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Presenter:  Barbara Chandler.
>> WENDY: Good afternoon everyone.  Welcome to today's webcast to substantial equivalency between federal and state/local accessible housing codes with Barbara Chandler.  For those of you who may not know, Barbara is a fair housing manager for the metropolitan Boston housing partnerships.  She was also the policy analyst for the city of Boston Office of Civil Rights.  She has extensive experience in dealing with fair housing, disability and civil rights issues.  You can read more about Barbara and the wonderful work she has done on our webcast page.

This webcast is sponsored by the National Institute on Disability, rehabilitation and research, NIDRR, who funds your host for today's program, the DBTAC Southwest ADA Center.  Southwest DBTAC is one of a national network of ten centers that provides technical assistance and training on the ADA.  To reach your regional center and find out about their activities, please call 1-800-949-4232.  I'm your moderator for today, Wendy Wilkinson and I'm with the southwest center here at ILRU.  I'll be assisting with today's presentation.

For those of you listening to the webcast today, I encourage you to submit your questions by clicking on the E-mail button on your screen, or you can simply E-mail them directly to us at swdbtac@ilru.org.

If you are experiencing any technical difficulties today, please feel free to call us at (713)520-0232.  Again, thank you so much for joining us today.  Now I'm pleased to introduce our presenter, Barbara Chandler.  Good afternoon, Barbara.

>> BARBARA: Good afternoon, Wendy.  Thank you for having me.

Let me sort of dive right into this and encourage people to send in as many questions as possible because this is a fairly complex topic we have today and I want to make sure we do this in a manner that presents as much clarity as possible.

So please send in your questions.  On slide 2, I have a statement of problem.  This has been an issue that has been frustrating me for several years as a fair housing advocate, but also as a person who has worked with the design and construction mandates on both the state and federal levels.  My concern has always been that when access codes on the state and local level are not compatible with the design and construction mandates of the federal laws, such as the Americans with Disabilities Act, Section 504 of the Rehab Act, or the fair housing amendments act of 1988.  That we may not be getting the level of accessibility that persons with disabilities are actually entitled to.  I don't think we're ever going to get the level of accessibility that we all need, but this presentation is going to focus mainly on making sure that we can do this in a manner that everyone gets what the various laws and regulations promise.

The issue of this lack of consistency is that it gets very, very confusing for architects, developers, disability advocates, planners, anyone connected to building multifamily housing.  In looking at what exactly is that accessibility level.  When you talk to architects on this topic, they often complain, and rightfully so, that in order to build compliant, accessible housing, that you are oftentimes switching back and forth between 405 and books on their desk.  You're look at what the federal Fair Housing Act requires, you're looking at what ADA requires, you're looking at what your local/state or in some cases local ordinances require.  And because they don't all agree, you're going back and forth between all of them.

For a number of years, people have felt that you would follow a pretty straightforward rule of thumb, that whatever had the highest level of accessibility, some people phrase this as whatever had the most stringent requirement, you just follow that one.  It's not as easy as that.  The question is always, what really is more accessible?  In some cases, it's a matter of opinion.  In other cases, the federal mandates, the state code mandates may just be different.  Neither one clearly offers a higher level of accessibility; but you as the architect have to decide which one you're going to follow.  And if you make the wrong decision, then ire facing allegations of being in violation of either the federal or state/local code.

So I want to go to the next slide which is the definition of federal substantial equivalency and code certification.  It's really important that people understand what those terms mean because I will be using these throughout the presentation.  In general, substantially equivalent means on a federal level that a state or local access code will achieve the same level of accessibility as what the federal access standards mandate.  And the way this is done, is on a specification by specification comparison.  So it's not a general, this code seems to be close to the federal, so it's okay.  It's looking at this again, specification by specification.  Does one mandate a 32-inch wide door versus another one that may mandate a 33-inch wide door.  It gets that precise.

It also will start comparing scoping and coverage.  Scoping and coverage is when you determine how many units must be accessible and to what degree is the accessibility mandated.  And so a perfect example of how confusing this can be is many states in their access codes talk about percentages of units that must be accessible.  They may talk about 5 percent, 10 percent, 20 percent.  When you look at the federal Fair Housing Act, it doesn't use percentages.  What it talks about is in buildings with four or more units, first occupied after March 13
th
, 1991, if the building has an elevator, a common use elevator, all those units must be accessible.  If the building doesn't have an elevator, then only those units on the ground level, which is the first level of residential units above grade, must be accessible.  So already you can see how confusing this can be.

Does the state's 5 percent mean that they are okay when you look at ground level units?  Does the fact that federal fair housing talks about the whole building having to have accessible units because there is a common use elevator?  How does that reflect back to what a state does when the state uses percentages?  Does the state define accessible the same way the federal does.  This is why you see people pulling their hair out around these kind of things because there is no clear guide that says do A., do B.

On the housing side, in order for something to be federally substantially equivalent, the Department of Housing and Urban Development is the entity who will look at accent standards model codes on multifamily housing to determine whether it meets the design and construction mandates of the federal Fair Housing Act.  At this point in time, there have been 10 separate access standards that HUD has reviewed and has determined that these standards are substantially equivalent to the Fair Housing Act.

If you look at that list -- if you look at the list of the safe harbors, you'll notice not a single one of them is a state or local code.  They are all access standards, some of them access standards that HUD has developed itself, others are various model codes that have been out there.

When you are looking at housing that may be covered by the Americans with Disabilities Act, either under Title II or Title III, then you're looking at issues of two different access standards, one which is called UFAS, the uniform federal accessibility standards, or you can use the ADA standards for accessible design guidelines, otherwise known as ADAAG.

Those determine -- oh, the certification of a local code or a state code to either ADAAG or UFAS, that is actually determined by a Department of Justice, DOJ.  And they'll do the same thing that HUD does.  They'll look at a local code, specification by specification, and they will determine whether it's meeting the substantially equivalency.  In other words, if it's as close as possible to the same level of accessibility that the Americans with Disabilities Act does.

Now, I want to clear up a little confusion around housing under ADA.  Under Title II of ADA, only those housing units that are funded through state and/or local government funding would be covered under Title II.  So it's not all housing.  It's a very limited number of units.  So, again, it's only those units that were funded through state or local government.

Title III of ADA doesn't cover the units in housing developments, but if there is a public accommodation that is offered, such as a leasing office, maybe a community room, then those public accommodation amenities would be covered by Title III and then using ADAAG as the standard.

