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A BARRIER-FREE ENVIRONMENT FOR THE ELDERLY
AND THE HANDICAPPED

MONDAY, OCTOBER 18, 1971

V.S. SENATE,
SPECiAL CoMrrrrEE ON AGING,

Washington, D.C.
The special committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room

1114, New Senate Office Building, Senator Frank Church, chair-
man, presiding.

Present: Senators Church, Fong, Percy, and Stafford.
Staff members present: William E. Oriol, staff director; Patricia

Carter, professional staff; Bill Laughlin, professional staff; John Guy
Miller, minority staff director; and Janet Neigh, clerk.

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR FRANK CHURCH, CHAIRMAN

Senator CHURCH. This morning the U.S. Senate Special Committee
on Aging begins an inquiry into "A Barrier-Free Environment for
the Elderly and the Handicapped."

We will consider the impact of barriers-architectural and other-
wise-upon older and handicapped Americans of today and tomor-
row. We will evaluate the effectiveness of existing legislation in elim-
inating barriers, at least in structures or systems supported in some
way by Federal funds. And we will attempt to arrive at some estimate
of the costs-and the benefits-of building a barrier-free environment.

First, a word about "barriers."
I think we are familiar with the general meaning of that word, as

used in recent years in conjunction with passage of the Architectural
Barriers Act of 1968.

The Congress was concerned about buildings which, in one way or
another, have limited usefulness to people who have varying degrees
of disability. Most vividly, the image of a person in a wheelchair
comes to mind. If he encounters one step in his dwelling or in a public
building, he will need help in moving about. But, remove the barrier
and he has the same access as do those without handicaps.

Less obviously, other persons face handicaps. An elderly person
may give up all hope of using public transportation because of high
bus steps or fear of escalators. A man with a respiratory or heart
condition may be denied full freedom of worship because designers
of his church built barriers into its structure. Remember, disability
may be temporary, and it may occur fairly early in life. Thanks to
modern means of rehabilitation, the return to full activity is occur-
ring morc moro formard-l P6e!uI1&-i1udiUrg combat veterans-
who might have permanently been disabled.

But for the period in which they had a handicap, should they have
been denied a resonable amount of mobility ?

(1)
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BARRIERS OTHER THAN ARCHITECTURAL

Our working definition of "barriers" is not limited to architectural
features of structures or transportation systems.

Distance can be a barrier, particularly for the elderly. Suburban
growth, attractive as it is for many, causes increasing dependency
upon automobiles. Yet, only about 42 percent of Americans of age 65
and up, have driving licenses. If public transportation systems fail
lo serve those who do not drive, they are, in effect, marooned in the
midst of metropolitan areas, and even more so in rural areas.

And there are psychological barriers, too. If an institutionalized
person feels that the institution is somehow "wrong" or "cold," he
experiences a barrier to whatever benefit that institution was meant
to provide to him.

We must ask, therefore, whether we are building a society which
is off limits for increasing numbers of older and handicapped
Americans.

This is a vital question, especially in view of the predictions that
within the next 15 to 30 years we will build another America. Another
way to say it is that before the year 2,000 we are likely to construct
more dwellings and public buildings than we have in all our prior
history.

Will many of these great works be off limits, or will they be open
to full use?

The lives of the elderly and handicapped are burdened by the mis-
takes of the past. Buildings built 50 years ago, or even 5 years ago,
remind us of those mistakes. Transit systems built today will affect
us a half century from now. We have been more concerned with the
structure than with the people who will use the facilities we build.

But can we write off certain segments of the population when-by
serving those segments-we will also serve all others who will use
the buildings and transit systems in the future? After all, innovations
for the convenience of the elderly and disabled will also be of help
to younger and more physically fit persons. Why should it be so
difficult, for example, to get behind the wheel of an automobile? You
don't have to be 78 years old to ask that question.

But even if we talked solely in the numbers of elderly and handi-
capped persons, we would have good reason for taking more action
than we have in the past.

We can make accurate predictions regarding future increases in
the numbers of elderly. The number of elderly, now about 20 million.
will increase to 25 million in 1985 and 28 million in the year 2000
However, we cannot make accurate predictions about the number of
handicapped. Estimates range from two-tenths of 1 percent to 12.5
percent of the total population, depending on what definition of
"handicapped" is used. This range is increased even more when we
consider people with temporary handicaps.

MANY FACILITIES "OFF-LIMEITS" TO AGED AND HANDICAPPED

We cannot accurately assess the impact of barriers on the life styles
of the elderly and handicapped because many of those most greatly
affected by these barriers withdraw from the mainstream of life.
We do know that the impact of a barrier-filled environment can be
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devastating. We do know that people daily are denied equal social
rights because buildings, transportation systems and sidewalks and
streets are, as I have said before, "off limits."

For the next 3 days, we will learn what it is like to be old or handi-
capped; we will ask whether schools of architecture can do more;
we will look at the role of the Federal Government in encouraging
the development of a barrier-free environment. We are here to ask
questions and hear suggestions for improvement. What is perhaps
most important is the gathering of professional associations, elderly
and handicapped advocates, representatives of Federal departments,
and academicians and legislators to work together in seeking the solu-
tions, together.

We are pleased to have a very distinguished panel of witnesses
this morning. I am going to turn to them in a moment, but, first of
all, I want to defer to Senator Percy, who has just arrived, and ask
him if he has any preliminary statement he would like to make.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES H. PERCY

Senator PERCY. Only this, Mr. Chairman: I agree with you that
we have a fine nanel this morning. I would like to commend you for
these hearings. I think they are most appropriate and highly neces-
sary and desirable. I spent 25 years in industry and I was rather
pleased to learn that without any congressional effort at all, I think
our company had one of the highest levels of the employment of
handicapped of any company in America. About 5 percent of our
12,000 people were physically handicapped.

We found through many, many years of experience that they were
the most conscientious producers of the highest quality work, and
it gave a sense of responsibility to many of our employees to help
them. We found that architectural changes were highly desirable in
facilitating their work.

I have just been to the dedication last week of the Rehabilitation
Center in Chicago, which will be the finest research, teaching, and
care facility in the world for the handicapped. And I think it has
one of the most dedicated boards and staffs. Its medical director,
Dr. Henry Betts, is, I think, one of the most gifted people in this
field.

Here people of all ages are being taken and rehabilitated. At the
dedication, I mentioned that 90 percent of their rehabilitation depends
on their desire to help themselves, and the 10 percent can be attrib-
uted to help. The will and determination of individuals to overcome
these handicaps is essential, but society can help.

These hearings can help a great deal in removing barriers which
exist simplv because we are unthinking in the way we go about design-
ing our buildings. I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for focusing atten-
tion on this problem. I think it is a very appropriate question for this
very important Senate committee to take up for hearings in the next
few days.

Thank you.
Senator CHuRCH. Thank you very much, Senator Percy.
Senator Fong, do you have an opening statement?
Senator FONG. I have no opening statement.
Senator CHURCH. Are there any remarks you would like to make?
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Senator FONG. Nothing other than I am very happy to have this
hearing.

Senator CHURCH. Thank you very much.
Our first witness this morning is Leon A. Pastalan, an associate pro-

fessor in the department of architecture, and a research sociologist in
the Institute of Gerontology, University of Michigan. He is accom-
panied by Paul Windley, a doctoral student in architecture at the
University of Michigan.

Gentlemen, if you will proceed in whatever way you have planned,
we will take your testimony. There may be questions intervening, but
we will move along down the panel so that every one will have an
opportunity to make a short initial statement and then we will open the
discussion up for panelists to exchange questions and talk back and
forth.

We will just proceed as comes easiest and try to get as much ac-
complished as we can during the morning.

Mr. Pastalan, please.

STATEMENT OF LEON A. PASTALAN, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, DE-
PARTMENT OF ARCHITECTURE, RESEARCH SOCIOLOGIST, IN-
STITUTE OF GERONTOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN; ACCOM-
PANIED BY PAUL WINDLEY, DOCTORAL STUDENT, UNIVERSITY
OF MICHIGAN

Mr. PASTALAN. I think in the interest of time I will read my state-
ment.

Much of my research teaching and service activity is directed toward
the study of environmental barriers and facilitators which may have
major impact on the effectiveness of the aging person to function op-
timally in his home, neighborhood, and community. My purpose for
appearing before the U.S. Senate Special Committee on Aging is to
describe a research project carried out under my direction during the
past year that may have some relevance to the problems that various
environmental barriers pose for physically disabled and elderly
people.

The purpose of this study was to explore the feasibility of con-
structing a simulation model which would enable a designer to dupli-
cate relevant environmental experiences of an elderly population
which suiffer from sensory deficits. Such an approach would seem to
be an effective tool in terms of better assessing the nature of environ-
mental barriers which the elderly and other physically vulnerable
people face daily in their homes, neighborhoods, and commiiunities, and
hence possibly lead to significant changes in design concepts.

Since the organism can respond directly only to those aspects of the
environment experienced through sense organs, age changes in sensory
and perceptual mechanisms effect very real environmental changes
in the world in which the aging individual lives.

There has been an impressive accumulation of literature regarding
the relationship between age-related sensory decrements environmental
experiences and behavior. For instance, age and visual acuity has been
examined by a large number of investigators including Slataper
(1950), Walton (1950), Hofstetter (1944, 1954), Morgan (1958), Geld-
ard and Crokett (1930), and Crouch (1967). Color, vision and aging
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by Obi (1950), Kleemeier (1952), Gilbert (1957), and Fisher, R. F.
(1968). Olefactory sensitivity by Vashide (1940), Mesolella (1934),
Douek (1967), Moncrief and Smith (1951). Cutaneous sensations
among the aged (specifically touch) have been explored by Ronge
(1943), Birren and Schapiro (1950), and Chapman (1944) among
others. Finally presbycusis has received attention from Morrisett
(1950), Kleemeier and Justiss (1955), Hilger et al. (1956) and Farr
(1967) and many others.

APPLIANCES SIMULATE AGING

Because of the availability of this kind of basic data it was possible
to simulate certain types of sensory decrements such as increased
opacity of the lens, increased rigidity of the middle ear or presbycusis
and diminished tactile and olfactory sensitivity by mechanical means.
Sets of simple mechanical appliances such as specially coated lenses,
ear plugs, a masking device to decrease olfaction and a fixative to tem-
porarily desensitize the tactile sense were developed and assembled.

Four doctoral students in architecture specializing in environmen-
tal problems of the elderly wore these appliances for approximately
1 hour a day over a period of more than 6 months in three standard-
ized settings-a dwelling unit, a multipurpose center and a shopping
center. Each of the participants kept an ongoing written account
of their experiences for the duration of the study.

This exploratory study, and I might underline that word "explora-
tory" has a number of highly significant implications. It has sug-
gested for instance, that (1) sensory decrements can effectively con-
strain a person from freely using buildings and facilities as presently
designed and that the concept of environmental barriers should be
expanded to include the problem of appropriate environmental stimu-
lation. While it is apparently impossible to forestall age-related sen-
sory losses, this study intimates that through consciously programed
environmental stimuli, the environment could be made to function as
a suoport network and mitigate the consequences of sensory losses,
(2) the model has proved to be a very powerful training and experi-
ence device for designers and others who work with physically vulner-
able people, (3) it holds great promise as a new research tool since
it makes it possible for the researcher to be the experimenter and sub-
ject simultaneously. Also it examined the total situation rather than
testing relationships between a limited number of variables.

Additional study is needed to: (1) Field test design concepts regard-
ing the organization of environmental stimulus factors as a way of
more firmly establishing the relationship of environmental barriers
to total design; (2) further refine the precision of the simulation
appliances: and (3) further develop the potential this simulation
model has for teaching or training purposes.

That concludes my statement.
Senator CHURCH. Mr. Pastalan, as I understand it, you have used

twoa d vires -Fnr this -- rOSC. an. has beev_ a specially desigried pall oftw esvppc __ np --- i1V - I.~- 1 . 2. I- -

eve glasses. Another has been earplugs that tend to simulate the loss
of hearing, particularly in the high frequencies, and the third has been
a kind of-what would you call it-a kind of glue? It feels like glue
that you anply to the fiingertips, which tends to dull the sensory reac-
tion or feeling you get in the fingertips.

70-555 0-72-pt. 1 2
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I wonder, since the other Senators, I don't think, have seen the
devices, could you bring them up here so they could examine them.
You see we are all in the middle range. You note by the glasses we
wear, we are just in the middle range of our failing faculties here and
I think the Senators might be interested in putting on these glasses
which do simulate the problems of failing eyesight in later years.

For those of you in the audience who haven't seen them, you can
see from here the opaqueness of the glass and if you put them on
everything tends to blur out and the sharp outline disappears and
the glare is much more noticeable than it is without them.

These are the earplugs that tend to defect particularly the higher
ranges. I am told that commonly happens to people as they grow
older.

Senator FONG. What do you do with these?
Senator CHu-RCH. Those are placed in the ears. Do you want to try

them to simulate what happens as you get older and your hearing
begins to fade.

Now, do you notice any difference?
Senator FONG. Yes.
Senator CHURCH. This has been used on the fingers. I put some

on mine and I notice in dealing with papers up here I feel like I have
gloves on.

Mr. Windley, do you have anything you would like to add in con-
nection with this? Why don't you go ahead with your statement and
we may have questions for the two of you.

STATEMENT OF PAUL WINDLEY, DOCTORAL STUDENT,
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

Mr. WINDLEY. I am originally a native of Idaho and am presently
a candidate for the

Senator CHURCH. Did you say Idaho? [Laughter.] Suddenly this
makes your testimony especially interesting to me. When did you leave
Idaho .

Mr. WINDLEY. I left Idaho some 5 years ago.
Senator CHiURCH. You have been at the University of Michigan

since that time?
Mr. WINDLEY. I had an interim in Colorado.
Senator CHu-RCH. Fine.
Mr. WINDLEY. In addition to being a candidate for the doctor of

architecture degree at the University of Michigan, I also hold a
traineeship with the Institute of Gerontology. This past year, three
other designers and I have been directly involved in the investiga-
tion Dr. Pastalan has just described. My remarks this morning concern
two main impressions gained from this research.

