REASONABLE ADJUSTMENT IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION & TRAINING

A Guide for Trainers & Assessors

A Note on This Article

This guide draws on peer-reviewed research, Australian regulatory guidance, and published resources
current as of March 2026. Specific references include the 2025 Standards (in effect from 1 July 2025), ASQA
Practice Guides, Australian Disability Clearinghouse on Education and Training (ADCET) guidance, and
peer-reviewed research. All assertions are referenced and readers are encouraged to consult source
documents directly.

If the phrase "reasonable adjustment" makes you feel some level of uncertainty, you are not alone. Research,
referenced throughout this document will demonstrate that, trainers and assessors across Australia share a
similar experience: a genuine desire to do right by their students, paired with frustration at not having been
given enough practical guidance to make that happen with confidence.

This article is written for you. It is here to tell you that reasonable adjustment is not as complicated, risky, or
burdensome as it can feel. It is also here to tell you something important: if your RTO has not given you clear,
practical, contextualised guidance on how to apply reasonable adjustment in your specific training
environment and with your specific student cohort, you have every right to ask for it. And your RTO should
have clear processes and guidance in place.

Let's work through what you need to know.

What Is Reasonable Adjustment and Why Does It Matter?

Reasonable adjustment refers to any modification made to the way training or assessment is delivered so that
a student with a disability or health condition can access and participate on the same basis as their peers. The
key word is reasonable, meaning the adjustment must be achievable without:

*  Compromising the competency standard the student is required to meet, or
e Causing unjustifiable hardship for the RTO, or

e Fundamentally changing what is being assessed.

The Core Principle

Reasonable adjustment changes HOW a student demonstrates competency, it never changes WHAT they
must demonstrate. The standard remains fixed. The pathway to meeting it can flex.

This is not about lowering the bar, granting an unfair advantage, or bending the rules. It is about ensuring that
a student's disability does not become the reason they cannot access a fair assessment, when their skills and
knowledge are otherwise capable of meeting the required standard.

The legal obligation to make reasonable adjustment applies specifically to students with disability. This
obligation flows from sections 5 & 6 of the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth) and is given more detailed
expression in Part 3 of the Disability Standards for Education 2005 (Cth). Under Outcome Standard 2.4 of the
2025 Standards, RTOs are required to make reasonable adjustments to support VET students with disability
to access and participate in training and assessment on an equal basis to students without disability.

Separately (and this is a distinction worth understanding) the assessment principle of flexibility under the 2025
Standards applies more broadly, allowing assessors to adjust assessment approaches to accommodate the
diverse needs and circumstances of all learners. These are related but distinct obligations, and understanding
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the difference helps clarify when you are acting under a legal duty and when you are exercising good
professional judgement.

One more important clarification: the legal obligation sits with the RTO as an organisation, not with the
individual trainer or assessor. You are the person most likely to identify a student's need and that identification
matters enormously. But the decision-making, approval, and accountability for the adjustment belong to your
RTO. You are part of the system; you are not the system.

Beyond Formal Disability

While the legal obligation for reasonable adjustment applies specifically to students with disability, the reality
of training and assessment delivery is considerably broader. Many learners experience genuine barriers to
engagement and assessment that fall outside formal or disclosed disability. These may include temporary
injury or illness, low digital skills, caring responsibilities, financial stress, or personal circumstances that affect
their capacity to engage with training and assessment in any given period. None of these automatically trigger
a legal obligation, but all of them call for something equally important: informed professional judgement and
genuinely inclusive practice.

The 2025 Standards reinforce that training and assessment must be fair, flexible, and genuinely responsive to
the needs of all learners, not only those who have disclosed a diagnosed condition. Outcome Standards
relating to fairness and flexibility in assessment (Standard 1.4), access and participation in training support
(Standard 2.3), and learner wellbeing (Standard 2.6) collectively signal that inclusive practice is not a special
category reserved for students with formal disability documentation. It is the baseline expectation for good
training and assessment delivery.

The distinction between "reasonable adjustment" and "good teaching practice" becomes less visible in well-
designed systems. When training and assessment design is accessible by default, with inclusive approaches
built into delivery frameworks, resources, and assessment tools from the outset. The trainer or assessor's role
is to implement that framework, identify emerging needs early, and escalate where individual circumstances
require further adjustment. A system that depends on a student making a formal disclosure before any
flexibility is considered will inevitably miss the learners who need support most but are least likely to ask for
it. The research on disclosure rates, discussed in the section below, makes this point with clarity.