So next slide, please.  I've sort of gone over some of the stuff which this slide highlights about how does this really happen?  How does the design process start off when it comes to accessibility?  And the first step is that someone has to go through the project, look at, first of all, the funding sources.  Is there a state and local government funding?  If there is, ADA is going to kick in.  Is there federal fund something if there is federal funding, then Section 504 of the Rehab Act of 1973 is going to kick in.  If it's regardless of what type of funding is involved, if it's a building that has four residential units or more, first occupied after March 13
th
, 1991, then the Fair Housing Act is going to kick in.  And then you have to look at the state and local codes.

Some will have different numbers, for instance, here in Massachusetts we look at accessibility mandates that kick in when a residential project of new construction has three units or more.  We have a different date of -- we don't use March 13
th
, 1991.  We use 1995.  So all these things have to be taken under consideration and the designer then determines, okay, based on the funding, the number of units, what year of first occupancy, is this new construction versus a rehabilitation of existing property or conversion of use of an existing property, after go through all of that, you say okay these are the different access standards I am now going to have to use.

Sometimes you luck out and there is only one you have to use, but more and more often what you're doing is you're ending up looking at something that has federal funding, state funding, private funding, four or more units, first occupied after March 13-9SDZ, 1991 and you suddenly realize you're using three federal standards and still a state or local standard.

Now, once that process has gone through, then you have to determine what scoping and coverage is going to give you the highest level of accessibility.  So in terms of that activity, which code is going to mandate the highest number of accessible units that need to be produced?  And you have to follow that one.  And then you go through the process I described briefly before where you look at specification versus specification, how much clear floor space do you need in front of the kitchen sink?  How much clear floor space is mandated in front of the bathroom sink?  Which standard is going to give you the most?  Some will say that you have to have a six foot turning radius, others may say you only need a 30-inch by 48-inch clear floor space.  So you identify all of those and then you look at them and you make a decision that sometimes it's easy, such as this discussion where you can say it's a 16-inch turning radius is far more accessible than a 30-inch by 48-inch clear floor space.  So you follow that one.  So again you're picking and choosing going back and forth between all those books that are on your desk.  And again, trying to determine sometimes if something is very, very close, which one is actually better and in the ones that are the most Maddening to deal with are when things are different, but neither specification is clearly more accessible.

Let me give you an example of that.  Again, I'll use a Massachusetts example.  In Massachusetts they mandate that the control for the shower have to go on the long wall of a shower.  The federal specifications all talk about the shower controls going on the short wall in a shower.  It's different.  Neither one offers a higher level of accessibility.  So as an architects, you're sitting there going if I put it on the long wall, I am compliant with the Massachusetts standards; however, I'm now in violation of the federal standards.  If I put it on the short wall, I'm compliant with all the federal standards, but now I'm in violation of Massachusetts code.  So it's not a good position to put people in, and this discussion today is to offer a process to see if we can have a more logical process, a system that people can use so that these mistakes don't happen.

The next slide and the slide after that, I'm really not going to go through, but they are more of a cheat sheet for everyone.  I often get questions about how do you determine what is covered and what isn't, so slides 5 and 6 are basically a real shortcut to understanding that depending on the type of funding, the type of housing, under new construction which of the federal laws will cover it.  And then slide No. 6, that was on what that means is if you're going in and modifying units, you have a gut rehab, changing the use of the building, used to be a schoolhouse and now I'm turning it into multifamily housing, and so these again are just quick reference sheets that I thought might be helpful for people to see the complexity of all of this and how best to address all of that.

All right, next slide, which will be No. 7, my favorite slide.  What happens when local/state codes and federal access mandates are not substantially equivalent?  And I'm not kidding -- it's mistakes.  And I want to be clear about this issue of mistakes because I will never ever not be an advocate about what we need to do in these areas.  Something could be an unintentional mistake, an uninformed mistake, but in terms of fair housing and ADA discrimination complaints, it doesn't matter whether you intended to make something inaccessible or not as accessible as it should have been or you did it because you weren't clear about the differences in all the specifications.  The end result is going to be the same.  You are going to be found in violation of either the Fair Housing Act, Section 504 of ADA.  And that can be quite costly.  Never mind time-consuming as you go through a very involved complaint process.  So, again, I can't stress enough the importance of people having some clarity to this process.  Because there are two end results to it -- the first, which is the most important one, is that we'll have a better level of accessibility in housing offered to persons with disabilities and their families.  That is my end goal on this discussion today, but the second one may not be equally important, but is important.  It will keep people out of the whole discrimination complaint process if they can find a way of doing this.  And complaints can be very expensive.  They add to the construction costs of housing, the development of housing, so if we can minimize the mistakes, then we might be able to address some of the affordability issues as well.

Let me talk about the mistakes that happen as a result of state/local codes and the federal mandates not being in agreement.  And I have done this in order of importance.  The first up with which has been a very crucial one for me is that if there is a lack of compatibility between the federal access standards and your state/local codes, you may not end up with the minimum number of accessible units that are required by the various laws.  Anyone who is tuning in to this webcast today knows that we have a tremendous shortage of accessible units in this country.  We have an even greater shortage crisis of accessible affordable units.  Part of what contributes to this problem, which is not just building housing as we did, some of that is related to the economy.  There are other reasons out there; but some of it has nothing to do with the economy.  Because even when we were building lots of housing out there, I am not confident that we were building the minimum number that needed to be done.  And that is traceable.

My last position, I was the director of fair housing accessibility first, the design and Construction Resource Center.  So we would get calls from all over the country and we would have people talk to us about -- we've had complaints filed under the federal Fair Housing Act because we only did 5 percent of our units to be accessible.  And now we're finding out because there were 100 units in a building that had an elevator that we were supposed to have 100 units be accessible.  We did 5 percent because our state code said 5 percent.  We thought we were fine.  Well, they weren't, but the more important thing is that 5 percent of 100 units is they built 5 units accessible as opposed to 100 units.

So you can see how the lack of understanding of how all these things work together can lead to and add to I should say the tremendous shortage of accessible units that we have.  So if there is some clear way of saying, okay, this is the standard that's going to mandate the highest level.  These are the ones we have to build, then you can at least be assured that you're producing the number of units that the law requires.  The number of units that are actually needed by persons with disabilities and their families in the community, that's a whole other issue, but we can never address that issue until we get some assurances that the minimum number of units that we are promised by law are actually being out there.