First, what it felt like to empathize with older people through the
aid of the empathic model; and second, what impact these expe-
riences had on my personal philosophy of environmental design. Many
of the experiences on which I will comment are not mine alone, but
also those of my colleagues.
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WHAT IT'S LIKE To BE OLD

The initial wearing of the lenses and earplugs required considerable
adaptation time. Adding some 40.years to one's life in terms of sensory
decrement all at once argues a strong case for empathy. Although I am
sure we shared to an extent many of the social situations experienced
by older people, for example, bumping into others, walking too slow,
constantly asking people to repeat what they just said, and calling
attention to ourselves because of our appearance, I was most cognizant
of those experiences connected directly with getting along in the de-
signed environment.

Outdoors, the big problem for me was negotiating with automobile
traffic. It took considerable faith and courage just to cross the street
without glancing out the side of the lens to see if anything was coming.
It was difficult to discriminate colors on traffic lights, signs, or to
recognize familiar faces at a distance. Colors, both inside and outside
of buildings, tended to fade, particularly;the cool colors of green
and blue. Differentiations between ground and sky were also difficult
to make. Glare from smooth surfaces such as cars and sidewalks
tended to wash out most of the detail in surrounding objects.

Within buildings there was frequently not enough light to be able
to tell a riser from a tread on a set of stairs. In many buildings there
was a lack of contrasting colors to help discriminate walls from floor
and ceiling. There was difficulty in distinguishing glass doors from
windows. In addition was the difficulty in eye recovery when moving
from darkness to light and from light to darkness.

The greatest impact in terms of hearing loss was in feelings of in-
security resulting from uncertain sounds. Noises from down the hall
sounded much like noises only a few feet away, and most voices at a
distance were difficult to identify. '

In general we found ourselves acting much like older people do:
walking close to the walls for support, -increasing the use of the
tactile senses as a substitute for hearing and visual loss, -feeling the
need for redundant cueing in the environment, and a general decrease
in the speed of doing even the simplest of tasks.

The most significant impact of these experiences on my own per-
sonal design philosophy lies with the concept of intervention. If older
people are more sensitive to variation in their physical environment
than younger populations, why not intervene in the aging process and
increase for a time their independence by designing their environ-
ment differently, such that it can be coped with more easily.

Intervention by design sounds like a rather logical consideration,
but for most architects it is a new concept. Instead of relying on
intuition and guesswork alone to guide design decisions, research
methodologies like the empathic model enable us to quantify and even
predict with accuracy the kind of behavior we can expect from design-
ing the environment one way or another. This awareness makes re-
search in architecture an immediate must.

Thank you.
Senator CHURCH. Paul, the only possible danger in your presenta-

tion and that of Dr. Pastalan this morning is that it might be regarded
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by some as sort of a stunt or making light of the problems of the
elderly which is, of course, just the opposite of what you intend. But
I think that it is true that most people don't understand the physio-
logical effects of the aging and they don't tend to be aware of it until
it happens to them.

Younger people tend to be indifferent and they are frequently the
ones who are designing the buildings and doing the active creative
work for the society.

Now, you have experienced what it is like to be an old man by wear-
ing the glasses and the earplugs and actually going through it so that
you have advanced the experience by 40 years in your own case. Verv
few designers will wear the glasses or the earplugs or will go through
an experiment of this kind.

My question is, how do we make them sensitive to the problems of
the aging? How do we make them aware of the various kinds of archi-
tectural barriers that they, just as a matter of habit, work into their
ordinary planning because of the general ignorance of the problems
that face the aging or their indifference to them?

I can't see us spreading glasses and earplugs around to all the young
architects in all the different schools and yet, obviously, an effort of
that scope is going to be necessary if the upcoming architects are going
to be aware of these problems and are going to design buildings with
an eve toward eliminating the problems that you have mentioned.

What is the answer?
Mr. WINDLEY. I am not sure that anvthing immediate can bring

about education of that magnitude. I think over the next few years,
however, awareness of these problems is going to have to be a dual
process. That is, the people who hire architects should be made aware
through wide publication that this kind of information and techniques
for 'gathering it can be obtained, and should insist that the architect
secure this information at an early stage in the design process. In addi-
tion, architecture schools should become research oriented in addition
to being a direct applied science. This does not exist in the profession
at this time to any great extent.

Senator CntrcH. Well, are there any schools of architecture other
than Michigan conducting experiments of this kind, to your
knowledge?

Mr. WINDLEY. I think there is one other university, the University
of Southern California.

Senator CHURCH. Do you know of others, Dr. Pastalan?
Mr. PASTALAN. 'Michigan and USC are the two I am most familiar

with. There is some effort going on at the University of Oregon, al-
though I am not terribly familiar with their program.

Senator CHuiRcH. At best it is very spotty?
Mr. PASTALAN. Very, very spotty, right.
Senator CHURCH. Are you undertaking to document your findings

and to write them up to make them generally available to other schools
of architecture?

Mr. PASTALAN. Yes; I think one of the points I made in the testimony
was that the simulation model seems to be a very powerful training
or teaching device and what we would like to do in the future is to
refine this and to develop this particular approach.

As I say, it is rather an exploratory approach at the moment. We
would like to develop it so it is an effective teaching device. I think
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frequently, if you go about the countryside with a pair of spectacles
it becomes a spectacle of another kind really and I think that we really
need to be systematic about it and serious about how these kinds of
simulations can effectively train people to be better designers.

THE SHOCK OF SENSORY DEPRIVATION

One of the problems that we had, for instance, and I guess we really
did anticipate it, was the immediate shock value of putting these sen-
sory blunting devices on. I think that has a certain kind of value, an
instant empathy.

In the long run we wanted to not only experience the shock of sen-
sory deprivation, as far as designing is concerned, but for a long period
of time experience a particular setting. This is why we selected three
settings and we stayed with them for a considerable period of time.

Each of the people in the experiment spent about an hour a day in
each of these settings, so over time they got over the shock of the dep-
rivation and started looking at the environment in terms of how they
might reorganize some of these special arrangements such as lighting
and color and so on.

So T think it, is really a long process. It can't be done in a weekend
workshop, but you can start there. It needs to have development and
it must be sustained.

Senator CHURCH. We have become such a youth conscious country
that our tendency is not to face up to the problems of physical dis-
abilities of the aging. We don't like to talk about it. Even older people
feel embarrassed about it simply because of the prevailing attitudes.
And I know that if I take these opaque glasses and put them on and
a picture were taken of me with these glasses on and published, I am
certain we would get a raft of letters, many of them from elderly
people, complaining that somehow I was ridiculing them.

Mr. PASTALAN. Yes, sir.
Senator CHURCH. This is the problem of the elderly and this is the

sort of hangup I think we have to get over if we are to deal effectively
with these problems.

Did you find in your experiment, Mr. Windley, that the use of
glass-we use so much glass in modern construction, walls of glass-
that this was a barrier, a hazard?

Mr. WINDLEY. Yes, there are really two main impressions that one
gets from glass the way we use it in buildings today. One is the glare.

Senator CHURCH. The glare is one problem?
Mr. WINDLEY. Yes, the whole issue of glare from both artificial to

uncontrolled natural lighting. The other issue is being able to dis-
criminate between glass and what is nothing, or what is air.

Senator CHURCH. Part is glare and part is the transparency?
Mr. WINDLEY. That's right.
Senator CHURCH. Yet if the glass were tinted both problems might

be eliminated?
Mr. WINDLEY. Yes, partially.
Senator CHURCH. Or at least'ameliorated?
Mr. WINDLEY. Yes.
Senator CHURCH. Senator Fong, do you have any questions?
Senator FONG. Yes. The builders will probably take notice of these

things more when they find they have been sued. Take, for example,
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a man walks through a glass door and he is suing because he didn't
see the door.

Now, I think with more and more of that kind of thing coming up
probably the architect will pay a little more attention to using mate-
rials so that the elderly can see, or those that are defective in vision
can see such things.

Have you anything to compensate for that, that is, have the same
utilitarian use of glass and yet tell the elderly that this is glass? Have
you such a material?

Mr. WINDLEY. I know of no substitute material that would provide
that at this point. There is a variety of styles in glass doors. Those
with hardware panels that cut the door in half, that frame the door,
and provide some means to discriminate it from a window prove use-
ful, but some of the more modern doors, using structural glass with
no hardware at all produces problems. I know of no other material
that can be used.

Senator FONG. How widespread is the knowledge to businessmen
that the elderly are really deficient in their five senses?

Dr. PASTALAN. I tend to think it is not very well known at all,
Senator.

Senator FONG. Even to architects, I presume?
Mr. PASTALAN. Yes, sir, I think, if I may get a plug in here for one

of my favorite things these days, and that is, it seems to me that
what we really do need in terms of when we construct buildings, we
need to incorporate as part of the building cost, cost for evaluating
the way that building functions. Not only in terms of its technology,
in other words, does it hold up, is the air conditioning, circulation,
et cetera, functioning properly, but I think also we have to look at
how does that building function for the users.

NEED FOR EVALUATION OF BUILDINGS

I think the only way we can really develop factual knowledge by
which wise building decisions and design decisions can be made is by
an accumulation of this kind of information so that essentially every
time we build a building it becomes a kind of laboratory, some basis
where we can gather information and learn from our mistakes and
successes.

It seems to me right now nobody takes responsibility for evaluat-
ing the building. The architect in terms of doing the evaluation, if
he is going to do it, has to do it on his own. His fee isn't for that
function. It is for designing the building. The builder has another
need and other requirements and somehow the whole area of research,
evaluation, falls between these two areas.

We really need to do something about addressing ourselves to look-
ing at the business of construction costs, including some form of user
evaluation.

Senator FONG. The builders build a building for profit. If the
businessman could be told he would make more 'profit by building a
building that could be used by the elderly more readily than he would
if it was not designed for them, probably they would look at it from
a profit motive and ask for that kind of advice?
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Mr. PASTALAN. I am sure and it would also be available.
Senator FONG. I think it was Somerset Maugham who said money

is like a sixth sense, without which you cannot completely use the other
five senses.

So, if you tell them that the other five senses are deteriorating and
if they want to make money they had better look into this, they prob-
ably will pay more attention to utilitarian buildings to take care of
the needs of the elderly.

How do you expect to educate the businessman? He probably would
be the primary user of this knowledge. He is the businessman that
builds the homes and he is the one who builds the building, builds the
stores outside of our Federal buildings.

Mr. PASTALAN. I think that certainly the role of education is an
important one. We can do a certain amount of it in terms of making
evervone involved in the building industry aware of given problems,
but perhaps the most compelling dimension to this educational process
would be the proposition that there would be some sort of requirement
that when you construct a given building you will lay. aside as part of
the construction cost so much money for the evaluation of it and in
that way. I think people become aware of it in a very real and probably
in its best wsnse.

Senator FONG. At what stage would you say there is sufficient dete-
rioration so that we should focus on this problem of taking care of the
needs of those above a certain age? What age would you say that
would be?

Air. PASTALAN. The longer I work in this area the more impressed
I am by the tremendous variability there is within the age group.
If I were to say flatly that past 65 we ought to start looking at this
group as one that needs environmental support, I would be remiss as
a scientist.

There is probably just as much variability within the group, say,
from 65 to 100-plus as there is between 65 and 25. That is the vari-
ability of the human organism is amazing and I think that just because
you are 65 or 75 doesn't mean you can't function effectively.

One of the points that we are trying to make here with the model
is that it doesn't mean that you are going to see the world as you see
it through those glasses when you reach your 75th birthday or 85th
birthday or 105th birthday, but I think in terms of the aging process
what we tried to simulate in this lens is what ophthalmologists told
us, it is a natural process. It will occur if you live long enough.

Sometimes it is 60 or 55 and sometimes it doesn't occur until well
over 100, but the point is at some point in one's life something like
what you are seeing through that lens will occur.

Senator FONG. To awaken the builder would you give one general
statement and sav there are probably 50 million Americans who would
profit by designing buildings that will take care of some of the
deficiencies that the older Americans are undergoing? Could you make
a statement like that? Fifty million, 30 million?

Air. I would saV millinns. T am not sure exactlv how
many. It might be, as a matter of fact, in the area of 30 million. It
could well be.
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Senator FONG. That is a big consumer group.
Mr. PASTALAN. It certainly is.
Senator FONG. That will awaken the businessman to his profits.

Thank you.
Senator CHURCH. Thank you, Senator Fong.
Senator Percy.
Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, I have just one question, but I think

we are going to end up to be -our best witnesses. I strongly believe
that Senator Fong has a good point, that we really should not look
at this as a problem just of the aging. I don't have to have these
glasses at all to obscure my vision because I have my own eye prob-
lems. I am farsighted in one eye and nearsighted in the other, and
I have had to adjust for years. I am not so sure whether we know
what the effect on younger people is of having the average child look
at television 5 hours a day since the age of one or two, and I am not
so sure that we are not going to have to think in terms of the sight
deterioration much earlier in life than we used -to think of failing
sight in later life.

I notice more and more young people-maybe they read a lot
more-but more and more young people are using glasses now than
there ever seemed to be before.

Senator CHURCH. Consider the noise factor, too. The loud rock
music, what effect that may have, on failing hearing at 22.

Senator PERCY. I think there is no question but what that causes
an obstruction of hearing. I don't have to personally use this earplug
at all to empathize with those who can't hear. I had the same expe-
rience that I find millions of other young people had, when I came
out of the service I couldn't hear as well as when I went in. I finally
went to a hearing doctor, and he asked me what I did in the service.

Well, for 3 years I spent time around airplane engines as a gunnery
officer in the Navy Air Corps. Well, he said "what has happened is
that you have destroyed all your upper ranges. You have been sub-
jecting yourself to this noise for 3 years and you simply can't hear
high frequencies anymore."~

So, I don't need these earplugs at all. I have my own hearing aid
glasses right here.