The Research Reality

Research spanning more than two decades tells a consistent story about how practitioners experience their
reasonable adjustment responsibilities. The findings are striking not because they reveal a profession that
doesn't care, but because they reveal one that has been consistently under-supported. The gap is between
wanting to act and having been given the tools to do so. Staff consistently reported that training covered legal
frameworks but stopped short of explaining what an adjustment actually looks like in practice.

The Core Finding Across the Literature

Staff are committed to supporting students with disability. What they consistently lack is practical
guidance: contextualised, applicable knowledge about what reasonable adjustment looks like in their
specific teaching and assessment environment.

This finding has been consistent and continues to be replicated in the most recent studies across VET and
higher education. It is not a new problem. It is an inadequately solved one.

TAFE staff and the boundary problem

Directly within Australian VET, an NCVER-funded study by Miller & Nguyen (2008) examined TAFE staff
perspectives on supporting students with mental illness. Its findings are particularly relevant and remain
current.
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e TAFE staff felt genuinely uncertain about the extent of their role. The boundary between educational
support and personal support was unclear. Many staff found themselves providing informal
counselling without any guidance, authorisation, or training to do so.

e There was growing awareness among staff of their legal responsibility to make reasonable
adjustments, but alongside this came specific concern that some adjustment approaches might reduce
the rigour of the curriculum for particular students.

e Work placement assessment was identified as the area of greatest uncertainty. Staff reported not
knowing what to do when a student was not well enough to attend a required placement, or when a
placement might trigger or worsen a mental health episode.

o Staff expressed a clear desire for more defined roles, better opportunities for peer discussion and
debriefing, and explicit guidance on what duty of care means in a VET context.

Source: Miller, C. & Nguyen, N. (2008). Who's supporting us? TAFE staff perspectives on supporting students with mental
illnesses. NCVER, Adelaide.

The disclosure problem

A second NCVER study by Venville & Street (2012) examined the student side of the same equation, with
implications that directly affect what trainers and assessors can do. The research found that disclosure of
mental illness in VET is very low. TAFE NSW data from 2006 showed only 1.2% of students disclosed a mental
illness, against national prevalence data suggesting the true proportion is many times higher.

Both staff and students agreed that when a student did disclose at enrolment, it often led nowhere: the
systems for translating disclosure into tangible support were unreliable. For trainers and assessors, this creates
a structural problem...if students do not disclose, or if disclosure does not reliably connect to support,
practitioners are left responding to visible symptoms without understanding their cause. The research points
to inclusive practice built into delivery by default as the more reliable solution, not systems that depend on a
student choosing to disclose.

Source: Venville, A. & Street, A. (2012). Unfinished business: student perspectives on disclosure of mental illness and
success in VET. NCVER, Adelaide.
Two kinds of practitioner

A 2023 Q-methodology study by Devecchi and colleagues surveyed 31 lecturers across UK higher education
and identified two distinct orientations toward disability inclusion. While the study context is higher
education, the orientations map closely onto what VET research describes.

CAUTIOUSLY COMMITTED CONFIDENTLY COMMITTED
(the majority stance) (the minority stance)
e Committed to inclusion as a right, but e More aware of ableism and its structural
cautious in practice effects
e Lacks confidence in applying adjustments in ¢ More confident about challenging
specific contexts discriminatory assumptions
e Concerned about not being sufficiently e OQOperates from a stronger foundation of
trained disability awareness
e Uncertain about assessing work by students e Shares concerns about institutional support
with disability but navigates them more capably
e Reports insufficient time to implement e Higher self-efficacy in translating values into
inclusive policies practice
¢ Good intentions but limited capacity to act
on them
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The study found that even practitioners in the 'confidently committed' group retained genuine concerns
particularly about institutional support and workload. The distinction between the two groups was not the
absence of doubt, but the capacity to navigate it. Confidence here means having enough knowledge and
organisational support to act, not being free of uncertainty.

Most trainers and assessors reading this article will recognise themselves somewhere in the first column. That
is the normal experience. And importantly, it is changeable with the right support, the right professional
development, and an RTO that has done its job in providing both.