Now, once you been get past the minimum number of units, there is the whole issue of are you getting the highest level of accessibility as required by law in those units?  And as I pointed out throughout this presentation, you've got to do the comparison specification by specification.  Are the doors as wide as they are supposed to be?  Are the bathrooms as maneuverable as they are supposed to be?  Some of the standards demand that you put grab bars in, some you only put grab bars when requested.  If your designer doesn't understand that, if disability advocates don't understand that, then there is no assurances that you're getting the full level of accessibility as promised by the various laws.

The last two are important, but I think they are secondary.  If people are not understanding what they are doing -- I'm pulling this altogether -- then they are going to be liable to be cited for violations under the Fair Housing Act, Americans with Disabilities Act and Section 504.  They might be in compliance with federal standards, but there are state and local codes that have accessibility standards for individual specifications that are higher, so you might be following the federal mandates but not looking at the state.  So you might become liable for violations under the state and local access building codes as well.  There are ways of dealing with this, so on the next slide which would be No. 9, I list some options.  Now, before I get into a discussion on options, I have I've got to do the truth in advertising thing here.  I know ILRU always discusses about the fact that the opinions expressed here are those of the presenters and not of ILRU.

I want to say that as I get into discussing these options, I am not going to identify which option is the best one to go because it depends.  It depends on who is working together.  It depends on what the local accessibility advocates want.  It depends on what you already have offered through your state and local codes.  So I want to be really up front on that one, that I am at no point going to tell you that one of these options is the one that you should do.  This requires a lot of thought and a lot of soul searching.  So I am putting that responsibility back on all of you.  I am not going to assume it myself.

The other thing, and I apologize, I should have said this up front, in looking at these options, by no means am I promoting an option that would in any way, shape or form attempt to reduce higher levels of accessibility that exist in the state and local codes.  I have always been amazed at the amount of energy that disability advocates put into their local codes in order to get as much accessibility as they feel is necessary.

The process that I am talking about is to make sure that we get compatibility, not to lessen higher levels of accessibility standards.  So I want that issue off the table, and I do acknowledge it's a major concern.  As a disability advocate and a person with disabilities myself, it is always a concern for me that we get as much accessibility as we can, and my personal belief is that I've never seen and access code that couldn't be improved.  So I would not advocate that we start lowering standards.  And I'm more than willing to discuss that idea as we get to the question section of this, but I just wanted to be up front on these types of issues.

So, again, still on Page 9 under options, the first one is the adoption of federal access standards in their entirety as state and local code.  Some states have done this.  Florida, for instance, has done this in housing.  If you look at the Florida building code and you go to the access code for multifamily housing, they will tell you that you have to follow the Fair Housing Act guidelines.  So, in other words, the design and construction mandates that HUD promulgated under its own guidelines is what Florida follows.  It's probably the easiest way -- again, I'm not telling you which one you should do, but in terms of the process, it's probably the easiest and most cut and dried way for a state or municipality to do that if you just adopt the federal standard, whether it's the Fair Housing Act guidelines, it's ADAAG, whatever.  You just take it the way it is, you pop it into your own code, and you're done.

The second option here is the adoption of federal access standards as a framework of state/local code with amendments for higher level of accessibility.  So you could decide that you wanted to adopt the Fair Housing Act guidelines as the framework, which means it's your starting point.  You look at what it is and then you realize that there are things in there that are not as accessible as your community would like it to be, so you can then go and amend the guidelines under your own state or local government stat tore authority.  You amend it so you can enhance what they have.  And there of been a few states that have actually done things like that.

The third one is the adoption of a model code in its entirety that has been deemed substantially equivalent by HUD and/or the Department of Justice.  Model codes are not codes that have authority attached to them.  They are codes -- they are models actually.  They are not really codes.  They are models that are developed by independent code groups and the purpose is to have a standardized approach.  There are model codes around a whole series of things.  There are electric codes, plumbing codes, housing codes, nonaccessibility, but just straight housing codes and there are some around accessibility codes.  Some state or local governments have decided that what they wanted to do, which is to take that model code and that became their code.  Now, again, I'm not endorsing any particular model code, nor am I endorsing that this is the way to go.  It's just another option out there for everyone to consider.

The fourth one is the adoption of a model code that has been deemed substantially equivalent by HUD and/or DOJ as the framework of state/local code with amendments for higher level accessibility.  This is probably the most common format that's being used in this country today.  What happens is model codes don't come free.  You have to purchase them.  And it's sort of like a copyright.  In order to use them, you must purchase the right to use them.  So what some states do is they do purchase the model code.  They use it as a framework.  It's just their starting point.  They evaluate the accessibility section and then if they decide that there are certain specifications that they want a higher level, they amend the model code to do that.  If they think the scoping and coverage doesn't go far enough in the model code, then they can amend that to go -- to cover a greater number of units.

The last one is to adapt state and local codes to include those specifications and/or scoping and coverage of the federal standards that offer a higher level of accessibility.  That's sort of an interesting approach.  What you're doing is you take your state or local code and through a very, very precise comparative comparison you really do determine what's different.  And if you find that your state code has certain specifications or some of its scoping and coverage requirement that is are actually below the federal standards, then you just amend those specific specifications scoping and coverage requirements, you amend them so that they go -- at least reach the level of the federal standards.  Not something that's been done widely, but it is something worth considering.

I'd like to go to the next slide, please, that would be slide No. 10.  And this is a process that I strongly recommend to disability advocates that are concerned that their state or local codes are not compatible with the federal standards.

Form a coalition, step one.  Because the complexity of these types of issues there are a lot of very interested parties.  We will start off with the most obvious, we absolutely must have persons with disabilities at the table.  No one understands how difficult it is to live in housing that's not truly accessible like persons with disabilities.  They have e got to be there.  It's important to have your regulatory authorities there, whether state or local.  Some states have a state code and that covers everybody.  Some states have a state code but they allow local communities to have various variations from that.  Some states don't even have a state code, the only access codes are those of the local community.  So this can be any kind of configuration.  So it's important if you're advocating for this kind of process for you to know who actually originates your code and have them at the table.

You've got to have your code inspection folks there.  Most state or local governments are set up that there is a code that's promulgated and it's the local code inspectors who are out there to make sure that it's followed.  I've seen this in several states where local code inspectors arbitrarily choose not to inspect for accessibility compliance.  So there needs to be a lot of education about the importance of this.  It is complicated, but that does not mean it's not absolutely necessary.  So those individuals who actually do that kind of work need to be educated as to why this is the way it is, and why it's absolutely necessary for them to do this.