I couldn't hear a thing in the Senate when I first came here. I would
have to move all over the floor to hear the debate and I became one
of the strongest advocates of architectural and other changes in the
U.S. Senate. We now have not only a girl page in the Senate, but we
have hearing assistance aides down there for those of us who can't
hear as well.

Senator CHURCH. Senator, now that you can hear, would you like
to go back to the old system? [Laughter.]

Senator PERCY. Even if I don't agree with what is being said, I want
to hear it all. But I think we have made a very important architectural
change.

I used to usher in a theater, and we had the back row always reserved
for the hard of hearing. I don't know of theaters anymore that provide
hearing assistance, but many people would benefit by it if we had. That
theater 30 years ago had hearing assistance for many of the people
who came there. They weren't all older people. Some younger people
used that assistance.
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I tend to think that Senator Fong is right. We are not just talking
about the 65 and older. I am not quite ready for Social Security, but I
need assistance and help.

I notice also the number of people who have accidents. who are
prone to accidents. We must look at the effects of sight and hearing
difficulties on traffic problems, and at the number of traffic accidents
we have. There is a large number of handicapped veterans coming back
from Vietnam, we have had over 300,000 casualties, and those aren't
older people; they are younger people who will be handicapped all
their lives.

HELP ALL WHo ARE HANDICAPPED

So we need to help not just the aging. We must help all those Amer-
ican-who are really more accident prone, who live in a more dangerous
society, a more dangerous world than we live in. I think these hearings
have a much more universal application.

That was a long preamble to my one question.
Dr. Pastalan, how are you getting financing for your work? Are

there any Federal funds available to you? Where are the funds coming
from .

Mr. PASTALAN. For this particular exploratory stage, the Rackham
Graduate School at the University of Michigan supported us in that
phase and they are~ now expecting that I shall seek funds elsewhere
and we are now in the process of searching for funding sources.

Senator PERCY. Thank you.
Senator CHURCH. Thank you very much, Senator Percy.
Senator Stafford.
Senator STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions at this time.
Senator CHURCH. We thank you for being with us today. Senator

Stafford is the newest member of the committee.
I suppose that as we move along the personal experience will keep

coming to mind. As Senator Percy said, we don't want to spend the
morning testifying.

Senator PERCY. It is like a revival meeting. [Laughter.1
Senator CHURCH. From the podium here. [Laughter.] I had an ex-

perience. I have had an experience in my own home with the glass
partition. I have a modern home with a glass partition that runs the
whole length of the living room and opens out onto the porch. The first
time that my father-in-law came to visit-he being an older man-we
had our first accident with that glass door. He walked into it one morn-
ing. I was sitting out on the porch and he walked into it coming out.
He didn't see the door. I thought it was because of his age.

Two days later he was sitting out on the porch and I walked into the
door, from which you can draw whatever conclusion you would like.
[Laughter.] But we found then a number of people walking into that
partition and we finally draped it, but when the drapes were pulled
back that was not adequate. We finally had to put a decal on the door
to drw awtentien the f et tht. if. was either elosed or open.

This, I think, demonstrates that in your own household you may
have need for architectural modifications that you normally associate
only with public facilities.

All right. Our next panelist is Doris Wright. I will tell you about
her as soon as I put on my glasses. [Laughter.] She is a social planner
from. the American City Corp., Columbia, Md.

Doris, we are very happy to have you with us.
70-555 O-72-pt. 1-3



14

STATEMENT OF DORIS WRIGHT, SOCIAL PLANNER, THE
AMERICAN CITY CORP., COLUMBIA, MD.

Mrs. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I hope I can bring into focus for you
the staggering task before us-that of rebuilding old communities and
building new ones in which all people can live in dignity and with
purpose and meaning. In my judgment, there are two areas of concern
for which criteria must be established for building new and renewing
communities, if we are to substantially reduce the social problems and
contribute to the quality of life of people. The primary concern for
this hearing is building barrier-free communities, but another concern
which cannot be separated from this is the accessibility of social serv-
ices. The social services in any community can contribute to the ability
of individuals to live active and productive lives. Physical barriers to
these services can destroy the opportunity to use them. Both of these
affect the lives of everyone of us-able or disabled, young or old, rich
or Door, black or white.

When Congress passed legislation, known as title VII of the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1970, it made substantial commit-
ment to new town development and to improving the patterns of
renewing existing cities.- This major legislation marked the evolution
of a national growth policy and has great implication for social
change. The aim of this legislation is to assist the developer in using
his resources more productively in new town development and for
building new towns in town. In exchange for which, the developer
agrees to meet social and environmental objectives. Although this leg-
islation can have substantial influence in planning well-balanced com-
munities, it does not provide sufficient criteria for planning for social
development, or adequate requirements to insure a barrier-free envi-
ronment. I hope the following will illustrate the necessity of new
legislation that will do both.

There are literally hundreds of -new towns now on the drawing
boards or under consideration across the Nation-all sizes and all kinds.
Two truly new towns exist: Reston, Va., and'Columbia, Md., and many
small communities are emerging all over the country. New towns that
have received commitments under title VII legislation include Jona-
than, Minn.; St. Charles Communities, Md.; Park Forest South, Ill.;
Flower Mound New Town, Tex.; Maumelle, Ark.; and Cedar-River-
side, Minn. New community proposals are being announced every-
where. Soul Citv, N.C., has submitted a proposal. New York State has
5 serious public new town proposals and 3 private ones. Utah.
Mississippi, and Ohio all have new towns underway and title VII ap-
plications pending. The National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People has announced plans to develop a community for 80,000
people in DuPage County, Ill. Detroit's Nonprofit Metropolitan Fund.
Inc., the Minnesota Experimental City Authority, Memphis/Shelby
County, Tenn., and the Tennessee Valley Authority are each preparing
proposals.

BARRIER-FREE COMMUNITIES PROVIDE NEW LIFE

These evidences of widespread efforts in new city building provide an
exciting prospect for the ability of this new trend to influence the lives
of people. New towns can provide a new way of life for all people, and
could have particular effect on those who are elderly or physically



15

handicapped. If we consider the population of these two groups, there
is urgent reason to undertake a serious effort to insure barrier-free com-
munities in which they can be active and independent. If we add to that
number, the safety of every man, woman, and child, the effort would
seem to be mandatory.

There are about 20 million people, or 10 percent of the total popula-
tion, in the United States who are over 65 years of age. There has been,
since 1900, an annual average net gain of 300,000 population in this age
group. By 1980 it is projected that there will be 24.5 million over 65,
and 40 years from now, when the World War II "baby-boom" becomes
the "senior citizen boom" it is estimated there will be 55 million Amer-
icans 65 years of age or older. About 15 percent of all Americans have
permanent disability of some kind. Of these, there are at least 12 mil-
lion, or 6 percent of the population who have extremely limited mobil-
ity. Many of these are excluded from work and leisure activities and
from services they desparately need because of environmental barriers.
These figures give you an idea of the millions of people that are ad-
versely affected by their physical surroundings. Let me break them
down further so you can see the trends and their implications for the
future.

Today, one-third of all people over 65 years of age live in deteriorat-
ing cores of cities. By legislating to renew these cities, we are poten-
tially affecting the lives of these 71/2 million people. Here is a chance
to retain and even revitalize the human resources that these older peo-
ple have by providing housing options for them and by eliminating
physical barriers, thus, increasing the probability of their remaining
independent and active.

In 1850, 65 percent of the energy produced gross national product
was bv manpower. In 1970 only 1 percent was produced that way. In
1900, 75 percent of those over 65 were in the labor force. In 1970 only
about 1 percent of them were working. By the end of this century,
people will be spending one-fourth of their lives in retirement. No
longer are retirement and leisure activities limited to the wealthy.
Implications from these facts are that our economy both needs and will
have the older population as consumers rather than producers. The
more older persons can be active, the more consumable goods they will
use, and the more independent they are the less tax money will be
needed to care for them. We should recognize that often physical bar-
riers keep older people from "living" and force them into isolated and
lonely lives that result in serious dependency.

Although 30 percent of all elderly have an income at or below the
poverty level, about 30 percent have incomes over $6,000 a year (nearly
all tax exempt) which, for single persons or even a couple, is enough
to maintain a comfortable household. In addition to these, 10 percent
have incomes about $10,000 a year, also largely tax exempt. These fig-
ures imply that there is a $40 billion market almost untapped-and
one that will probably continue to be untapped until new attitudes
are developed and the needs of older people are considered in the
physical and social planning of new and renewing communities. Be-
sides this consumer market, the volunteer contributions of elderly peo-
ple can be substantial. The potential for the increased productivity of a
community, if we eliminate physical barriers for older people and
facilitate their community participation is evident when we examine
the facts.
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SAFE CONDITIONS GOOD FOR EVERYONE

Figures about the population of handicapped people are not so
easily acquired and I am not sure that it matters. Communities that
plan for the safety and convenience of physically limited people will
more nearly satisfy the needs of all. I am convinced that very few
physically handicapped people in our country would be excluded from
a normal life in a community, if that community were rid of archi-
tectural and attitudinal barriers. A great many things are designed
and built certain ways only because they have always been done thatway. Where 35 architectural groups were asked by Dr. Timothy
Nugent why bathroom doors in houses were 16 inches or 18 inches or
at the most 20 inches wide, none of them had an answer. So Dr. Nugent
had someone search for it. The answer seems to be, basically, that be-
cause furniture was not moved in or out of bathrooms, the size of the
doorways seemed unimportant. Over the years no one has questioned
this, so bathroom doors remain narrow-too narrow for wheelchairs.
I am afraid we have unfounded assumptions about many other physi-
cal designs, and the result has been confinement and loneliness for
many elderly and handicapped people. Developers, like most of us, are
not always conscious of their failings. I work for the most "people
conscious" developer in the world, I think, but we have failed to build
a barrier free city-up until now. We conducted a seminar on this sub-
ject last April and found that our guests in wheelchairs could not get
into our guest houses without being carried, that the bathroom doors
were too narrow for them to get through, and the architecturally
beautiful doors to our office building were too heavy for them to open.
They made us vividly aware that the curbs are not ramped in our new
city, that public telephones and drinking fountains are too high to use,
that spots of beauty like the plaza are impossible for them to visit on
their own, and there were many more inhibiting features brought to
our attention. It was pointed out to me that all of these barriers not
only prohibit a percentage of our population from living a full life,
but are also barriers and hazards for everyone.

The developer of Columbia is now engaged in a concerted effort to
identify previously unrecognized barriers. The American City Corp.
(a subsidiary of the Rouse Co.) is participating in a study to develop
a total concept and design for building barrier free communities.
Owen Brown Village, the next village being planned in Columbia,
is the first stage of this effort. The following is a statement of intent
from Robert Moss, project director for Owen Brown Village:

It is the intent of Howard Research and Development (HRD), a subsidiary ofthe Rouse Company, the developer of Columbia, to incorporate into Columbia's
next village, standards of land development which would permit physically handi-capped and elderly people to be free from the numerous barriers typically en-
countered in pedestrian circulation. Specifically, HRD intends to incorporate suchstandards into the design and development of its own property as well as making
the sale of land to other developers conditional to the application of such
standards.

In addition, HRD intends in its next village, to make every effort feasible toremove those obstacles that handicapped and elderly people typically encounter
in buildings.

To this end, HRD has, through the assistance of the American City Corpora-
tion, joined with the staff of the President's Commission for Employment of the
Handicapped in formulating standards for site development and building design
so as to bring about what may become the nation's first barrier free community
on a substantial scale.
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This is a beginning for one developer. Others may follow, but what
we need is a national effort by all builders. Good legislation that will
include standards for the elimination of basic physical barriers, and
that will fund research and experimentation for developing new and
creative methods of building barrier-free environments, is the most
feasible and effective way to insure that this national effort is under-
taken.

Thank you.
Senator CHURCH. Wouldn't it be accurate to say that Columbia is a

kind of test tube community?
Mrs. WRIGHT. Yes.
Senator CHnuRCH. And in its original design a great effort was made

to accommodate older people and to eliminate the kind of barriers that
commonly exist in most communities; isn't that so?

Mrs. WRIGHT. No; I really don't think it is, necessarily. In fact, I
would say we almost made a policy decision not to consider elderly
people for one reason, we did not want to build another Leisure World
type of community. We wanted elderly people to be able to be inte-
grated in the total community. So we didn't consider an in between,
which we now are doing. We found out that didn't work either.. v _

Senator CHURCH. I see, so the new addition that you are planning, the
Owen Brown Village, will include consideration for the elderly and the
elimination of many of the barriers that you find present difficulties
in Columbia itself ?

Mrs. WRIGHT. Yes..
Senator CHURCH. What provisions are you making for crossing

heavily congested streets, if you have such thing in Columbia?
Mrs. WRIGHT. Yes; we have such things. We have a walkway system

across or under all major highways in Columbia and neither of them
is accessible to people in wheelchairs, as Mr. Lassen will readily testify.

So, we are now trying to reconsider and see what kind of walkways
should be across it. There are walkways either under or over every
major highway.

Senator CHURCH. The ones you have designed and installed use steps
rather than inclines?

Mrs. WRIGHT. No; the ones underneath are ramps, but not so a whleel-
chair can get over them. Somebody that is elderly or slow moving or
slightly limited, could.

Senator 'CHURCH. Are you getting any special help from any Federal
agencies in laying out the new Owen Brown Village?

Mrs. WRIGHT. We are now working with the President's Committee
on Employment of the Handicapped and with groups relating to the
elderly.

Senator CHURCH. Does the fact that you must develop new stand-
ards for the Owen Brown Village suggest that the standards in compli-
ance with the Architectural Barriers Act are inadequate?

Mrs. WRIGHT. Yes; very 'much so. I think Columbia is real testimony
for that. Peter Lassen went through Columbia with me in his wheel-
c1irni aid tilere was a bist of maybe 80 or M0 things that were obviously
not conducive for his living in 'Columbia.