Source: Devecchi, C. et al. (2023). Inclusion of higher education disabled students: a Q-methodology study of lecturers'
attitudes. Teaching in Higher Education, 29(4), 821-842.

What This Means for You

If any of this resonates, take it as confirmation that the problem is systemic, not personal. What they
need is an organisation that has built the systems, guidance, and professional development to make that
possible. Better institutional support and clearer contextualised guidance are the solution. Not more
individual effort from trainers and assessors working in isolation.

How Do You Know When You Can Apply a Reasonable Adjustment?

This is the question at the heart of trainer and assessor anxiety, and the good news is that it has a clear, logical
answer. Work through these four steps in order.

Step 1: Check the Training Package and Assessment Conditions

Start with the unit of competency. Does it specify mandatory assessment conditions — particular
environments, equipment, or methods that must be used? Where conditions are prescribed, your options for
adjustment are shaped by those conditions.

The central question is: does this adjustment still enable the student to demonstrate all of the required
competency elements and performance criteria? If yes — the adjustment is worth pursuing. If the adjustment
would remove or circumvent what is actually being assessed — it is not appropriate. This is a matter of
professional judgement, and it is one you do not need to make alone.

Step 2: Apply the Four Principles of Assessment

Under the 2025 Standards and ASQA's Practice Guide on Assessment, every assessment must be valid, reliable,
flexible, and fair. Fairness explicitly requires that assessments accommodate the needs of the student,
including through reasonable adjustment where appropriate. If a student's disability creates a barrier to a fair
assessment of their actual competency, an adjustment is not just permitted — it is required.

Step 3: Consult. Do Not Decide Alone

This is perhaps the most important practical point. As a trainer or assessor, if you identify or if a student self-
reports a need and you have a responsibility to bring it to your RTO's attention — not to make unilateral
decisions about whether or what adjustment will be provided. Your RTO *should* have designated people
and processes for this purpose.

You Are Not Expected to Have All the Answers

If a student discloses a need and you are unsure what adjustment is appropriate, your immediate job is
simply to listen, acknowledge, and escalate to the right person in your RTO. That is good professional
practice — not a failure. The decision and the accountability rest with the organisation, not with you
personally.
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Step 4: Keep the Conversation Open — Disclosure Happens at Any Time

The 2025 Standards require RTOs to create environments where students feel comfortable disclosing a
disability at any point during their training, not only at enrolment. As an assessor, you may be the first person
a student tells. A supportive, non-judgemental response from you at that moment makes a significant
difference to whether a student gets the help they need. That is a genuine contribution, and it matters.

The 2025 Standards: Pre-Enrolment Obligations

Under the 2025 Standards, RTOs are required to assess a prospective student's skills (including their language,
literacy, numeracy, and digital literacy) prior to enrolment and advise whether the chosen training product is
suitable for them. Where a training product has requirements that cannot be accommodated through
reasonable adjustment, the RTO is expected to communicate this to the prospective student and discuss
alternative pathways before enrolment is finalised.

For trainers and assessors, this means reasonable adjustment is increasingly part of the pre-enrolment
conversation, not something that should appear as a surprise mid-way through a qualification. If your RTO's
pre-enrolment processes are identifying student needs, that information should reach you in a timely and
usable way.

An Important Nuance: Inherent Requirements

Some qualifications, particularly in health, community services, and other vocational fields, have inherent
requirements: core competencies that cannot be waived because they define what it actually means to
hold that qualification. Where this applies, the question is not whether the student can be adjusted past
the requirement, but whether an adjustment can enable them to meet it through a different means.

Neither the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 nor the Disability Standards for Education 2005 require
institutions to alter competency standards. But this does not mean "it's a vocational qualification, so no
adjustments apply." Many adjustments remain entirely appropriate even in vocational contexts, the
distinction is between adjusting the method of demonstrating competency (appropriate) and removing the
competency requirement itself (not appropriate). If you are unsure, this is a conversation for your RTO
manager, not a decision to make alone.

What Kinds of Adjustments Are Appropriate?