Also, any time you change a code, you change the job of what the code inspectors are doing.  And you need to hear from them the difficulties that they have at their level.  Oftentimes they do not receive the type of training that they need to do their positions.  They may not have sufficient levels of staff to do the full type of inspections that need to be done.  You need to have those opinions on the table because you do have to deal with them.

In addition to that, disability advocates -- and I always separate this from persons with disabilities because sometimes they are one and the same and sometimes they are not.  And if I'm representing an organization, then I might be taking a different approach than if I'm sitting at the table as a person with ability saying as a person with hearing impairments this is what I need in housing.  If I'm representing my agency, I may be talking about these are the types of accessibility features that the consumers of my agency need.  So you have to have both.  Absolutely, you've got to have the architects at that table.  These are the people that are sitting there trying to get this all to work.  Not that they are the ones who make the final decision on what level of accessibility should be out there, but I think it's always important to hear from architects, what do they go through in order to determine that housing is going to be accessible?  What are the barriers that stop them from going to get the most compliant housing out there?  What is happening as they deal with developers?  People sometimes misunderstand what happens with architects.  They forget that architects have to answer back to the developers who hire them.  So having their buy in means -- and increasing the comfort level of accessibility for architects means that you're strengthening their ability to turn around and face the developers who are paying them to say you can't do this.  I know what you want to do, this can't happen.  So you need to work with them.  And some of them are actually very, very cooperative on this, very good.  This is an important issue to them.  They want to get it done.  They want to get it done right.  So you need them at the table.

Interesting that I forgot to put developers on this list and I'm sorry.  I think you do need to have some developers at the table.  You need to get them to buy into this because oftentimes in my experience working with developers is they have this perception of persons with disabilities which is quite limited.  They are thinking you are talking about one or two people.  So if there is only one or two disabled people out there, why am I making my entire building accessible?  They don't get it.  In order for them to get it, they have to be sitting at the table with disability advocates, persons with disabilities, other people saying this is an enormous population out here.  And you have to respond to the needs of this population.

The other groups of people you need there -- you need your state and local housing funding agencies.  These are the people that are sending out your tax dollars to nonprofit developers, for profit developers to build affordable housing.  And, unfortunately, we are still talking about the majority of persons with disabilities needing low income or affordable housing.  You have to make sure that those agencies that are funding this type of development are fully educated and supportive of getting as much accessible housing out there.

I have seen this several states where the funding agencies believed that they were getting full compliance.  And in discussions with them, when I would ask how do you know that?  They would sort of look at you and go, well, of course we are.  And the question still is, how do you know that?  How are you setting up your systems so that you are getting the compliance you're supposed to be getting?  Many states -- and in fact, some of the federal funding agencies have done this on housing, all they've done on this issue is they have seem plate language in their contracts that say you promise to behave yourself and meet all your accessibility mandates.  That really does not tell the housing funding agencies that they are actually getting that.  So they are partners on this one.  They are sending out tax dollars.  They are responsible to make sure that those tax dollars are being used to actually address the populations that need to be address and are doing it in a fully compliant measure.  They need the help of disability advocates and architects and builders to work with them to come up with systems that will actually monitor this.

We work very closely in Massachusetts with our state housing funding agencies and I've been very impressed with their response to this kind of issue where they have started to develop tracking systems so that you don't even get any money unless you can up front demonstrate to them that you are planning accessibility to the minimum requirements from all the accessibility standards.  It was a big leap for them.  It was something that I'm sure they have not gotten a lot of credit for from the development community, but they are certainly getting a lot of credit from disability advocates for having taken a strong stand on this.

You need housing advocates at the table, and housing advocates are an is interesting group, because they often are advocating for affordable housing across the board, and they tend to think of people with disabilities as the et cetera category.  You know, we advocate for more affordable units to be built.  We think you should do that accessibility thing.  Okay, nice try.  They don't realize the degree of accessibility that is actually needed, and the size of the population that needs it.  So you have to have them there so that this cause becomes their cause and also for disability advocates oftentimes don't understand the complexity of building housing, just any type of housing.  What are the different funding streams, what are the types of housing designs that are favored in different communities t so it's a good way to have a mutual understanding, a mutual learning happen.

The last category I have down here is code specialists.  There is this unfortunate term that refers to this group sometimes as code jockeys.  These are people that may be architects, they may not be, they may be accessibility consultants, they may not be, but they are people who specialize in developing code and interpreting code.  And every community has one.  You just have to go searching for them.  It's good to have them at the table because oftentimes they are hired by various architectural firms, developers as consultants to come in and advise them as to how the different codes actually get into play.

Now, I said it before, I'm going to say it again, tattoo this down, the main priority is to improve accessibility through this process not to lessen it.  So in order to do that, the first step is there has to be a development of a baseline of accessible specifications that are essential.  Everybody has to -- in this coalition -- has to come to an agreement about this is what we want.  This is the minimum that we're going for.  This is what we agree is the definition of what is accessible -- accessibility in housing that is needed by the people that we serve.  This group then has to go about developing the level of scoping and coverage that will provide the greatest number of units that are accessible, and also look at the types of housing.  I should have mentioned this earlier.  It is not always just the number of units involved or the year it was built, oftentimes it's the type of housing.  For instance, townhouses, multilevel townhouses that don't have internal elevators or are not in buildings that have common use elevators.  Under the federal Fair Housing Act, those are not covered at all.  So they are not required on the federal level to be accessible.  Some states and local communities exempt those as well.  Some actually do include them to some degree.  Some communities have codes that talk about you can have a development of multilevel townhouses, but you have to include a few accessible flats.  Some have precise formulas where they say for X. number of townhouses you have to provide Y. number of accessible flats.  So codes talk about how condominiums, co-ops, any type of unit for hire is not covered by the state and local access code.  The Federal Fair Housing Act doesn't pay attention whether it's a unit for hire or not, it's the four or more units and it has the right date.  And so everybody has to come to an agreement in this coalition process.  Are we going to include every single type of housing out there?  If not, what are we restricting this to?  And why?  Why are we exempting this block versus another?