Senator CHURCH. Well, it does show how little attention we have
given to this, doesn't it, in the past?
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Mrs. WRIGHT. Very much so. Because as I stated, the company I work
for, I think, is the most "people conscious" company in the world as far
as building cities and yet, it was not in our thoughts when we built
Columbia to begin with.

Senator CHURCH. It is really only by experience-you are learning
by your actual experience, aren't you, not because of any accumulated
knowledge in this field. You are just picking your way and learning
as you go.

Mrs. WRIGHT. True. Very true.
Senator CHURCH. Senator Fong, do you have any questions?
Senator FONG. How large would be your barrier free city?

A BARRIER-FREE VILLAGE

Mrs. WRIGHT. Columbia itself will be approximately 110,000 people.
There will probably be seven villages in Columbia. Owen Brown Vil-
lage is the fifth village to be built and if we succeed in making it bar-
rier free we will probably make the rest of the villages barrier free.

I don't think we will ever build another village that is not as free
of barriers as possible. So this, with four villages well under way or
nearly completed, means that we have three villages yet to go. So that
you might estimate we will have villages for maybe 40,000 people.

Senator FONG. You have four villages that are completed?
Mrs. WRIGHT. Well, they are well on their way.
Senator FONG. One will be barrier free?
Mrs. WRIGHT. No; the fifth one is in the planning stage so we are

not too late to make the fifth one barrier free.
Senator FONG. Four are not?
Mrs. WRIGHT. Except for what we might go back and redo.
Senator FONG. Do you find that by building a barrier free village

that the cost is very much different?
Mrs. WRIGHT. We don't know yet. We are hoping it is less. There

are things that are telling us it may be less to do.
Senator FONG. I hope you find it less because then you will encourage

a lot of people to follow you.
Mrs. WRIGHT. Yes.
Senator FONG. When do you think you will have that village com-

pleted?
Mrs. WRIGHT. In 2 years there will be enough of it completed to

begin to find out how good it is.
Senator FONG. That is the only barrier free city that has been con-

templated?
Mrs. WRIGHT. I don't know of any others.
Senator FONG. What about the help that has been given by the Fed-

eral Government to help in the designing of new cities? Is there any
help from that source to help you?

Mrs. WRIGHT. None. In HUD's standards for title VII, there is
nothing on handicapped in it, as far as I know that relates to criteria
that handicapped might need in a city. We are hoping that gets
changed.

Senator FONG. Many of the innovations that you will put in this
barrier free city actually will be very useful to anyone who is not
handicapped. Like, for example, wider doors to the bathroom and
railings so that we won't fall and slip and things like that?
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Mrs. WRIGHT. Yes; I think if you plan a city with someone in mind
who is in a wheelchair, it would be better for everybody. As Pete and
I went through Columbia, we found out things that were inhibiting
him also would trip somebody else or a woman in high heels would
catch the heels or a child also couldn't reach the telephone.

So that everything if we had eleminated those barriers, an able-
bodied person would have been benefited too.

Senator FONG. So by catering to the deficient, you will be catering to
the efficient?

Mrs. WRIGHT. I don't think there is any doubt that is true.
Senator FONG. I would like to compliment you for this new program.
Mrs. WRIGHT. Thank you.
Senator CHURCH. When you learn all your lessons, why don't you

prepare a pamphlet and submit it to HUD?
Mrs. WRIGHT. We are hoping to do that before we learn all our

lessons.
Senator CHURCH. You might educate the Government on this sub-

ject, because it seems to me you are getting closer to it than any other
community.

Mrs. WRIGHT. We hope so.
Senator CHURCH. Senator Percy.
Senator PERCY. Would you comment on the transportation service

that is being provided? Is there any special transportation provided,
for instance, for the elderly to go shopping?

Mrs. WRIGHT. No; we had to build ramps-for the minibus. Actually
we are just really beginning to deal with it. We found out that there are
many things we probably could do in transportation so that elderly and
handicapped people could use it. Right now they cannot. Elderly people
have a struggle to step up into the minibus and there isn't even a ramp
at the stop as of right now. We hope there will be in the new buildings
and at the other stops.

Senator PERCY. What sort of educational program do you carry on
to carry this message through and help sell the concept?

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

Mrs. WRIGHT. Senator Percy, until last April, when we conducted
a seminar on barrier free design, we had done nothing; and I stumbled
into that in a way. I had met people who interested me in the fact that
we were doing nothing about barriers in Columbia and found out we
had a lot of learning to do in our own company and nobody had
answers. So we began to search to find answers from all over.

We are now beginning a very serious effort to really learn all there is
to know and how to help educate others and that is right where we are.
We hope 2 years from now I can give you a more positive answer.

Senator PERCY. Lastly, what are the principal barriers erected in
front of you as to why this is not a feasible and practical program, is it
the cost?

Mrs. WRIGHT. I think it is habit. I really think it is tradition and
habit. I think builders and architects and planners have habitually
done something from a long way back and it has never been brought to
their attention. It is like the narrow bathroom door. Nobody asked the
question, so nobody offered to change the standards. Not because they
couldn't or wouldn't, but there are just hundreds of things that aren't
changed -because nobody has really questioned them.
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Senator PEncy. Thank you very much, indeed.
Senator CHuRCH. Thank you for your testimony.
Our next witness is M. Powell Lawton, psychologist and director

of behavioral research of the Philadelphia Geriatric Center.

STATEMENT OF M. POWELL LAWTON, DIRECTOR, BEHAVIORAL
RESEARCH, PHILADELPHIA GERIATRIC CENTER

Mr. LAwrON. Mr. Chairman, Senators, and ladies and gentlemen,
like Dr. Pastalan, I am speaking to you partly out of my research
work in the social aspects of aging and partly out of my wider concern
for planning an environment for people of all ages. This world seems
to be designed for the average person. Most of us can react quickly.
such as spreading our arms to counterbalance us or finding a surface
to break our fall if we trip over a threshold.

On a larger scale, if we have the misfortune to live some miles from
a doctor, we can hop in our car in the same time it would take to walk
several blocks to the office. For average people these adoptive behaviors
occur pretty effortlessly and we may not even know it when broken
street lights are replaced less often or are finally abandoned and die,
or when the public buslines run less frequently and also die.

Sadly enough, it is exactly the nonaverage man who most needs the
conveniences and who at the same time is least able to exert his influ-
ence to continue their existence.

The magnitude of the problem of disabled people of all ages is easy
to underestimate. However, let us take just a few available facts. In
1969, according to the National Health Survey, 23 million persons had
some degree of activity limitation due to chronic disease or disability.
Temporary disability reaches through the entire population, as seen in
the fact that 49 million people were injured in accidents in the same
period. During that year of 1969, going a little further, we see that
1% billion days of restricted activity were reported due to acute condi-
tions among noninstitutionalized people.

While we cannot calculate exactly how these limitations may affect
the ability of the individual to manipulate his physical environment,
it is clear that any of us is vulnerable.

While we must recognize our particular responsibility to 23 million
disabled Americans, let us also remember that most facilities designed
to benefit the disabled will benefit all of us-not a new thought, but one
worth repeating. I would, however, like to extend this thought beyond
attempts to deal with the architectural barriers of the individual
building or dwelling unit.

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE

Planning for the future goes far beyond houses or even develop-
ments. Already our first generation suburbs are aging, and major
communities are being built in farmlands farther and farther from
the cores of cities. The elderly and handicapped who once could at
least live in relatively close and safe proximity to basic shopping,
social, and medical resources, are increasingly faced with choosing be-
tween unattractive alternatives.
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Those who stay in urban areas with low housing costs are likely
to be separated from access to stores, recreational opportunities, edu-
cational facilities, social relationships, and many supportive medical
and social services by virtue of the physical insecurity that pervades
so many of these areas.

On the other hand, moving farther out from the center of a town
or city inevitably brings with it insurmountable problems of access
to the same resources because of the greater distances.

Remedies for 23 million disabled are, fortunately, measures which
would benefit most of us, "average" or not. The most effective remedy
would be the authority and funds to plan on a regional basis for easy
access to public transportation, the apportioning of hospitals, medical
practice, social agencies, shopping and recreational facilities for maxi-
mum utilization by all segments of society, and specialized living
facilities placed in optimum physical relationship to the concentration
of older people and others who need them.

I look upon recent local exclusionary land use practices with great
alarm. In the long run, they hurt not only those excluded, but those
whose short-term view sees themselves as benefiting by exclusion.
Federal power may have to be used to insure that housing for the
elderly and handicapped be included in every locality; that it be located
near resource centers; that the architectural features now included in
some federally funded buildings are included in privately financed
building, and that human concern for free and safe movement be
fostered through training programs for planners, administrators,
builders, designers, architects, and public servants.

This latter concern for training leads me to mention some recent
relevant information from a national survey of housing for the elderly
and handicapped that is now in progress at the Philadelphia Geriatric
Center. I was able to take an early look at some of our data for the
purpose of this hearing, and the most striking observation that came
Up is that while all environments, of course, serve the elderly, includ-
ing many with physical handicaps, there were relatively few younger
disabled people being served.

We looked at 40 public housing sites and these served an average
of about five handicapped people under the age of 62. We also looked at
twenty 202 sites; that is, the lower middle income housing limited to
older people. These 202 sites themselves served a total of seven disabled
people under the age of 62-seven people in a total of 20 different
environments.

Analysis of the responses of managers of these projects indicates
first, that the usual architectural concessions to disability are ap-
proved and accepted as a normal part of the housing environment.
However, there is a tendency for the manager to feel that the archi-
tecture will do the job. Even among those housing environments hav-
ing handicapped younger people fully 75 percent of the managers
devoted no time at all to their unique problems and could think of no
seAv&iSC PrOv-ALIed 1-art.tJ the youn,,er 1 n dic.pne.

Thus, the human element in the system may be identified as a focal
point in helping to reduce isolation from life sustaining and life
enriching resources. Management training programs in federally spon-
sored housing should include consideration of ways staff can actively
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22

help integrate the disabled people into the life of the housing com-
munity and assist them in utilizing better the physical setting that is
provided.

For sponsor and administrative personnel, training might well
emphasize means of providing a better outreach to raise the level of
utilization of these facilities by younger disabled people.

Thus, it takes a combination of good structure and knowledgable
people responsible for the use of the structure to produce a favorable
environment for the realization of life goals. It should be plain that
specialization in problems of the elderly and handicapped is desperate-
ly needed, particularly in the Government offices such as HUD where
social planning, physical design, administrative leadership, and cre-
ative day-to-day overseeing oflife in these environments is performed.

HUD STAFF CUTBACK

I am very concerned about the recent announcement of a major
cutback in Washington HUD staff. This is a time when expertise and
advocacy require augmentation, not retrenchment. And it is our elderly
and handicapped that will suffer particularly if this happens.

-Finally, it is clear that the problems identified here can only grow
as the life span of disabled people increases and as the simpler forms
of naturally occurring community prove no longer serviceable. While
Federal action in overseeing planning and sponsoring educational
programs is necessary, their ultimate goal should be arousal of the
interest of local government and private groups in building and pro-
graming for all.

Thank you, Senator.
Senator CHURCH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lawton. When you

testified on housing needs of the elderly before our Subcommittee on
Housing last August, you said that there is a 99.9 percent total absence
of social research within HUD generally.

Is that still the situation even with the White House Conference on
Aging about to take place?

Mr. LAWTON. As far as I know that is still true. At the time I made
that statement, we had someone look into research explicitly concern-
ing with aging and the handicapped and we located one project that
was being funded by HUD to an outside source. I have not heard of
any since then. There has been a recent publication by the Administra-
tion on Aging listing Federal expenditures in aging. I had better not
try to quote the amount shown for research in againg under HUD, but
it was less than a million dollars, which, of course, in the total picture,
is infinitesimal.

Senator CHu-RcH. If so little attention is being given to this kind of
research, how can HUD possibly implement the Architectural Barriers
Act?

Mr. LAWTON. I don't like to sound like a broken record here, having
said this before, but I do feel that HUD is in a very curious position of
looking for other Government agencies to do its work. There have
luckily been half a dozen people who have found other sources of fund-
ing, such as ours from the Administration on Aging, so that these needs
are perhaps in a small way being met now. However, in order for HUD
to have the investment in improving the life style of these people, I feel
very strongly that they must do it themselves. They must put in their
own money and develop their own line of expertise at all levels.
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Senator CHURCH. Well, it seems to me, just reflecting on it, and with-
out pretending to have any expertise in the field, that there are a great
many buildings constructed nowadays with Federal funding that show
precious little consideration for human needs, quite apart from the
special needs of the handicapped or the elderly.

MANY AIRPORrs LOADED WITH BARRIERS

Take, for example, the vast amount of Federal money being invested
in air terminal facilities all over the country. These facilities seem to me
to be designed by people who are taking it out on the air passengers.
They must have a special grievance against them the way these termi-
nals are designed. It is incredible. Not only are they architectural mon-
strosities with maybe the exception of Dulles terminal, which seems to
be the exception to the rule, they are built with endless tenticles that
extend in all directions so that sometimes it is necessary for a passenger
to have to walk a mile or a mile and a half to get from one plane to
another.

I don't know how we could go about creating more of a barrier in-
fested airport situation if we made that our express objective, than we
have managed to do in the so-called imiodern terminals that have been
constructed.

These monstrosities just sprawl along the edges of our airports all
across the land.

Well, that was not in the nature of a question, that was in the nature
of a soapbox talk.

Senator Fong.
Senator FONG. How would you get HUD to really go into this prob-

lem?
Mr. LAwrON. Well, we could take the instance just brought up by

Senator Church. One possibility might be to demand that where Fed-
eral funds are used in construction that there be some investigation of
the explicit needs of people with limited mobility for the proposed
structure that is being built.

Now what has happened with many of our housing plans for the
elderly is that some of these features have been built in, as mandated
by the Federal Government. These features have been adopted as
things that one should do; the thing that is wrong is that this becomes
the end of thinking in the area. The desirable features are repeated
endlessly without regard to further evaluation. It seems to me that
the Government should require and provide funds for the behavioral
assessment of needs, on the one hand, and building performance, on the
other, where Federal money is given to a builder.

