93%

5%

2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes No I do not know
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Figure B-10: How do you operate an emergency call box? 

 

Figure B-11: How many emergency call boxes do you think are located on the 

University of Texas campus?  

 

68%

4%

1%

8%

19%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

You push a button on the call box to contact the
University of Texas Police Department

You push a button on the call box to sound an alarm

You use a phone on the call box to physically dial a
phone number for help in emergency situations

I do not know what an emergency call box is or how
they are operated

You use a phone on the call box to automatically
contact the University of Texas Police Department

46%

34%

10%

6%

2% 1%
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

0-50 51-100 101-150 151-200 201-250 251+
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Figure B-12: Where do you think emergency call boxes are located on the University of 

Texas campus (Choose all that apply)?  

 

Figure B-13: How many times per year do you think an emergency call boxes is used on 

the University of Texas campus?  

 

33%

32%

22%

7%

6%

I do not know (33%)

On every street corner and every 100 yards on major streets (32%)

On exterior pathways exiting campus (22%)

On every street corner (7%)

Only in parking lots (6%)

42%
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Figure B-14: Should there be an increase in, a decrease in, or the same number of 

emergency call boxes on the UT campus?  

 

Figure B-15: Which of the following, if any, do you believe prohibit a person with 

permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, concussion) physical disabilities from using 

an emergency call box (choose all that apply)? - Selected Choice 

46% 53% 1%
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311

311

345

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

None of the above

Location of the mounted call box on the poll

Physical objects in front of the emergency
call box and/or poll it the box mounted on

Location of the pole the call box is mounted
on

Location of the call button on the mounted
call box
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Figure B-16: How have campus carry and shootings on college campuses across the 

nation changed the value you place on emergency call boxes? 

B.3 Emergency Evacuation Plans 

 

Figure B-17: Do you know what an emergency evacuation plan is for campus buildings? 

54% 44%

1%

1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

I find them more important

I find them equally as important

I find them less important

I have never found and still do not find emergency call boxes important

81% 14% 5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes No I do not know
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Figure B-18: Do emergency evacuation plans for buildings on the University of Texas 

campus highlight pathways for people with permanent or temporary (e.g. broken bone, 

concussion) physical disabilities? 

 

Figure B-19: How strongly do you agree with the following statements? 
 
 
 

13% 18% 69%
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Yes No I do not know

73%

44%

9%

26%

32%

22%

1%

19%

35%
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34%

The building emergency evacuation plans for
buildings on the UT campus are an important safety

resource.

The building emergency evacuation plans for
buildings on the UT campus are useful for students
with permanent and temporary (e.g. broken bone,

concussion) physical disabilities.

 "I received an adequate education from UT about
building emergency evacuation plans before taking

this survey."
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B.4 Construction Rerouting 

 

Figure B-20: How easy or difficult do you think it is to find alternative routes created 

because of construction projects on campus? 
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Appendix C: A Note from the Author  

 Alejandrina Guzman is a female, Latina, differently-abled (her preferred 

terminology), first-generation college student. She is also an energetic leader, 

compassionate friend, brilliant student, hilarious story-teller, and determined advocate. 

Like many others in Alejandrina’s life, it was not until Alejandrina and I became friends 

that I understood the numerous advantages I possess because I am able-bodied. 

Throughout the duration of our friendship I have seen how seemingly simple endeavors 

such as getting dressed in the morning, buying a snack from a vending machine, or 

attending your school’s most anticipated football game of the season become increasingly 

complicated when your surrounding environment was not designed with someone like 

you in mind. The photo on the following page shows myself with Alejandrina at the 

Texas vs. Oklahoma Red River Rivalry football game. I had to push Alejandrina around 

the stadium in a manual wheelchair, because her electric wheelchair was too heavy for a 

group of four adult men and I to lift into the car we drove to Dallas.  

When Alejandrina arrives anywhere people are always willing to provide 

assistance so she can participate, or at least be in attendance, at certain events. However, 

very few event coordinators or building managers think about accessibility before she and 

her hot pink wheelchair are blocked by the stairs leading up to the front door. I hope after 

reading this work you are able to gain an appreciation for the extra time and effort 

required by those with physical-disabilities to have an active daily life, and can begin 

taking the steps necessary to help lessen that burden for those with physical disabilities in 

your spaces.  
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