I'm going to go to slide No. 11, please.  All right, once you get the coalition together, you form that baseline of this is what we want to achieve.  You have to have a work plan.  I'm not a process person because I'm very impatient.  If I find a problem, solve it, let's move on to the next problem.  We are doing this in Massachusetts right now and it has worked out fairly well.  We're nowhere near the end of it for me to say it's time to say it was a screaming success, but I think the process has worked well and one of the first things we did was to start talking about a work plan.  What were the areas of this problem that we were going to address immediately?  Which ones were we not going to address immediately?  And which ones would be -- I don't know -- may not get to that ever, but it's out there.  And part of that was developing a time line, identifying achievable goals, looking at who we had around the table and making sure that we broke up responsibility of the work plan based on what were those unique skills the different individuals bring to the table.  And something that really needs to be there is there needs to be a reporting process through the whole project from what people identify when they began, what were those goals, how once you started investigating the whole issue, did you have to amend your goals?  Did you amend the time line?  And then finally the end report that comes out with the recommendations on how to achieve the compatibility between these state/local codes and the federal.  So that you've got that substantial equivalency that you need.

And also I cannot stress this enough, in that end report, there is no way to go through this process without doing a comparative analysis.  Those comparative analysis you give people to do.  They are painstakingly boring to do.  You are doing a very finite specification to specification analysis.  Your end report has to actually include that analysis.  So somebody clearly go in and see what was being compared to what and why the recommendations that we changed this specification, we changed the scoping and coverage, why is that recommendation that those be changed and why those recommendations are to be changed to whatever.

Below that I get into a little bit more about what is this comparative analysis?  I will warn you that the first step is probably the most important decision the coalition is going to make, is to decide how this should be done.  The analysis could be done by an independent code consultant.  It could be done by the state/local code regulatory officials or it could be done by the coalition itself.  It could be to be by an architects or architectural firm hired for this, an accessibility specialist or whatever; but the group, the coalition, has to be in agreement about how this has to be done.

I would recommend that at independent as possible the individual is or the firm that does this from the people who are making decisions, the better off you are.  People don't realize at times how political code development really can get.  So you are better off having somebody that is going to be doing this process in a nonpolitical manner.  And again, who that is, how they do it, that has to be something the coalition works out.

You have to have a clear methodology that's going to be documented.  What's going to be done, how is it going to be done, who is going to do it, because if you have to go back, for instance, to your state legislature in order to get your recommendations put into effect, somebody is going to question how you came to the conclusions that this was not substantially equivalent.  So you've got to know what your methodology is going to be up front or the methodology of whoever was determined or identified to do the comparative analysis.

C.  On this one which was have the analysis done in a way that "like" is compared directly to "like" as much as possible.  This is probably the most significant step that has to happen before anybody can do meaningful work in this area.  Different types of housing are identified in different ways.  So, for instance, under the federal Fair Housing Act, things such as homeless shelters, shelters for battered women, transitional housing are all treated exactly the same way as permanent multifamily housing is.  Some state codes would identify or classify transitional housing, shelters, dormitories is another one, that they would classify those as transitory housing and have whole other different set of accessible mandates that meet those that's different than multifamily.  So whoever does this comparative analysis has to go through this step by step to make sure that apples are being compared to apples and oranges are compared to oranges.  Otherwise, you've got a fruit salad that's not going to give you any clear sense of direction.

Once that's done and the comparison is done, you have to pull out those things that are different and it has to be clear what's different and why it's different.  And then the last step is that when you look at those differences, if there are differences because state and local code have a higher standard of accessibility on a particular specification or scoping and coverage, then you don't want to touch that.  That's what you want to preserve; but what you want to look at are those differences where the state and local codes are actually lower than the federal standards.  So that as you move forward, you are only concentrating on those specifications that will not be melting the federal mandates.  So that as you make your recommendations, you can follow through on that.

Once you get that all in front of you, you now know what are the differences, what are the differences that you must address.  That's when you get into discuss wag those options are, that page I went through previously where there were five different options about whether you use a model code, whether you just change those specifications so they are equal with the federal, whether you decide to use a federal code in place of your state code.  It's at this step in the process that you go back to those options to say which one of those options will best suit what we're looking at now?  And then the coalition as much as possible develops consensus around that.  You are never going to get 100 percent from everybody around the table, but as much consensus you get the stronger your advocacy efforts become.  And of course the next step is to develop that advocacy strategy and get everyone to move forward.  This is what we want changed.  This is how we want it changed and this is when we want it changed.

Then through that you're going to need buy in, not just from the people around the table, but from all those different organizations and individuals that are connected to those people around the table.  So you have to do your homework.  You've got to go out there and start meeting with disability groups.  You have to be meeting with people with disabilities.  Somebody has to be meeting with architects, somebody meeting with developers.  You've got to get them to understand that this is not change for the sake of change.  This is change that's going to benefit persons with disabilities which will simplify the design and building process, which will result in less violations, which will result in housing that is better for everyone.  So you've got to do it and I supplied a list there of groups that need to be contacted, and when I talked about architects, I have a little notation there that says especially the local American institute of architects chapter.  They are going to be key.  People don't often think of architects as political entities, but they can be, particularly the AIA chapters.  They have agendas and if your agenda over lapse with their agenda, you want to have that strong partnership because if you're looking down at a state legislator or city council board of select persons or whoever, disabilities issues get dismissed because there is another side that doesn't agree and they have to cave-in to the other side.  If you have the architect os your side, then whoever the government official is that you're trying to get this agenda passed is not going to have a way to back out.  So it is very important that you get them.  If you have people who are part of a national association of home builders, it's important that you get them on your side as well.

I want to go to page 13, which is just some recommendations and then I want to really get into questions for people.  I've talked way too long, but the recommendations says even if you get this all done, you should keep that coalition together because the coalition can continue to identify ways of effectively promoting accessibility in housing.  It's important to have that coalition together because things change.  Regulations change.  So you may this year have had everything substantially equivalent to the federal standards, five years down the road, the federal standards change.  Perfect example, we have another version of ADAAG out there.  It hasn't been approved yet by the Department of Justice, but hopefully at some point it will be, which means that if you did this process under the presently existing ADAAG approved by DOJ, it's not going to be substantially equivalent when DOJ approves the second version of it.  So periodically, you've got to check in.  Did HUD changes something?  Did DOJ change something?  You have to do it from the reverse, too.  State and local access codes change.  So ever you time somebody is promoting something on the state level, you have to be able to look at that and say, okay, does that affect our substantially equivalent?  Does it put I below what we are doing?  If it does, then you need to have an advocacy campaign that says you shouldn't do that because it defeats the purpose.  If it's something that's going to bring you above federal substantial equivalency, then you want to be able to support your state regulators and officials to say we support you going to a higher level of accessibility.  And on Page 14 I will not read this out loud because it is on the presentation, but it's a list of website resources that all of you should be aware of.  This issue of what are the federal standards appears on every single one of these four.  So greatly look at that.  So let me take any questions right now that people may have.