Senator FONG. When you say where Federal money is being given to
the builder, in the building of low-cost housing for the handicapped,
the only money that is being given there, I think, is in a matter of
interest payments; is that correct?

Mr. LAwTON. Well, -low-cost public housing is a direct grant to a
'ocal autholvrit. Th-rc arc a number of other Fed'rol programs with
interest relief to the builder.

Senator FONG. You have all kinds of programs. You have one for
those that have very small incomes and they are not handicapped
and then you have housing for the elderly. Now, would you require
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the Federal Government to go into those buildings where the elderly
are not involved, only those who have a certain income who can qual-
ify, would you force the Government to put in these things?

You see the problem is that wherever you get into a low-cost housing
program, such as the 235 program, they will hold you down in con-
struction costs and they say you can only put so much money in an
apartment.

For example, I had a church group that wanted to build, but the
cost was so high that it was impossible for them to build. They had
to reduce the cost down to a certain amount and when they were forced
to reduce it down to that amount they can't do much. They have no
leeway..-Would you insist in a case like that that these features be
put in?

Mr. LAWTON. I would do all I could to look for other sources of
cutting the cost, if that became the primary consideration; yes. I just
feel that a cost accounting approach to building for human needs
can never get us to the point of serving the people who need it most.

Senator FONG. You are advocating more subsidy by the Govern-
ment?

Mr. LAWTON. I am.
Senator FONG. Thank you.
Senator CHURCH. Senator Percy.
Senator PERCY. Just one question, Mr. Lawton. Have you conducted

any special studies on-or could you comment on, the relationship
that might exist between physical barriers for the elderly and psy-
chological problems that the elderly have, their whole makeup and
attitude toward life; their inner feeling toward life itself ?

PHYSICAL BARRIERS REDUCE SOCIAL ACTIVITIES

Mr. LAWTON. Well, yes; I have conducted some of this research
and there have been a number of other people who have, also. The very
striking thing that one finds is that a great many types of well being
on the part of the older person are directly related to his physical
distance from whatever it is that is going to give him satisfaction.

One can predict almost exactly how much social companionship a
person may have depending on how many other older people are near
him. One can predict how often he will use a senior center by knowing
the distance from the senior center.

These are among the clearest findings. As far as morale goes, the
same thing tends to be true to a certain extent.

Apparently what closeness to other people and closeness to resources
does with one's inner feeling of well-being is to give a person more
degrees of freedom to pick and choose these resources as he wishes.

In other words, a person who wishes very much to be sociable is
going to have very low morale if he lives great distances from other
people or from relatives.

Putting him closer to other people and facilities gives him freer
rein to exercise his choice.

Senator PERCY. I would like to just verify what you are saying. We
have some senior centers right here in Washington, D.C., which Dr.
Arthur Flemming and I visited 2 weeks ago. The participants con-
tribute 25 cents toward their own lunch, and they get a hot lunch that
is worth $1.65. The whole idea is having some place to come to, having
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some place to dress up for, other people to dress up for. And as Mrs.
Green said to me, when someone doesn't come to our group we get on
the phone and call them up and say, "Come on down." If the "absentee"
says "I am not feeling well." Mrs. Green will say, "Come down here
anyway you will feel better down here than sitting up there alone."
The person comes down and pretty soon feels much better.

One person said that because of this lunch program her medical ex-
penses have decreased. She is less prone to take medicine and doesn't
need it as much. A better assistance for her is companionship. That is
what she needed. She wanted to be needed and wanted to be missed
and have something to do and someone to see.

Many of these programs that look on the surface expensive are much
less expensive than heavy medical costs, such as care for a person in
bed. What does it cost to take care of a person in bed? In a hospital it
is quite expensive. Psychologically speaking, I think these centers re-
move many barriers which hurt older people. The centers give them an
opportunity they couldn't have otherwise, and society comes out way
ahead in many ways. People have something to live for.

Do you have any studies to give us to convince those who would say
we can't afford to spend this kind of money? If you can prove a good
return on investment, if we can put this in hard terms-not the com-
passionate human terms that it should be put in, but sometimes you
have to put it in terms that will make it sell-this would be helpful.

PSYCHOLOGICAL BARRIERS EQUAL PHYSICAL BARRIERS

Mr. LAWTON. I do feel that we have some hard data that will support
the idea as there being such a thing as a life enriching environment.
We can demonstrate what the components of this kind of environment
are, which certainly include communal meals, where necessary. One of
the difficulties that one runs into in designing such programs is this all-
important factor of distance, and the distance may be psychological.
An extraordinary number of older people are locked into the inner
city areas where their locomotion may not be hampered necessarily by
an in-dwelling handicap, but by fear of moving about.

Again, this is a barrier to need fulfillment that I think we all have
to be aware of in planning for the future. The psychological barriers
to free movement are at least equal to the physical barriers.

Senator CHURCH. You come from the Philadelphia Geriatric Center
and it has been pointed up to me that recently that center converted
one or two family structures for use by the elderly.

Were barriers removed in the conversion and at what cost, can you
tell us?

Mr. LAW'rON. Well, I have to report that barriers still exist and that
this limits the sort of person who can be accommodated in our houses.
These houses are older Philadelphia rowhouses in the immediate en-
virons of our institution. With a limited number thus far available
and a long list of people wanting them, we made the decision to first
serve the v~eri, large number of people who were able p1fvisallT to
manipulate these structures, not really knowing how to attack the
problem of remodeling.

Certainly your question identifies an area of extreme need in dealing
with the handicapped population, that is, that new structures are not
the only problem. We have millions of older structures which can and
will be used and we need a technology to apply to these.
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Senator CHURCH. Well, I see by the clock that we have to move on,
as much as I would like to tarry. We are just halfway through our
witness list here.

Our next panelist is [Mr. Peter Lassen, handicapped consumer.
Mr. Lassen is from Washington, D.C.
Mr. LASSEN. I am a native Californian, but I live here now.
Senator CHuiRCH. You live here now.
Mr. LASSEN. Yes.

STATEMENT OF PETER LASSEN, FORMER EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
OF THE PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA; MEMBER OF THE
BOARD OF THE NATIONAL PARAPLEGIA FOUNDATION

Mr. Chairman, and Senators, to the person with mobility problems,
the barriers by design, the so-called architectural barriers, are some of
the most frustrating, humiliating, and demoralizing areas of daily liv-
ing. Frustrating because he knows that he will probably be unable
to employ his skills-due simply to a stair; humiliating, because he
will not be able to fully partake in community life-he will be
walled out by design; and demoralizing because he cannot be sure that
society gives a damn. We are living in an age where the Washington
Metro is still trying to find reasons why the new subway need not or
cannot be made barrier free; where curb cuts on public streets are the
exception rather than the rule; and where an accessible building in
Albuquerque, N. Mex., receives national acclamation in the "handi-
capped press." Even the three keystones of American democracy-the
Declaration of Independence, the Bill of Rights, and the Constitu-
tion-cannot be seen by anyone but the most able bodied.

Federal law now provides direction for making public facilities ac-
cessible. But is it effective? The "where feasible" clause leaves a very
wide loophole; there are no provisions for enforcement of the statute;
regulations do not provide for accessibility in multifamily dwellings of
less than four living units; and there are no statutory incentives for
renovating buildings built prior to the passage of Public Law 90480.*

I would also like to say a few words here about transportation. The
barrier-free law specifically excludes rolling stock-subway trains and
the like-from required accessibility to the aged and handicapped.

A recent national conference on homebound employment found that
50 percent of the approximately, 1 million homebound, handicapped
Americans are unemployed simply for the lack of adequate transporta-
tion. Typically, the less affluent are more dependent on public trans-
portation.

Over 100 million Americans have no driver's license. Of these people,
20 million are over the age of 65. One can quickly see that the aged-
poor are twice jinxed; and that the crippled-aged-poor have little
chance at all.

Daily therapy is necessary for many thousands of handicapped per-
sons. Yet, rehabilitation is impossible for them because of lack of trans-
portation. So the answer to the problem has been to institutionalize
these people, often at the expense of the taxpayer, in our hospitals,
nursing homes, and old folk's homes.

*See app. 1, p. 47, Public Law 90-480.
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For those handicapped who are able to find access to public trans-
portation, many are refused passage solely because of their handicap.
Rail and air travel are the safest means of travel; yet, some rail com-
panies and airlines still refuse to carry them. Other public transport
companies have no plan to make their accommodations accessible to
them and therefore, provide effective but unspoken barriers to the
handicapped and aged.

I would like to submit, for the record, material to support this.*
Public laws should be strongly directive while still providing for

individuality and flexibility. The barrier free law is indeed imperfect.
It could be strengthened by providing renovation loans to insure acces-
sibility; by providing more stringent enforcement procedures; and by
directing that all local building codes include provisions for full usa-
bility. But the private sector must also be involved. Insurance com-
panies could provide reduced premiums for barrier-free buildings. I
have no doubt that accident claims would be reduced due to the im-
proved design.

Architects and engineers must also be taught to extend their design
concepts. Though we usually consider what will go into a building as
far as equipment, heating and air conditioning is concerned, and con-
sideration is given to some functions, that is, whether the building is
an office building, library, or apartment building, we seldom look at
the total population who will use it or will be served by it. What we
must do is get away from the outdated view of "standard man"; that
is, that we are building for the median of our population who are the
average of society; if you will, the top of the statistician's "Bell
Shaped Curve."

We must redirect our design thinking toward the individual- who is
at the e'xtremes of the curve. The idea, also taken from the mathema-
ticians, requires the use of the lowest possible common denominator in
designing our systems. Mindful of as many of man's physical varia-
tions as possible, it requires that we build to insure usability by all-
at anytime required or desired. It requires building into our facilities,
a flexibility so that no matter how a man may be limited, he may still
use public areas.

The description of the common denominator is somewhat more diffi-
cult. But certainly when designing our facilities we can be assured that
if the handicapped can use them, the able bodied can also use them-
and probably to a better advantage.

KINDS OF HANDICAPS ARE NuMEROuS

The task of describing the non-able-bodied-the handicapped, if you
will-who are affected by barriers is not a simple matter. A listing of
them would be endless; and would have to include the various per-
manent disability categories-paraplegics, the blind, the aged, cardiac
cases, and so forth. But a list must also include the less obvious
groups-such as pregnant women, mothers with baby carriages, any-
one carrying heavy packages, Temporary diiabiiities like broker1 bones,
invisible disabilities such. as respiratory difficulties, and so forth. In
other words, we could say, for instance, that all public facilities must
accommodate the handicapped, including (but not limited to) persons

*Retained in committee files.
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in wheelchairs, the blind, amputees, the mentally subnormal and all
others. By choosing these, all others should also have full and easy
access.

For complete access to community life, most of us who have perma-
nent mobility limitations have learned that, to get around, we must
be relegated to a demeaning position of helplessness-we must be car-
ried onto a bus or up a flight of stairs either this or be a "shutout"
from society. There can be no doubt that neither of these positions can
be tolerated for long. And yet, it is true that we have indeed tolerated
them for a long, long time. Thank you.

Senator CHURCH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lassen. Two things
came to mind during your testimony. I have to rely on my memory
for this and it might be imperfect, it often is. But if I recall correctly,
on my first visit to Washington, which was in 1938, when I came for
the first time to look at the National Capital, the guide showed us the
ramp that had been built alongside the Capitol and his explanation
of the ramp was that it had been built in order that the President could
be wheeled into the Capitol building in his wheelchair.

And now, of course, the ramp serves all handicapped people.
But if that were the case, there is something in that story. It took

a handicapped President to get a ramp.
Mr. LASSEN. You are exactly right. It did indeed take that.
Senator CHURCH. And up until that time everybody else who was

handicapped just wasn't thought of at all.
'Mr. LASSEN. You should know, too, Senator Church, that inside the

Capitol there are some rather sharp ramps. Again this was put in for
President Roosevelt and yet little thinking is done as to how a person
like myself can get up and down those. It is good for an aided person,
but not an individual who gets himself around.

Senator CHURCH. If you don't happen to have a secret service man
to push the wheelchair it is a little difficult to get up them.

Mr. LASSEN. Exactly.
Senator CHURCH. The other thought that came to mind is where you

said, "Insurance companies could provide reduced premiums for bar-
rier free buildings." That is an interesting suggestion. I noticed last
year Allstate Insurance began advertising that it would reduce its
premiums 10 percent, I think, if automobile manufacturers would be
less beauty conscious in their design and provide a bumper that could
withstand a 5 mile an hour impact.

It must have had quite an effect on Detroit because this year the com-
bined force of that advertisement, and governmental pressures have
finally caused the automobile industry to actually design such a bumper
and if you notice on television, it is their proudest achievement. You
see the bumper from top and bottom in action at impacts of 5 miles an
hour and I think Allstate has reduced its premium for automobiles that
meet that standard.

So you might get the same thing in building design.
Mr. LASSEN. I would hope so.
If I may, Senator, I would like to comment, you asked a question as

to how HUD can implement the architectural barriers law. I received
in my office just recently Engineering News Record (September 23,
1971), which we receive every week and in there is an article entitled
"HUD Establishes Acoustics Controls for Housing." This also in-
volves your earlier comments on deafness. and yours, Senator Percy.
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It says here, "That very likely this will raise the cost of lh~mily
housing and buildings altogether," however they expect to implement
this without exception.

Now if we can do that with acoustic, I think we can also do that
with architectural barriers.

Senator CHURCH. Did you have any trouble getting into this build-
ing today?

Mr. LASSEN. Only parking. [Laughter.]
Senator CHURCH. Well, that is a barrier that can never be removed.

I am afraid it just continues to get worse.
Senator Percy, do you have any questions?
Senator PERCY. Just one. It is a technical point. I wonder if we have

a gap in the law here. The national law covering our construction re-
quires that there be facilities for the handicapped in the buildings and
the facilities. I don't think it has any provision requiring help for the
handicapped in connection with the rolling stock, for the cars them-
selves.