The range of available adjustments is broader than many trainers and assessors realise. The table below
contrasts approaches that work to maintain assessment integrity while removing unnecessary barriers, with
approaches that cross the line into compromising the process.

v APPROACHES THAT SUPPORT INTEGRITY X APPROACHES THAT COMPROMISE
INTEGRITY
e Oral questioning instead of written test
(literacy barriers) * Removing, ignoring or waiving performance
e Video or audio evidence instead of written criteria or evidence requirements
documentation (e.g. following a workplace * Signing off competency that has not been
procedure instead of writing out the genuinely demonstrated
procedure; does not remove Assessor critical e Replacing a workplace simulation with a
analysis) written task when the unit requires practical
¢ Third-party workplace observation report demonstration
(does not remove Assessor critical analysis e Unlimited time or due dates (this is
and skill verification) disproportionate and unreasonable)

e Specified additional time (e.g. 25 extra
minutes, not unlimited)

© Hawkeye Consultancy 2026
Amy Conrad



Quiet, private or low-distraction assessment
space

Assistive technology: screen readers, speech-
to-text, magnification

Rest breaks during extended assessments
Larger print, audio, or alternative format
materials

Rescheduling to accommodate fluctuating
symptoms or medical appointments
Simulated assessment broken into smaller,
manageable components

Reducing the quantity or quality of evidence
required below the training package
standard

Allowing a student to bypass mandatory
assessment conditions prescribed in the
training package

Assessing only knowledge when the unit
requires demonstration of practical skills
Adjustments that create a genuine risk to
workplace health and safety

Making unilateral adjustment decisions

e Plain English or verbal instructions in place of without RTO approval or documentation

complex written briefs ¢ Failing to apply the unit of competency’s

 Support person, interpreter, or Auslan assessment conditions

interpreter present e Excessive assistance from the Assessor or

e Assessment conducted at the student's support person

workplace ® Providing the assessment answers or model
responses

ADCET's guidance emphasises that adjustments should be developed with the student, drawing on their own
lived experience of what has worked for them in previous learning or employment settings. This is not just
good practice, but it produces better outcomes and builds the kind of trust that makes disclosure more likely
in the first place.

It is also worth noting that adjustments are not static. Many disabilities and health conditions are fluctuating.
What a student needs in the first week of training may differ from what they need at final assessment. Build
in review/check-in points and keep the conversation open with the student throughout their enrolment.

Psychosocial Disability: The Invisible Dimension of Reasonable Adjustment

One of the most commonly misunderstood areas of reasonable adjustment in VET involves psychosocial
disability. This section addresses a question that arises regularly among trainers and assessors: are
psychosocial issues a legitimate basis for reasonable adjustment?

What Is Psychosocial Disability?

The term psychosocial disability describes the functional limitations and barriers experienced by a person as
a result of a mental health condition. Particularly where that condition affects their capacity to participate in
educational, social, or work-related activities over time. It is the intersection of a mental health condition and
the environmental and social barriers that compound its impact.

Conditions that may give rise to psychosocial disability in a training and assessment context include (but are
not limited to) depression, anxiety disorders, post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), bipolar disorder,
schizophrenia, eating disorders, and personality disorders. The most prevalent in tertiary education settings
are depression, anxiety, and substance-use disorder.

A Significant Demographic Reality

The onset of mental health conditions is typically in mid-to-late adolescence. Young Australians aged 18—
24 have the highest prevalence of mental health conditions of any age group, which is precisely the age
bracket of a significant proportion of VET students. Psychosocial disability is not an unusual or edge-case
concern in VET. It is an everyday reality of contemporary training delivery.
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Why Psychosocial Disability Is So Easily Missed

One of the most challenging aspects of psychosocial disability in training and assessment is its invisibility.
Unlike a physical disability or a mobility aid, there is often nothing visible that signals a student's need. The
impact of these "invisible" disabilities might not be immediately noticeable, but can include anxiety, panic
attacks, limited attention span, fluctuating motivation, and disorganisation Students taking prescription
medication may also experience drowsiness, persistent thirst, vision difficulties, and problems with
coordination.

From an assessment perspective, what a trainer or assessor may observe is a student who appears
disengaged, inconsistent, avoidant, or unable to perform under pressure without any obvious reason. The
risk here is that these behaviours are misread as attitude problems, lack of effort, or simply poor
performance, rather than being recognised as the functional impact of a disability that may well trigger an
adjustment obligation.

How Psychosocial Conditions May Affect Assessment

The following table summarises the key areas of impact that trainers and assessors should be aware of:

Area of Impact What This Means in an Assessment Context

Unexpected absences due to hospitalisation, medication changes, or
Attendance and consistency | fluctuating symptoms. Performance may be inconsistent across tasks -
this is a symptom, not a character issue.