>> WENDY: Hey, Barbara, we've got lots of questions.  Let me start by asking you a question about coverage this comes from a disability advocacy organization that has a question about how low income housing authorities that receive tax credits are covered by what law and standard as well?

>> BARBARA: Okay.  That's actually an easy one.  Tax credits are not considered a direct federal subsidy.  And the reason for that is that there is no cash involved.  What it is, is that you're getting a credit not to pay taxes, either on the federal or state level.  So what happens is that, for instance, will not trigger Section 504 of the Rehab Act.  If it's a state tax credit, it's not going to trigger the ADA Title II.  However, the federal Fair Housing Act does not have any funding mandates tied to it.  So if it's a multifamily development or building, four or more units, first occupied after March 13
th
, 1991, then the federal fair housing mandates are still going to cover it and I will say in a lot of cases the state and local codes are going to cover accessibility standards for tax credit projects as well.

>> WENDY: Okay, thanks.  Now, I know you said you didn't want to endorse any particular code, but we have gotten lots of questions as to whether or not you could recommend any particular model code, for example, the 2006 IBC or an ANSI standard as a good starting point?  We've got lots of questions from organizations that want to what you think is the code right now that offers the most accessibility in terms of housing.

>> BARBARA: I'm going to dodge this a little bit.  I'm going to answer it a little bit, but I'm a little hesitant because it's not a clear-cut answer.

First of all, know that most of the model codes are tied into each other at this point.  So, for instance, you identified IBC and ANSII.  Know that IBC is the model code that develops the scoping and coverage for accessible housing.  ANSII is the actual accessibility technical specifications.  So there is a free form marriage between those two.  So I want people to understand that.  I'm not saying that's the best way to go, but those two are already connected and are probably the ones most commonly used.

Again, it's hard for me to say which one is the best because -- all right, I'm going to get myself in trouble here.  As much as I'm talking about trying to get everything to be compatible with each other, I have never seen a model code or a federal access standard or a state or local access code that I really liked.  I have never seen up with that goes as far as I think it should go.  So that's part of my hesitancy about saying this is the best one.  I think all of those could go much further than they do.  And another concern I have about most of these model codes is just like the federal access standards as well.  They concentrate predominantly on accessibility around persons who use wheelchairs, canes, walkers, crutches, they don't have a comprehensive approach to what happens to people with vision loss, hearing loss?  What about people who do you to traumatic brain injury need accessibility physical features in their apartment?  So my frustration is that I'm always feeling at a level of trying to get up to minimum standards that don't serve a lot of people.  So I hope before I retire I get to the point where I can actually start talking about, okay, we've got all these model codes.  We have all these federal access standards, we've got state and local access standards that are now in agreement with this and maintaining some higher level.  Can we now go to the next level to talk about the universality of people with disabilities and how much accessibilities is not just a ramp or the width of the doorways, it's the flashing lights, it's the detectable warning, all of those things.  So I sort of hesitate about which one is the best because I don't think the best has been developed yet.  Nice save, huh?

>> WENDY: Great save, Barbara.  But that does lead into another question from a group in California that actually echos the concern that you just shared.  And they are wondering if there is any kind of movement where they are actually expanding and looking into coverage for people with other types of disabilities in addition to the ones that you mentioned for people, for example, with multiple chemical sensitivities, other types.  So are you aware of any movement or recommendations or anything this group could borrow from?

>> BARBARA: Yeah, I will tell you the closest I've seen to that is the whole universal design concept.  Because they -- and I don't want to say they, because it sounds like I'm talking about one group.  I think universal design interpreted a lot of different ways, but the concept as defined by Ron Mace is that you design things so that all people will be able to use whatever you're producing.  All people can come and go and that it takes the issue to a level that accessibility that is absolutely necessary for one person may actually create an opportunity for another person as well.  So, for instance, the multiple chemical sensitivity issues, when you look at some of the green design things that are coming out now that talks about not using a wood that was formaldehyde treated, that's healthier for us all and that's the concept behind universal design.  So I think if people are looking for individuals or organizations who are already at that next level, it's going to be looking at those people who are doing universal design because that has such an amazing potential to really pull us altogether.  And I really mean pulling us altogether.  Persons with disabilities, persons without disabilities because my concern is when we always treat people with disabilities as the et cetera or miscellaneous group, we're never pulling us all up together.

>> WENDY: That is great, Barbara.  And to those listeners out there, we can send -- when we send out the link to the transcript, information on those resources.

I have another question -- Barbara, did you have something else?

>> BARBARA: No, that's fine.  I was going to say that the institute for human sense of design as well as the center for universal design are two good places to start off with on universal design and if you want, I can send you web links for those that can be included in all the materials around this presentation if you would like.

>> WENDY: That would be wonderful.  Barbara, I have another that has come from a couple of different people.  They were wondering if you could identify any particular states or local communities that perhaps could serve as models so that some organizations could do a little -- maybe there could be some peer mentoring going on that has successfully adopted a code?

>> BARBARA: Well, I think Massachusetts we're almost -- we're in the middle of this whole process.  And I think it's worked well.  So I don't want to say that we're at the stage now that we would be a model, but I think a few months down the road that there will be something that would be available to people for them to be able to look at this.

Different states have done things differently.  I'm going to go down memory lane with Wendy here.  How we first met was around code issues in Louisiana that were becoming a problem after Katrina hit.  And the process we used there is to a certain extent very similar to what I was talking about today.  The Louisiana code was very confusing and very not substantially equivalent and Wendy, much to her credit, brought together a bunch of individuals.  Some people were from more of the legal communities, some from the regulatory background and it took awhile.  I think we have a much better code system in Louisiana than we ever did before.  So contacting Wendy Wilkinson in terms of -- because she was the one that spearheaded this -- is a good thing to do.  So there have been various things there.

I'm going to hedge a little on this one as well because I haven't really seen a state that that's gone through this whole process.  Most code development -- particularly on accessibility -- in most states is sort of a knee-jerk reaction thing.  What I'm promoting today is more to do what I've observed than it has from me being able to say, you know, this state did a wonderful job.  I'm trying to advocate that we can start doing these things in a more organized manner than what we've done before. but I will say that I know California the last time it went through a complete overhaul of its code, that there was a strong effort that was made to get as many people to talk as possible.  Probably not as precise of a formula as I'm presenting today, but I do remember that there was a strong effort. and disability advocates know this.  Don't wait to be invited.  You really do have to sometimes open that door yourself and sit at that table and say that you have the right to be there.