ADAPr ROLLING STOCK FOR WHEELCHAIRS

I have a bill, S. 1591, which requires that any transit companies re-
ceiving TFederal funds must take into account tihe handicapped.
must adapt their rolling stock or cars to help the handicapped who
need assistance in getting into the car, out of the car, and so forth.

In other words, the bill is quite clear in specifying the kinds of
things we need now, but can you tell me in technical terms what kind of
help can we provide for the rolling stock itself ?

Mr. LASSEN. Well, we can provide, for instance, level access into the
rolling stock, into the cars themselves. It is very easy to do with a mini-
mum distance between the car and the platform. We, who are in wheel
chairs, also need a little extra space. I noticed last week when I flew
in from Cincinnati, that the airplane was not accessible to me, and I had
to be carried back and forth. Of course, this is demeaning to be handled
like baggage, and it is also dangerous.

The problem in the aircraft, was not that the seats were bad, the
problem was that the aisles weren't wide enough.

Getting back to the subway cars, we need wide enough aisles; we
need spaces for the handicapped to sit. If I am in a wheelchair I would
like a clear space rather than to transfer over to the seat. We need
audible and visual signs for warning, things along that line.

Senator PERCY. Senator Church, I would suggest that you and I and
other members of the committee send a letter to Metro right away and
ask if the decision has been made. This is the time to do that. We don't
have to wait for my particular bill to become law. We can urge these
modifications as the right thing to do, whether or not we have a law
later.

Senator CHURCH. I agree with you, Senator.
Senator PERCY. Maybe our able staff would draw up such a letter

for us.
S"nator C.-.. I think we have w-ecaa -fron fhe Metrn An

Wednesday and that would be a good time to put it to them.
Senator PERCY. And also we can urge reduced fares for those over

65 during nonrush hours as we were finally successful in getting for the
D.C. Transit system.

70-555 0-72-pt. 1 5
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Thank you. That is all.
Senator CHURCH. Our next witness is Cecilia O'Neil, past president

of the National Retired Teachers Association.
Senator PERCY. May I particularly express my pleasure at Cecilia

O'Neil's being here? I have had the great pleasure of working with her
in Chicago, at a wonderful convention there, and she is just a tremen-
dously dedicated person in this field.

STATEMENT OF CECILIA O'NEIL, PAST PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
RETIRED TEACHERS ASSOCIATION

Miss O'NEIL. May I return the compliment? Your speech was one of
the finest ever given at our meetings.

Senator PERCY. I have listened enough to Senator Church.
Senator CHURCH. I want to join in welcoming you here this morning,

Miss O'Neil.
Miss O'NEIL. Thank you, Senator Church.
Mr. Chairman, when we speak of barriers to the mobility of older

persons, we must not confine ourselves solely to the question of trans-
portation. Mobility means much more than movement from one city
or State to another. We often hear recited the statistic that less than 1
percent of Americans over the age of 65 crossed a State line last year.

Now, although this fact, of itself, may seem startling, even shocking,
it does not indicate the real crux of the problem. We should not be so
concerned with measurable distances. We need, rather, to concern our-
selves with the almost intangible and certainly immeasurable move-
ment of withdrawal and resulting status of social isolation which so
often accompanies the latter years of the aging process.

My point, Mr. Chairman, is that while mechanics are, of course,
an important part of the overall problem, there is a psychological as-
pect as well.

Sadly, mechanical or physical barriers to mobility often begin right
in the home because they have been designed into the dwelling. It has
been observed, and perhaps not inaccurately, that most buildings are
designed for custodians and insurance companies. Private homes also
suffer from poor design features if we look at them from the point of
view of an older person. For example: grab bars should be placed
in bathrooms; kitchen cabinets should be within easy reach; lighting
on stairways should be especially good; handles should be levered
rather than rounded; railings should be placed in strategic locations;
and overhead light fixtures should be "pulldown" types so that bulbs
can be easily changed.

DESIGN FOR THE EXTREME-EVERYONE BENEFITS

Features such as these were incorporated into a model home con-
structed 10 years ago in conjunction with the 1961 White House Con-
ference on Aging. The home, called appropriately "Freedom House,"
was toured by a large number of younger persons as well as the elderly.

Surprisingly, the younger visitors did not feel inconvenienced by
the specialized features; on the contrary, they expressed a belief that
such features would be helpful to them even though they were in their
physical prime.
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Where, then, is.the resistance to such design innovations. The an-
swer must lie in the timeworn concept of gearing for the "average"-
whether it be in television or architecture. If, on the other hand, we
were to design for the extreme, say an older person confined to a wheel-
chair, then everyone else could be accommodated and almost all physi-
cal barriers to both the elderly and the handicapped would be removed.

Society, as it designs our physical and cultural environment, must
recognize the severe limitations imposed on the ability of many of
the elderly to walk, climb steps, stand, see, hear, or even open doors.

A very fine start in this direction has been made in my own State
of California. The Bay Area Rapid Transit System-known familiarly
as BART-has provided wall railings and elevators in man of its
stations; special gates so the elderly and handicapped do not lave to
move within a crowd; extra wide doors and aisles; extra large seats
that can be rotated.

Earlier I mentioned the importance of psychological barriers. These
are sometimes difficult to distinguish from physical ones. For instance,
much of the public-type housing for elderly people provides little
more than lonely compartmentalized dwelling spaces. The elderly are
separated-they are segregated-from other age groups and often,
through lack of attractive and functional com unlyfacilities, from
each other.

The fact is that we have been laboring under the historic illusion
that elderly people wish to spend their later years off in some secluded
spot where they are free to sit in reflective solitude. This not-so-subtle
psychological message that they are no longer wanted by society is re-
inforced in the mind of the older person every step of the way.

Can you imagine how the person with an arthritic hip must feel when
he tries to board a bus; how a cataract sufferer must feel when he at-
tempts to read direction signs; how the hard of hearing listen on most
public telephones? How many steps are usually placed in front of our
libraries? They may look nice, but for many of us they are just like a
brick wall across our path.

I could go on at great length, Mr. Chairman, if we but had the time.
For instance, I have not made mention of that significant percentage of
elderly who live in inner cities under virtual "house arrest" because of
crime, inadequate and too costly public transit, and the closing of
neighborhood foodstores, and drugstores, and a host of other factors.

I simply cannot stress strongly enough just how critical and central
to the entire life style of the elderly person is the question of mobility.

Mr. Chairman, there are numerous personnel experiences I would
like to tell you about, but I realize my time has expired. Hopefully, I
will be able to relate some of these later this morning during the dis-
cussion period. Therefore, I should like to close now with a quotation
from the President's Task Force on Aging: I quote:

It is as important for the Nation to develop or have developed special transpor-
tation arrangements for older persons as it is for the Nation to meet their income,
health, and other needs.

I thank you.
Senator CHURCH. Thank you very much, Miss O'Neil. I think you

score a very important point when you say that the specially designed
"Freedom House" was so well accepted by younger visitors at the
last White House Conference on Aging.
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No NEED To SEGREGATE ELDERLY

The point you make is that there is no need to especially design
houses for the elderly and segregate the elderly into those particular
houses, but that if we just generally design our houses and buildings
to take care of the needs of the elderly the would be most acceptable
and even more convenient for younger people as well.

Miss O'NEnm. Yes, that is true.
Senator CHURCH. It is just that we have been designing with the

average fully abled, physically able, person in mind at the best years
of his life, so to speak, and not designing with the needs of the elderly
and the handicapped in mind. And we might just as easily and readily
do it. And it is not likely to be more costly.

Miss O'NEIL. Not at all.
Senator CHURCH. And then the facility would have general utility

for all people; isn't that correct?
Miss O'NEiL. And today you are using swag lamps. In the early

days when I was a child we used to pull the chandeliers down and
clean them and rolled them up to the ceiling. Today what is more
popular in the home, all of you people are using swag lamps so that
you may have more comfortable reading. I use that as an example.

Senator CHURCH. I think of myself standing on top of a rickety
stepladder trying to get at the ceiling lamps in my home and wonder-
ing why the house was designed that way.

Miss O'NEH,. I was so glad to hear what you said about airports,
because you put Federal money into those airports and there is no
reason we can't say to the Federal Government: "Why don't you
mandate some of these improvements?"

I go from one airport to another, from a little tiny one you land
out in the field and have to carry your baggage 300 or 400 feet, to one
more modern but which doesn't have a covered entrance to and from
the plane, to the beautiful ones in which you have to walk miles, or
you travel on escalators or belts or ride a truck to get to your landing.

TRAvEL-A TWO-WAY STREEr

I have made one rule and that is in traveling at my age and as much
as I travel, I limit myself to the baggage that is to be put on the belt
and plane. I carry only a purse. You will never see me with a package.
I want to travel in safety. I think it is a two-way street. We older
people need to conform and do things that will make traveling more
safe and to use the fine things that are offered to us by private industry
and by Government.

Senator CHURCH. Thank you very much.
Senator Percy, do you have any questions?
Senator PERCY. Yes.
Miss O'Neil, you mentioned the problem of buses and the large

step up of that bus. I know that older people are somewhat hesitant
to even get in a line where people are lined up behind them waiting
to get up. And if they need the strength to pull themselves up then it
is a big step to get up. This is a real barrier to them.

But it is also a barrier to the handicapped at any age, even to young
people, little tiny children. Wouldn't this again be a sort of universal
problem, so that if we helped the elderly, we would be helping virtually
everyone?
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Miss O'NEm. I understand that Mr. Volpe has already ordered buses
similar to the ones used in London which they say are the best. The bus
comes up to the curb and you step on and you have only a small step
inside the bus to go into your compartment.

Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment also on the
problem of crime barriers and violence as they affect the elderly and
the handicapped.

We live in a society where some people seem to have absolutely no
moral compunction whatever in certain areas. There is terrible brutal-
ity and violence in American society and a willingness to take advan-
tage of the disadvantaged, particularly the elderly and certainly the
handicapped.

I was struck by what you said about the confines of the elderly. Last
week I accompanied Floyd Hyde, the Assistant Secretary of HMD, to
Chicago to visit 1 square mile of Woodlawn where we have had 1,600
fires in a year. There we have 400 abandoned apartment buildings,
2,000 empty apartments there. We stopped at a house and saw an el-
derly woman, and I asked her what kind of problem has this created
in the neighborhood. She said, "When it gets dusk, that is when I come
up my steps here and I never get out until it is light again." She liter-
ally is imprisoned.

I wonder if that same condition isn't true of the physically handi-
capped who simply won't risk going out. Here again, the problem of
crime is directly related to the whole well-being of our society.

1971 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING

I have one question to ask you with respect to the upcoming White
House Conference on the Aging. I spent, as you know, several hours
with the President, Dr. Flemming and others who are working on
that, but we want to assure that whatever recommendations come out
of that conference are not put away for another 10 years.

You have had the advantage of engaging in the 1961 Conference.
You know the stirrings that went on and the interest and the excitment
and the reports that were made.

Have you seen great progress as a result of all those reports and that
particular conference? Would you have anything to say about what
we should do in the future in the next decade as a result of the 1971
Conference?

Miss O'NEIL. I would make two statements to answer your question.
One is that I would say that we had 500 resolutions come out of the
1961 Conference and perhaps 100 of them were implemented and the
other 400 are still just as good today and could be needed.

I would look forward to the 1971 White House Conference coming
up with fewer resolutions, more inclusive, and with the proviso of
"This is priority, this is No. 1, this is No. 2. This can be done in' 1971,
this in 1972, and 1973, and it is to be funded out of such and such
fund."

I think fewer resolutions and with a source of financial background
offered would be a much better scheme. I am quite sure after Mr. Flem-
ming's experience in 1961 that you couldn't have a better chairman
than you had with Mr. Flemming. I think he would look forward and
see that we all are going to enjoy the 1971 White House Conference.

The other statement I would make is I think our geriatric centers



34

are going to have so much to contribute to the White House Confer-
ence, particularly I speak for the geriatric center at USC that our two
groups are funding and Federal money is in there too and why
shouldn't they take up the problems and try to find the cause of aging.
Why shouldn't they have some remedies to offer?

Senator PERCY. Miss O'Neil, if I could just ask one last question:
You indicated in your testimony you have had numerous personal
experiences with barriers, but that time did not permit you in the
testimony to enumerate. Would you like to take the time to mention
one or two?

Miss O'NEIL. Well, I came out of a meeting in a nearby city in Cali-
fornia, and there was a pouring storm. I had been there to talk to
municipal employees about retirement and the city manager and an-
other person said they would get me to the Greyhound bus. They were
in the passenger seat and I was in the second row. They reached out
and opened the door and I reached down and put my foot on a step.
But I couldn't reach the sidewalk. I tried first with the right leg and
then the left leg and it didn't work and I said I am not able to get out.

They jumped out and came around and the truth was I had to jump
and land on two feet. They helped me. A little later on when I had a
"thank you" note they said that was the minibus used to take children
to playgrounds.

So there the city discovered they had a very serious hazard if any-
body else had to open the door. There was a tiny step and that was all.

But in traveling though, I have never had any unhappy experiences
on airplanes because I think I have two simple rules. One, not to carry
any packages and two, I go early enough so I am there in time to
transfer from one line to another. I ask the girl who makes up my
tickets, give me 11/2 to 2 hours in every large airport that I go into so
that I have plenty of time to walk. I have only used a chair once and
that was because the day in Chicago with President Nixon I had 3
minutes to make my plane and somebody said, "Hop a chair" and they
pushed me through the crowd and I got on the plane and that is the
only time I have ever used a chair.

Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, I, regrettably at 12 :30, am sched-
uled to be at the Statler Hilton for a conference which I shouldn't miss,
but I do want to express my deep appreciation to the members of this
very distinguished panel and to assure the remaining two members
that I will read with great interest their remarks in the transcript
when it is completed.