Severe anxiety can significantly impair performance in observed practical
settings, group settings, approaching due dates and timed assessments.
The format of assessment may create a barrier the student's competency
does not.

Short-term memory loss, limited attention span, and difficulty sustaining
Memory and attention concentration, particularly relevant in multi-step practical tasks and
knowledge assessments.

Difficulty following complex or multi-part instructions, integrating
Processing and sequencing | information from different sources, or being 'overwhelmed' by dense
assessment briefs or task sheets.

When unwell, students may misinterpret questions, instructions, or
assessor non-verbal cues. Responses may be vague or inconsistent with
their demonstrated understanding at other times.

Students taking prescribed medication may experience drowsiness,
Medication side effects persistent thirst, vision difficulties, coordination problems, or impaired
concentration, all of which affect assessment performance.

Students may withdraw or, conversely, appear hyper-interactive. Group
Social and group settings | assessment tasks or peer-observed practical demonstrations may create
disproportionate barriers for students with psychosocial disability.

Anxiety and pressure

Communication and
interpretation

What Adjustments Are Appropriate for Psychosocial Disability?
Many of the adjustments listed in the previous section of this article are directly applicable to students with
psychosocial disability. In addition, ADCET identifies the following as particularly relevant:
e Scheduling assessments at times of day that align with the student's energy and cognitive capacity, for
many people with psychosocial conditions, there are better and worse times of day.

¢ Providing assessment briefs and instructions in plain language, broken into clear steps, to reduce the
risk of being overwhelmed by complexity.
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¢ Allowing one-on-one oral assessment or private demonstration rather than group or observed
settings, to remove the additional pressure of being watched by peers.

¢ Breaking assessment events into smaller, staged tasks with feedback between each, reducing the
stakes of any single assessment moment.

¢ Providing a quiet, low-distraction assessment environment to reduce anxiety triggers.

e Permitting a support person to be present during assessment. Not to assist, but to provide the student
with a sense of safety.

o Offering flexibility around assessment rescheduling when a student is experiencing an acute episode,
with clear and compassionate processes for doing so.

¢ Providing regular, private check-ins during long or multi-session training programs so that emerging
needs are identified early rather than at crisis point.

Psychosocial Disability vs. General Stress

This is an area of genuine uncertainty for many practitioners, and it deserves a clear answer. There is a
meaningful difference between a student experiencing general stress related to workload, personal
circumstances, or life events, and a student experiencing the functional impact of a psychosocial disability.
The legal obligation for reasonable adjustment is triggered by disability. General stress, while genuine and
deserving of a compassionate response, does not automatically constitute a disability in the legal sense.

However, two important points follow from this:

¢ A formal diagnosis is not always required to trigger the obligation. If a student self-discloses that they
are experiencing anxiety, depression, or a related condition that is functionally affecting their capacity
to participate in assessment, that disclosure is likely sufficient to open the conversation about
adjustment. Demanding clinical documentation before taking any action is poor practice and may
itself constitute discrimination.

e Even where a strict legal obligation does not apply, the broader assessment principle of flexibility
under the 2025 Standards gives trainers and assessors meaningful scope to respond thoughtfully to
genuine individual circumstances. Reasonable adjustment under the DDA and assessment flexibility
under the 2025 Standards are distinct, but together they create room to respond to students in
difficulty.

What This Means in Practice

If a student discloses (formally or informally) that they are experiencing a mental health condition or
psychosocial issue that is affecting their ability to engage with assessment, take it seriously. You do not
need a clinical understanding of their condition. You need to understand the functional barriers it creates
in your specific assessment context, consider whether an adjustment could remove that barrier without
removing the competency standard, and escalate to your RTO's support structures. That is your role, and
it is well within your reach.

How to Document Reasonable Adjustment for the Regulator

Many RTOs make reasonable adjustments thoughtfully and in good faith, and then fall short at audit simply
because the documentation does not tell the full story. Under the 2025 Standards, ASQA's regulatory approach
is outcomes-focused rather than prescriptive. There is no single mandated form, template or way to capture
adjustments. But the expectation that adjustments are genuinely considered, clearly recorded, and evidenced
through the student's file is an obvious one.