>> WENDY: Well, thank you for that, Barbara.  I want to say that it was thanks to you and Fair Housing First and leveraging the resources there that we were able to bring the expertise down to Louisiana and that initiative does still continue.

I've got another question for you, Barbara.  Does it really matter if there are differences between my state codes and the federal mandates on accessibility?

>> BARBARA: Yeah, it does.  It matters if those differences mean that part of your state code are below the federal standards.  Oftentimes architects will just look at the state code because it's easier to do that way.  It's a nice, clean shortcut.  The problem is that the end result is that you're not going to get the full protection of the federal mandates if those things were included.  So it does make a difference.

I mean, accessibility is hard to do and I think we have made it harder than it needs to be.  So those kinds of differences, as long as we're not talking again about lowering accessibility standards, but if the differences are because the federal standards are higher than your state code, those differences have a major impact on the amount of accessibility that people in your state actually have.

>> WENDY: Okay, thanks.  Okay, another question that's come in.  So are you suggesting that the state/local codes be identical to the federal standards?

>> BARBARA: No, no, I wouldn't suggest that.  Mainly because as I've said before in a not too politic way, I don't think the federal standards are providing a tremendous level of accessibility.  You're getting a very minimum level.  So I would not be advocating that that is the ideal to achieve.

What I am talking about is to make sure that if there are differences, that the differences are not interfering with providing the minimum level of accessibility that persons with disabilities are entitled to.

>> WENDY: Thanks.  This person is asking about on the options slide of your presentation, you listed five different ways to get federal and local codes to agree.  Is there one that you would suggest is the best choice or which one is the worst?

>> BARBARA: Well, again, it depends on what is really going on.  I mean, once you go through that whole comparative analysis and you identify what specifications are below the federal, that's going to guide you as to which option works best for you.

If you do that process and there is only one or two things that need to be changed, then maybe the last option is the best thing, that you just change those things in your state code so they are up to the federal code and you're on your way.

If you're finding that there is a significant number of specifications in your state code that are lower than the federal, then I may want to look at, does it make sense to do what Florida did, just adopt the fair housing guidelines and then you're done in one swift move.  Does it make sense to go to any of the model codes and use it as written or use it as the framework?

A lot is going to depend on what happens after you do that comparative analysis.  You know, the other thing, too, is -- I shouldn't be completely negative about this.  You might go through the comparative analysis and find out that not only do you not have anything that's below the federal standards but you're way above them.  In that case you have option 6 which is you don't have to do anything.  And anybody who is in that position I'd love to hear about it because I think that would be proof of some process that's worked extremely well.

>> WENDY: Okay.  I have a question that comes from a disability advocacy group in Tennessee.  And they are asking what role do local code inspectors have in this situation?  Does this mean that local code inspectors will be checking for compliance with federal mandates?

>> BARBARA: That's a good question because if you're going to do this in a very strict regulatory definition, the answer would be that local code inspectors can only check for state and local code compliance.  They would never be in a position of authority to determine that something was not compliant with the federal standards.  

Again, I'm going to go back to Florida.  Florida local code inspector is there checking for compliance with their state code.  Now, because your state code just happens to be the Fair Housing Act guidelines, that means that when the local code inspectors find a violation, they are finding a state violation, but it also indicates that there is a federal violation there.  That code inspector has no authority to find them in violation of the federal, but it is a good thing for disability advocates to know that because if the local code inspector is finding violations and that means you have grounds to actually start filing federal discrimination complaints on it because coincidentally they happen to be the same.

>> WENDY: Okay, this question comes from somebody in Texas and they want to know what you think is the rule for developers in determining the number of accessible units for -- or what are the accessible features?  Isn't that the job of the architect or the contractor?

>> BARBARA: Well, yes and no.  It's important to remember that contractors and architects are hired consultants by developers.  So it is their responsibility to design the project so that it's fully complying with the federal, state and local mandates.  They then turn around and present that to the developer.  Now, they have no authority over the developer.  They can say this is what the federal government says has to be there.  This is what the state government says has to be there and this is what the local government says has to be there.  Developers can then go along with those recommendations and many do.  I want to be fair on this one, many do.  Some will say I don't want that.  I'm going to get stuck with a lot of accessible units that I can't rent to other people or sell as condos to other people because it's just not that many.  So I'm telling you that even though the law is saying I have to have 50 of these units being accessible, you can only do 10.  The architect or contractor is then put in a position of what are they going to do?  Are they going to say, no, I'm not violating the law, so either we do the minimum number or I will walk?  Which some architects have eventually done.  I have some architects that say I have a contract I can't back out of and so what I'm going to do is I'm going to make sure my paperwork is in order that they are going to hold on to the set of plans and any written narrative they've done on this to show that they've said to the developer, this is absolutely what you need to be complying.  So that if there is ever any problem down the road, they can demonstrate that if there was less than the required number of units, it wasn't because of what the architect or contractor did, it's because of what the developer did.

>> WENDY:Barbara, I've gotten a few questions from disability advocates.  Does what you're suggesting doing have the potential of minimizing the input of persons with disabilities and their advocates into development of the state or local accessibility codes?

>> BARBARA: I think it does just the opposite.  I think it provides a very well-defined avenue that persons with disabilities and disability advocates can pursue because they are sitting at the table.  They are providing expertise that only they have into this process.  And especially if this is a process that's initiated by disability advocates.  I mean, as I said before, Louisiana went through this and is still going through this, but it came from disability advocates.

Massachusetts, we're going through this and it came as a result of disability advocates bringing this up and pursuing this.

California right now was responsive to disability advocates taking the initiative and starting this.  But other states and local communities -- I know Colorado -- the disability advocates took the lead on this.  So if this isn't happening in your area, then I would make it happen and I think if disability advocates and persons with disabilities start this process off, it clearly will enhance their role in making sure that what is needed is what everybody ends up with.

>> WENDY: Okay.  Thank you.  And this comes from someone that sounds like they are very knowledgeable about the Fair Housing Amendments Act, and they ask whether the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 has a clause that says that nothing in the act limits states from developing their own building codes.  Is what you are proposing here advocating for something that is just the opposite of that clause?  Does this limit states' rights?