I am sorry we didn't get to you before I had to leave.
Thank you very much indeed, particularly Miss O'Neil.
Senator CHuRCH. Thank you, Senator. Before you leave, I think in

view of your remarks about the problem of crime and its impact on
the elderly, that I should mention on October 26 and 29 in our hear-
ing on housing that we are planning, there will be a panel to discuss
this very aspect of the problem of the impact of crime in our cities on
the lives of the elderly.

Thank you very much, Miss O'Neil.
We will now move on to Quinton Wells, the Assistant Commissioner

for Technical and Credit Standards Housing Production and Mort-
gage Credit, Department of Housing and Urban Development.
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STATEMENT OF QUINTON R. WELLS, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
FOR TECHNICAL AND CREDIT STANDARDS, HOUSING PRODUC-
TION AND MORTGAGE CREDIT, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Mr. WELLS. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am pleased
to be here today to represent the Department of Housing and Urban
Development before this committee, and to present testimony on the
implementation of Public Law 90-480 in the programs of the Depart-
ment. Public Law 90-4801 by definition exempts privately owned
residential structures. The act applies to federally aided public hous-
ing and to other buildings and facilities constructed, leased, or financed
by 'grant loan from the United States.

Accordingly, mandatory standards for accessibility by the -handi-
capped have not been applied to mortgage insurance programs for
family housing. However, as I will explain later, we have under other
authority, applied similar standards to FRA insurer housing for the
elderly.

For our low-rent public housing program the publication, "Low-
Rent Housing Preconstruction Handbook," 'requires compliance with
specifications contained in "American Standards Specifications for
Making Buildings and Facilities Accessible to, and Usable by, the
Physically Handicapped, No. A117.1," approved by the American
Standards Association Inc.-now the American National Standards
Institute.

The standards of A117.1 apply to construction and alteration of
structures which meet any of the following criteria:

(a) Any residential structure which, in whole or in part, is intended
for occupancy by the physically handicapped or 'by the elderly;

(b) Any elevator residential structures;
(c) Any residential structure which contains 25 or more housing

units; and
(d) Any public areas of residential structures and of nondwelling

facilities (community, management and maintenance space), whether
such nondwelling facilities are in separate structures or included
within residential structures.

The standards of A117.1 are not applicable to:
(a) Any portion of a residential structure or its grounds which need

not, because of its intended use, be made accessible to, or usable by,
the public or physically handicapped persons;

(b) The upper floors of a nonelevator structure;
co) The alteration of an existing building if the alteration does not

involve the installation of, or work on, existing stairs, doors, doorways.
elevators, toilets, entrances, drinking fountains, floors, telephone loca-
tions, curbs, or parking areas; and

(d) The alternation of an existing structure, to which application
of the standards is not structurally feasible.

Instructions for college housing programs are contained in the
"College Housing Project Development Handbook." They require
that the architect/eng ineer comply %with the American standard
specification, A117.1 2 for all college housing projects, both publicly

'See app. 1, p. 47, Public Law 90-480.
See app. 5, p. 59, U.S.A. standard A117.1-1961.
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and privately owned. For student union, dining, infirmary, and other
nonhousing projects, compliance with A117.1 is required as covered
under General Service Administration regulations,-part 101-17.700,
subchapter D, chapter 101 of title 41 of the Code of Federal Regula-
tion.

Procedures under the neighborhood facilities program and the
open space land program require compliance with standard A117.1
in the same manner as nonhousing facilities for college housing
programs.

Although we have stated that the provisions of Public Law 90-480
have exempted the mortgage insurance programs of the Department,
these programs have not been ignored. In 1966 prior to the enactment
of Public Law 90-480, the Department had issued standards for
elderly housing mortgage insurance programs. These standards, titled
"Minimum Property Standards-Housing for the Elderly With Spe-
cial Provisions for the Handicapped," HUD PG-46, were extended
to all of the elderly housing programs of the Department in May 1970.

In our "Minimum Property Standards for the Elderly", American
standard specification A117.1 is prominently referenced as a guide,
and a source of useful material to aid our field offices in their review
of proposed projects. Compliance with A117.1 is mandatory for those
portions dealing with access to the building.

In addition, subjects not covered by the specification are covered by
the text of our own standards. For example, we have required that the
fixtures in bathrooms of at least 10 percent of the living units shall
be arranged, and space provided, to permit access and use by a person
in a wheelchair.

Interior hall widths for these units are also increased. Handrails are
required in hallways. Grab bars are recommended in all bathrooms, in
addition to the 10 percent of the units in which they are required. We
require greater doorway widths and lesser ramp and stair slopes than
in our other housing programs. This permits easier access for people
in wheelchairs or on crutches. In our mortgage insurance programs
for elderly housing, our financial assistance extends to the provision
of nursing and medical facilities and occupational and physical ther-
apy spaces.

NURSING HOMES

For nursing home programs, our minimum property standards are
considerably more stringent than for all other programs, for here we
are dealing with people in need of special care. In these standards we
require hall widths and door openings that not only accommodate
wheelchairs, but that will permit passage of hospital beds.

Although we are not aware of any special difficulties in imple-
menting Public Law 90 480 in our programs, we of course recognize
that these programs succeed in reaching only a part of the elderly
and handicapped, who are in need of better and safer housing.

This concludes my formal statement. On behalf of Secretary
Romney, I want to thank you for your invitation and the opportunity
to testify at this hearing.

Senator CHURCH. Mr. Wells, you started your testimony by refer-
ring to the Architectural Barriers Act. That act applies to public
buildings only;. does it not ?
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Mir. WELLS. Yes, sir.
Senator CHURCH. No Federal buildings. Do you know how many

waivers the Secretary has granted in connection with the Architec-
tural Barriers Act?

Mr. WELLS. To my knowledge he has not granted any. There have
been no requests.

Senator CHURCH. Does this Act apply just prospectively, that is,
to new buildings being constructed?

Mir .WELLS. To new buildings being constructed or remodeling older
buildings when we are changing the stairs and things of this sort
so it can apply.

Senator CHURCH. Does your Department review all of these plans?
Mr. WELLS. Yes, sir. That is, in the field. We don't in Washington,

of course.
Senator CHURCH. Is a certification required from HUD that plans

comply with the Architectural Barriers Act? Is that certification
required before construction can begin?

Mr. WELLS. Certification f rom whom, sir?
Senator CHURCH. From HUD?
Mr. WELLS. Certifying to whom? We review the plans to see tha

thev apply.
6eliator UHURCH. And is your consent required? Do you certify

that the plans are adequate or may the building be built without a
certification from you that the plans are acceptable?

Mr. WELLS. No; the plans have to be accepted by HUD as adequate.
I don't believe there is a separate certification outlining the access to
the handicapped.

Senator CHURCH. The act applies just to the buildings themselves.
One of the problems is that there is no overall planning. You can
build a good building and then the walk outside can be designed in
such a way that an older person can't get on or off the bus. The only
example we have this morning of an attempt at overall planning has
to do with the new addition to Columbia.

Mr. WELLS. We do cover all of the site planning within the bounda-
ries of the project itself, which would include the walks in connection
with this project, but not the public walks that you have spoken of in
Columbia.

Senator CHURCH. You emphasize regulation A117.1 as being fea-
tured in a number of projects financed through the Federal Govern-
ment, through FHA, low-rent public housing being one, and mentioned
also in connection with college housing and again in connection with
FHA.-insured housing for the elderly.

These standards, were they made up by HUD or were they just
adopted by HUD?

Mr. WELLS. They were adopted by HUD. They were formed by the
American National Standards Institutes.

Senator CHURCH. How do you know these standards are adequate?
You just accepted them because they were available. Are you collecting
information or attempting to determine from your own experience
what standards ought to apply X

Mr. WELLS. HUD did have a good deal to do with cooperating in the
developing of the standards. It was felt that they were complete and
adequate at the time. Naturally it is something that we need to always
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keep studying. As has been said today, there is greater lack of knowl-
edge than there is specific knowledge in this field at this time.

Senator CHURCH. Well, I should think that that is so and that you
would want to constantly review the standards in view of your expe-
rience and improve them.

Has HUD funded projects designed solely for the handicapped?
Mr. WELLS. Yes, sir; I believe we have about five at this time which

have been solely for the handicapped.
Senator CHuRCH. Do- you think it is wise to segregate the handi-

capped into their own individual projects?
Mr. WELLS. Well, of course you know there is a lot of divided opinion

on this. I would not think it is something that we are encouraging, but
when there are those who want such a project we don't feel that we
should prohibit it.

Senator CHURCH. I should think there is much to be said for just
general designs that are laid out to accommodate the needs of the aging
and the handicapped and that we would also better serve other people
as a result.

I have no further questions. Thank you, Mr. Wells.
Our last witness today is Walter Meisen, the Assistant Commissioner

of the Office of Construction Management of the General Services
Administration.

STATEMENT OF WALTER A. MEISEN, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER,
OFFICE OF CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT, PUBLIC BUILDINGS
SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Mr. MEISEN. Mr. Chairman and member of the committee, my
name is Walter Meisen and I am Assistant Commissioner of Con-
struction Management, Public Buildings Service, General Services
Administration.

It is a privilege to appear before the commitee this morning as a
representative of Robert L. Kunzig, the Administrator of General
Services, and to present his views on "A barrier free environment to
the elderly and the handicapped."

Specifically, I would like to discuss Public Law 90-480,' the Archi-
tectural Barriers Act of 1968.

This act, approved on August 12, 1968, authorized the Administrator
of General Services, in consultation with the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, to prescribe standards for the design, con-
struction, and alteration of nonresidential and nonmilitary buildings
funded by the Federal Government to assure that they are accessible
to, and usable by, the physically handicapped. The act covers buildings
owned by the Federal Government, leased by the Federal Government,
or financed in whole or part by a Federal grant or loan if the building
is subject to standards for design, construction, or alteration issued
under authority of the law authorizing the grant or loan.

The act also authorizes the Administrator to modify or waive the
standards, on a case by case basis, upon application made by the head
of the Department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States
concerned, provided such a waiver is clearly necessary; and to con-
duct such surveys and investigation as he deems necessary to assure
compliance with the standards.

' See app. 1, p. 47, PublIc Law 90-480.
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The act accords similar authority to the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development for residential buildings, and to the Secretary of
Defense for military facilities.

Prior to enactment of Public Law 90-480, the General Services
Administration had, for sometime, been providing for the physically
handicapped in the design and construction of its own Federal build-
ings, and strongly supported passage of the act in testimony before
the Congress.

Pursuant to the act, regulations were issued (Federal Property
Management Regulations, subpart 101-17. entitled "Accommoda-
tions for the Physically Handicapped") * which prescribe the "Amer-
ican Standard Specification for Making Buildings and Facilities Ac-
cessible to and Usable by the Physically Handicapped" as the ap-
plicable standard. These regulations became effective September 3,
1969.

Public Law 90-480 was amended by Public Law 91-205 (approved
March 5, 1970) making the act, and the standards prescribed by the
Administrator, applicable to facilities constructed under authority of
the National Capital Transportation Act of 1960, the-National Capital
Transportation Act of 1965, or title III of the Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Regulation Compact-the Washington "Metro."

CONVENIENCEs ARE NEGLIGIBLE COST FACTOR

The American standard specification for making buildings and fa
cilities accessible to and usable by the physically handicapped pre.
scribes a grade level or ramped entrance to each building; an elevator
large enough to accommodate a wheel chair for multistory buildings;
entrances, doors, and toilet stalls of sufficient width to accommodate
wheelchairs; grab bars on toilet stalls; appropriate dimension and
location for drinking fountains, public telephones and similar acces-
sories so that they can be used by a person in a wheelchair; and iden-
tification, safety, and warning devices that can be detected by the deaf
and the blind.

Our experience indicates that these requirements are a negligible
factor in the cost of new construction, and improve accessibility and
usability of the facility not only to the handicapped individual, but
also to individuals without handicaps.

In addition to the General Services Administration, there are some
30 other Federal departments, agencies, and instrumentalities which
have construction authority, leasing authority, or which provide
grants or loans for the construction of facilities subject to the act and
to the regulations issued by the Administrator.

Since the act has been in effect for 3 years and the regulations for
2 years, the administration felt that the time was appropriate for an
investigation to determine the effectiveness of the act, and how each
Federal agency having construction authority, leasing authority and
authority of providing construction grants and loans, was carrying out
its responsibilities. Consequently, on July 28 of this year, he sent a
letter to the head of each of these agencies requesting the following
information:

(a) A building-by-building tabulation, for each building subject to
section 2 of the act, indicating its name, location, current status (that

*See app. 1, p. 49, "Accommodations for the Physically Handicapped."
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is whether under design, under eonstruction, or lease) whether the
standards are applicable, and if it now conforms or will conform to tbe
standards.

(b) The interinal safeguards which each agency had established to
assure compliance.

(c) The criteria relative to design for thie handicapped being
promulgated by each agency to grantees anid borrowers, the source of
the criteria, and the manier in which it is being disseminated.

Results of thie surrey are not yet available. since responses hlave not
yet been received from all of tlie agencies, particilarly those admin-
isteringr a large niumber of grants and loans, and we will also need some
time to analyze the replies. It is quite possil)le that this survey may
point to the need for changes in the existing law, or new legislation.

However, I am not plrepared at this time to sav what this might be.
We expect that the survey will be completed anud the results analvzed
within 90 days. and I would respectfully re(quest at that time to submit
an additional statement to the committee on this subject.

RPEN EWED AWARIEXESS oF NEFDS AND RrSPONxSInTIUTES

The survey has already served one very useful purpose. It has riven
all of the Federal agencies a. renewed awareness of the needs of the
handicanped. and of their responsibilities to them under the act. It has
also indicated to thiem that the General Services Administration
intends to see to it that they are kel)t aware of their responsibility and
assure complia nce with the standards.

I have also been asked to give our Adminiistrator's views to the com-
mittee as to the magnitude of the problems of designing for thie ag1ingo
and the handicapped. First of all, it is Ar. Kunzig's view that we
should have a coinpletely barrier-free environment to the handicapped
aid thie agringr. Public. Law 90-480 will, we believe, go a longr way
toward achieving thlis, insofar as Federal construction is concerned,
and manv States liave similar leegislation pei tainimii to State and local
government funded buildings. However, there are still three areas of
concern.