It is important to understand that ASQA's Practice Guides do not impose legal obligations, they are
supplementary guidance. What RTOs are regulated against are the legislative instruments themselves: the
National Vocational Education and Training Regulator (Outcome Standards for NVR Registered Training
Organisations) Instrument 2025, and the associated Compliance Standards.
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In practical terms, when an auditor reviews a student file where a reasonable adjustment has been made, they
should be able to answer a few simple questions from your records alone, without requiring verbal explanation
from staff:

The Five Questions Your Records Must Answer

What was the student's need and how was it identified?

What adjustment was made, and why was it considered reasonable in this context?
Who approved the adjustment within the RTO?

Did the student still fully demonstrate the required competency?

Was the evidence collected still valid, sufficient, authentic, and current?

Use the following five-part framework to structure your documentation for every reasonable adjustment
made in an assessment context:

Identification of Need
e How was the need identified: pre-enrolment review, student self-disclosure, or
trainer/assessor observation?

e Nature of the barrier or need. Note: a student's self-report is sufficient to trigger the
obligation, a formal diagnosis is not always required.
¢ Date of identification or disclosure.

The Decision-Making Process
e Who was involved? The student, assessor, RTO manager, student support staff?
* What options were considered and discussed with the student?
e Was the adjustment checked against the relevant training package assessment conditions?
e Confirmation that the adjustment does not compromise the competency standard.
e Name and role of the person who approved the adjustment.

The Adjustment Itself
¢ Specific, unambiguous description, e.g. '25 additional minutes for each assessment task' not
just 'extra time'.
¢ Which unit(s) of competency and/or specific assessment task(s) it applies to.
¢ Any conditions, limitations, or review timeframes attached to the adjustment.

Student Agreement
e Evidence the adjustment was discussed with and agreed to by the student.
e Student signature or written acknowledgement where possible.
¢ Note any student preferences or concerns raised during the discussion.

Outcomes and Review
¢ Was the adjustment effective in enabling fair participation?
¢ Any need for review or modification at a future assessment point?
¢ The final assessment outcome and description of evidence collected.
e Date of any review of the adjustment's effectiveness.
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Documentation should live in the student's file, be accessible to anyone involved in their training and
assessment and be cross-referenced within the assessment tool itself. It should reflect an organisational
decision, approved by an appropriate authority in your RTO, not simply a note made by an assessor acting
alone.

What You Can (and should) Ask Your RTO For

If you have worked through this article and still feel uncertain about what to do when a student in your cohort
or classroom needs an adjustment, that feeling is valid; it points directly to what your RTO needs to provide
you.

Research, regulation, and (hopefully) good sense converge on the same conclusion: trainers and assessors
should not be expected to navigate reasonable adjustment in isolation, improvising solutions without an
organisational framework to support them. Building that framework is your RTO's responsibility. You are
entitled to ask for it, and a well-governed RTO should welcome the question.

Ask Your RTO for These Things

e A clear, written Reasonable Adjustment Policy that goes beyond legal definitions and explains
how adjustments work within your specific RTO context and for your specific student cohort.

e Practical, program-specific examples of what adjustment looks like in your delivery context,
including for psychosocial and invisible disabilities, not generic guidance that leaves you to figure
out the application yourself.

¢ A named person or process to consult when you are unsure, whether a Student Support Officer, a
Compliance Manager, or a designated Disability Liaison role.

e A documentation template or checklist that meets the RTO's evidence requirements, so you are
not creating a new system from scratch each time.

e Professional development that prioritises practical implementation over legal frameworks,
specifically, what adjustments look like in your units of competency and with your cohort.

e (Clarity on which adjustments are pre-approved within your RTO's policy and which require
escalation - a decision pathway, not a void.

e Clear communication from pre-enrolment processes. If a student's support needs have been
identified before they begin training, that information should reach you in a form you can act on.

To Finish

Reasonable adjustment, at its heart, is about fairness. It is the recognition that a student's disability should
not determine whether they can demonstrate what they are genuinely capable of. That principle is one that
most trainers and assessors already hold. It just needs a clear, supported pathway to put into practice.

You do not need to be a disability expert. You do not need to memorise every possible adjustment for every
possible condition. What you need is a respectful and open conversation with the student, a clear escalation
pathway within your RTO, and a solid record of what was agreed and why.

With good institutional support, reasonable adjustment becomes a natural, confident part of your assessment
practice. Not a source of anxiety. Not an audit minefield. Just good, professional, student-centred teaching.
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