>> BARBARA: That's a good question.  I often got this question when I do fair housing trainings because people come across that clause.  What that clause actually means is that the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 does not limit the rights of states to develop their own codes.  I mean, that's watering down all the legal and regulatory language but that's what it means.  So the Fair Housing Act is not saying that you as a state can't develop your own access codes.  You have to follow letter by letter what we have done.  It says just the opposite, you can go ahead and do your own code.  So what I'm promoting here doesn't take away the rights of states to say we know about the design and construction requirements of the Federal Fair Housing Act, we want our own code, and this is what we're going to do about it.  What I'm recommending is that states that choose to do that, that there is an advantage to the efficiency of their code by making sure that whatever they promulgate on the state or local level uses the federal access mandates whether it be the Fair Housing Act, ADA, Section 504, but they use that as a stepping stone.  So if you have those mandates in your code and then you can go higher for levels of accessibility, or the other thing that's important to understand is this is a large country.  And I say that more in terms of is the geography being different.  The needs of persons in Boston that were right on the coast are going to be very different than the needs of people with disabilities who are living in the Rocky Mountains.  The topography is going to be very different.  We have a wetlands problem here.  People living near the Rocky Mountains are going to have issues of hilly terrain.  You go down into Florida and Louisiana, you are talking about -- never mind wetlands, you're talking about swamps.  All these different things have an impact on what you can build.  You look at areas that are prone to hurricanes and you begin to see housing that's built on stilts.  So you have to have the flexibility that you start promulgating codes that actually address the uniqueness of the geography of where you're located.  So I don't think that what I am promoting erases all of that.  It recognizes and actually encourages states to go out on their own and go beyond what the federal government is mandating and it also allows the states and local communities to build their codes in a way that responds effectively to the uniqueness of the geography of wherever they are located.

>> WENDY: Thank you, Barbara.  Now, I'm going to ask you -- there seems to be a common theme a lot of folks are asking this question.  It does seem pretty simplistic, but I'm sure there is a complex answer, but why can't we just have one universal code that everyone uses?

>> BARBARA: Because that would be so boring.  But I think the problem is what would you put into that universal code?  And this is related to the issue I was just talking about.  Is to have one universal code, how do you do that and you take in the differences of people who live in California that have all these requirements around earthquake safety and relate that to people in New England who haven't seen a real earthquake in how long?  How do you equate that to what goes on with the extreme heat conditions in Texas versus what happens in Alaska?  The changes of this country are too diverse to have one code that's going to fit everything.  But I do believe that within a state or a local area you can have one code that's going to fit everything, but a national universal code, I'm not terribly comfortable with that idea.

>> WENDY: Thanks, now, Barbara, I've got some questions from some builders and developers and this has to do with the issue of cost, and that is has any kind of analysis been done or will the suggestions that you have made increase the cost of building housing especially affordable housing?

>> BARBARA: I don't believe that it would.  I haven't seen any studies that actually address this, but my firm belief is that mistakes are costly.  So anyone who has been involved with doing accessible design will tell you that retrofitting is far more costly than doing it from scratch.  So if you've got a state or local code that's got the federal mandates built right into it.  It's unique higher levels of it, then you follow that and from the minute you break ground, it is much easier for you to meet your accessibility requirements.  So that saves money.  If you've got four or five books on the architects desk and they are going back and forth and taking guesses here and there, then the likelihood you're going to have to retrofit is pretty high and that can get costly.

This is a way of preventing costs from going up because mistakes are being made.

>> WENDY: Okay, I've got a couple of questions -- actually more than a couple of questions -- these all center around the issue of enforcement.  Could you advise someone what they should do if they suspect and at any phase in the building or design that the minimum number of accessible housing units are not being built?

>> BARBARA: The first thing I would do would be to contact HUD or the Department of Justice.  The only way that is really going to be solved is to force someone to do a thorough investigation and go through every step of it and say, okay, this is the number that's required under whatever particular federal mandate is, but I would also check with your state or local government.

HUD funds through its fair housing assistance program many state and municipal -- some of them are county -- agencies that do enforcement on fair housing on several different levels.  So they are funded by HUD to do investigation and enforcement of the Federal Fair Housing Act.  They may receive state funds so that simultaneously they are doing enforcement and investigation of the state Fair Housing Act, and some cities and towns have local ordinances that have fair housing and they are doing those as well.

So I think the easiest thing I'm trying to do is look at what state government is offering in terms of either fair housing enforcement or code enforcement, but either way, it's a good starting point to say, you know what, this development is going up down the street, I'm looking at a brochure.  It says there is only two accessible units, yet there is 100 units being built there.  It doesn't feel right to me.  What's the deal?  So I think, you know, get on your state website, get on your local government website and see who does code enforcement, see who is doing fair housing and those are the people you contact.

>> WENDY: Thanks, Barbara.  Now, we have to wrap up, but just one more question and folks are interested in what your impression -- do you believe that accessibility codes and standards have a major impact on the quality of life of persons with disabilities and their families?

>> BARBARA: Oh, definitely.  Definitely.  If you can't use -- you know, we talk about units.  We talk about housing.  We can't forget that what we're really talking about is somebody's home.  And if you can't be comfortable and be able to use every inch of your home, then you don't really have a quality of life living there.

If you as a person with a disability can't participate in the same activities that your other family members can because of lack of accessibility in either your unit or it could be if you are in a development, let's just say a pool and everybody can use the pool but because you are in a wheelchair you can't, you've lost some quality of life there.  So the very definition of quality of life means that you have to be able to access everything that is involved in that life.  So, yeah, since this is the foundation of beginning to discuss quality of life for people with disabilities.

>> WENDY: We need to close now, but Barbara, I want to thank you so much for the presentation today.  You've really provided us with a great blueprint as a process for adapting and developing a truly accessible housing code.  If you'd like to receive more training from Barbara or would like training on disability-related issues, I want to encourage everyone to attend the National ADA Symposium on June 8
th
 through 10
th
 in Kansas City, Missouri.  Barbara will be there presenting the Fair Housing Act, I believe.  She's going to do a couple of presentations and some round table discussions.  You're going to find more information on that conference at www.adasymposium.org.

Please feel free to share the archive version of today's presentation with your colleagues.  It will be available within the next few days at www.ilru.org.  We'll also be notifying everyone on the listserv that it's available and we'll be able to respond to questions that were not answered.

We'd also like to remind folks to please complete an evaluation on the webcast page.  We are truly interested in receiving your feedback.  

I want to thank the National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research, NIDRR, our sponsor for today.  Thank you for tuning in.  I want to say the opinions and views expressed today are those of the presenter and no endorsement of the sponsoring agency should be inferred.  

And finally, this webcast would not be possible without the efforts of our webcast team here at ILRU.  Also special thanks to Rob Dickehuth for his technical expertise and our captioner today, Marie Bryant.  Thanks everyone, and have a great day.  