First, we believe there is still need for.education on the part of tlie
public. and in pa ticular on the part of those responsible for the design
of buildings and the manufacture of building eomponenits. Most of
what. is contained inl the American standard specification for making
buildings and facilities accessible to and usable by the plhysically
handicapped is nothing more than good, commonsense, architecturtil
design, and planning.

However, for too manyv years design professionals have been condi-
tioned to desin for the "averagee mall." He is 6 feet tall, right handed,
20-20 vision, is about 30 Years old, isn't overweight, and is in perfect
health. Yet, very, very few of us fit into this mold.

WVhiat the. American standard specification does is to extend design
parameters to include those portions of thue population who don't fit
into this mold.' This makes good sense fromu a design standpoint since
it makes facilities more responsive to the needs of the user, and creates
buildlings which are designed for real people. Many more design pro-
fessionals, as well as manufacturers of products and accessories which
go into buiIdin gs, need to gret thlis messagre.



41

Second, although Public Law 90-480 and the implementing regula-
tions require that alterations made the existing buildings comply
with the standards, there are, and will continue to be for many years,
many old buildings, both public and private, which were built prior
to development of standards for design for the handicapped, and are
still in use, and which have entrance steps, no elevators, doors too
narrow for wheelchairs, and no provisions for the handicapped or
aging.

Except where extensive funds are provided for the renovation of
such facilities, this problem will remain with us for a long time.

TRANSPORTATION--A PRESSING PROBLEM

Perhaps the most pressing and immediate need at the present time,
however, and one which we feel should be tackled next by those con-
cerned with the needs of the aging and the handicapped is the problem
of transportation although we have, I believe, been quite successful
in meeting the needs of the aging and the handicapped in the design
of individual buildings, a handicapped person who works in a Federal
building, for example, often finds it extremely difficult to get from his
home to his office. If he is confined to a wheelchair, he can't get on a
bus. If he is blind or has an ambulatory impairment, he often has to
rely on other people to help him get to work.

Public Law 91-205 requires that the Washington "Metro" now un-
der construction, comply with the standard established by our Admin-
istrator, and officials of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority have assured us that they intend to comply. However, at
this time we have not been furnished with specific information as to
their progress.

We believe that a great deal more attention needs to be paid to the
needs of the aging and the handicapped with regard to public trans-
portation. I would, however, expect that the representative of the
Department of Transportation would have a great deal more to say on
this subject.

This concludes my prepared statement, Mir. Chairman. It was a
pleasure to appear before you today, and I would be happy to answer
any questions.

Senator CHURCH. The first question I have, Air. AMeisen, is the same
one I addressed to Quinton Wells. How many waivers has the GSA
granted under the Architectural Barriers Act?

AIr. MEISEN. No waiver has been granted, sir.
Senator CHURCH. Now, in your testimony, in connection with the

coverage of the act, you mentioned the kinds of requirements imposed
by the American standard. You mentioned among them:

A grade level or ramped entrance to each building; an elevator large enough
to accommodate a wheelchair for multistory buildings; entrances, doors, and
toilet stalls of sufficient width to accommodate wheelchairs; grab bars on toilet
stalls; appropriate dimension and location for drinking fountains, public tele-
phones and similar accessories so that they can be used by a person in a wheel-
chair: anil i4r4ntifi'fanirm, cnfity, alr .wrning devices t cat ca be detecte-d by

the deaf and the blind. Our experience indicates that these requirements are
a negligible factor in the cost of new construction, and improve accessibility
and usability of the facility not only to the handicapped individual, but also to
individuals without handicaps.
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Is this standard a sufficient one in the light of the testimony that
we heard this morning, particularly that from Dr. Pastalan and
Mr. Windley, which would indicate that -there are many other con-
siderations besides the width of the door into a toilet stall or a grade
level entrance to a building, that ought to be taken into account, for
example, architectural design, the particular hazard that glass might
give, the importance of painting a wall a different color from the
floor, to help people whose perspective is failing, the color or scheme
on stairs to make it more evident where the step begins and so on.

Now all of these things relate just as much to use, accessibility,
and safety as the door widths and the other physical features-that are
now imposed in the standard.

What about these other considerations?

MORE SHOULD BE DONE BY GSA

Mr. MEISEN. Mr. Chairman, there is no question that more can be
and should be done. The GSA is in a somewhat more enviable posi-
tion in that we control much of the design that goes into public Federal
buildings, and as such, a number of the recommendations of the doctor
have already been carried out.

We, for example, always install transoms across full height glass
to differentiate them from doorways and we are now using color to
differentiate risers from treads. I am sure there is much more that
we can learn from what the doctor is experimenting with. It was
the first time I was aware-and I am an architect myself-of the
difficulty in differentiating between wall, ceilings, and floor. I can
see -why that would be.

This is, of course, a serious problem. I think all of the previous
witnesses might agree, however, that if only those requirements of
the standard were applied to all buildings we would be so far ahead
of where we are right now that the additional changes we could make
would be minimal. They would be just making it a little more
amenable.

But certainly they 'would be accessible now. That would be a big
starting point. I don't think the GSA will ever stop looking for
things to do that will help improve it further.

Senator CHuRCH. Do you control the design of post offices under the
new arrangement?

Mr. MEISEN. We did. We don't under the new Postal Service Act, sir.
Senator CHuRCH. Probably more people use post offices than any

other Federal facility, wouldn't you think?

POSTAL FACILITIES MADE AVAILABLE TO HANDICAPPED

Mr. MEISEN. There is no question. More money was spent by GSA
in making postal facilities available to the handicapped than any other
building because there are more of them, and it was more urgent that
they be able to get to those facilities than anywhere else, that and Social
Security payment centers.

We think that is a big area that remains to be covered. I would ex-
pect the GSA would continue to enforce the regulation to the extent
we can in that area.
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But I think there is a need for another look at whether we have the
authority.

Senator CHURCH. I think so, too. I think we had better look into that
and determine what the Postal Service itself is doing and whether the
law should be modified in such a way as to give GSA oversight in this
area.

Mr. MEISEN. I think it is unclear at the present time, that is correct,
sir. I might add that a number of gentlemen have pointed out the need
for the design professionals to have more of an awareness. This is a
very serious problem and I am not sure how to overcome this.

Very normally, it is considered an impingement on a design profes-
sional as something he has to do so he does everything else and then to
the extent he can, he meets the bare minimum of the law, the 12 percent
ramp or the 8 percent ramp, and tries to fudge it a little because it is a
difficulty to him.

And it is not an easy problem to overcome. Just promulgating regu-
lations doesn't do it. It makes them have to do it. We have a training
program for architects and engineers and that is currently under
revision.

One of the items we are including in that now is that the new archi-
tect, the trainees that come on board with GSA are going to spend I
day in a wheelchair in a building that is supposed to be accessible to
the handicapped so they think of it more as something that they want
to do rather than something they are made to do.

We think that maybe just 1 day going about the duties of their
normal work in a wheelchair will make them more receptive to wanting
to do as much, if not more, than the regulations stipulate.

Senator CHURCH. That is a very good idea and I commend you for it.
Why don't you extend the experiment some and include the glasses
and the ear stoppers and these other devices and give your architects
a real idea of what it might be like?

-Mr. MEISEN. I think it would be very helpful. I think it might
very well be. It is the first time I have known of the existence of such
glasses. I would be very receptive to getting together with the doctor
to see how we might arrange that.

Senator CHuRCH. I think it might be a useful experiment particu-
larly with your architects.

Mr. MEISEN. I think so.
Senator CHuRCH. I was interested in your statement that accessi-

bility requirements set up under the standard for accessibility are a
negligible factor in the cost of new construction and improved acces-
sibility and usability of the facility, not only to the handicapped,
but to individuals without handicaps, that they are a negligible addi-
tion to cost.

I can see that that might be true. I wonder if what we are really
talking about are not major modifications in design but simply build-
ing the doorway wide enough, and I suppose it isn't much more costly
to build a wider doorway than a narrow one and hand rails and so
*j*t bn..

Mr. MEISEN. Fortunately office buildings have requirements that
already, to a great part, meet the needs of the handicapped. It is not
like the three story row house, for example, where to put in an elevator
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would greatly increase the cost. An office building has to have elevators
for movement of freight and large numbers of people. The doors are
normally 36 inches made to facilitate furniture.

With some thought of access and some thought to the reasonable
scattering for facilities for the handicapped we -think that we wouldn't
need any extra money to provide it.

Senator CHURCH. It is just a question of good design rather than
adding materially to the cost?

Mr. MEISEN. That is correct. Of course, -the Metro problem gives
us another problem altogether. I know, for example, since we have
been trying every means at our disposal to get compliance from them,
money is a very serious element.

This folder represents the correspondence we had with Metro.
Senator CHURCH. Why is it you can't get the information required

by law from Metro?

THE LAW REQUIRES ELEVATORS

Mr. MEISEN. We got that to the point of writing saying, "We want
to know if you will provide elevators and we interpret the law to
require elevators and we expect you will put in elevators."

Their reply was some four pages long and we -think that in that
reply they have said they will put in elevators. [Laughter.] But I
think their difficulty is finding the equipment. The equipment has not
been manufactured that will allow an inclined access in this station
and many stations are under a street and can't use a vertical elevator.

Senator CHURCH. They are building it now. Can't you see the plans?
Mr. MEISEN. They have indicated that in a majority of cases an

inclinator, elevator, or platform that follows the route of the escalator
will be necessary and in all such cases we have required and they have
installed extra space to install such an inclinator as soon as it can be
developed and they are working on the development of such an in-
clinator at this time. We feel that they have made the necessary phy-
sical facilities to do so.

Senator CHURCH. Would it be a moving platform?
Mr. MEISEN. Yes, it would go down a ramp rather than vertical. It

would function just as an elevator would. Initially they had indicated
that they felt that an escalator would be sufficient and there was some
training with someone in a wheelchair who would use it.

Senator CHURCH. What do you think about that, Mr. Lassen?
Mr. LASSEN. Well, I personally have caused quite a "ruckus" by

using escalators. But I would guarantee you that it is dangerous and
most wheelchair people cannot do it. Also I expect that the insurance
laws rule against this type of acrobatics. Generally, it is impossible
except for the most skilled person in the wheelchair. I am lucky to have
been trained by the VA very well.

Mr. MEISEN. I think it is probably a nerve-shattering experience if
you go backward.

Mr. LASSEN. Yes, it is.
Mr. MEISEN. At any rate, it appears that they will comply, and of

course GSA plans to do all they can to insure they will. I do know
money is a problem. There were no funds allocated for such a facility
and so they are struggling and there is no doubt that the assistance
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of many of the societies represented here are going to be needed to
help get additional funds at that time for the installation of this
equipment.

Senator CHURCH. Well, I know your problem in that respect is
helped by the smooth and even flow of funds by the Congress for it.

Mr. MEISEN. We hope that also will be rendered shortly.
Senator CHU1RCH. Now, we promised you an opportunity to discuss

this matter back and forth and here we are at 10 minutes to 1 and in-
stead of withholding questions until all of you have testified, Senators
did as they normally do, they couldn't restrain themselves, the chair-
man included, and consequently we have asked our questions all
through the morning. But if anyone here would like to comment on
any other testimony or like to make any suggestion that may have
been prompted by testimony given this morning, please feel free to
speak up now.

Mr. LASSEN. I would just like to mention it is my feeling that the
American Standards specifications are not as good as they could be
or should be. They were reaffirmed last year by a group who had
worked on them originally, but they did need some revision. I think
they need updating. They are 10 years old.

We have discovered-we who live with them have discovered-that
there are some problems which are not covered, and I would like to see
them redone. I understand that the American Standard Committee is
considering redoing them eventually.

Senator CHURCH. Perhaps this hearing will help to prod that process
along.

Mr. LASSEN. I hope so.
Senator CHURCH. I hope so too.
Is there any other comment or question or suggestion from any mem-

ber of the panel?
If not, I want to thank you all for coming, for your contributions,

and those of you who have summarized your written statements should
know that your full statement will appear in the record as though it
had been read.

We appreciate very much your participation in this hearing and I
thank you also for your patience in sitting at the table so long. That
demonstrates that none of us is faced with any problem of endurance
as it may affect the elderly.

Thank you very much. The hearing is adjourned and tomorrow we
will have our second hearing on this general question, followed by a
concluding hearing on Wednesday.

(Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the special committee was recessed to
reconvene Tuesday, October 19, 1971.)



APPENDIXES

Appendix I
ITEM 1. TEXT: "ARCHITECTURAL BARRIERS ACT" OF 1968

Public Law 90-480
90th Congress, S. 222

August 1Z, 1968

To nlsiare tbat vertain i bildingm f(lanced with Federal funds are so designed ntid
construc ted as tobe nwresriIble to the physically handleplIed.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Reprc.senttive.s of the
United Statem of America in (.'mgreqx axqsembt bed, lhat, as used in this Publio build-
Act, the termn "building" meainis any building or facility (other than ings.
(A) n pl~ilately owned residential structure and (1) any building or Aooessibility
facility on a military installation designed land constrctled plijtarily to physioally
for use bv able bodied military personinel) the intended use for vhiri handicapped.
either will require that such bnidihing or faeility be acessIf'e +t!c
public, or may result in the eniployment or residence t'herein of phlysi-
cily hIandicIlilped personls, which building or facility is- 82 STAT. 718

(I) to be constructed or altered by or on behalf of the United 82 STAT. 719
States;

(2) tobe leased in wlholeor in part by the U nited Statesafterthe
dale of enactment of this Act after construct iou or alteration in
accordance with plans and specifications of the United States; or

(:3) to be financed in whole or in part, by a graint or a loan made
by the United Statesafterthe date of enactmeit of this Act if such

uliul(linig or facility is subject to staindlards for design, construc-
tion, or alteration issued under authority of the law authorizing
such frant or loan.

Svc. 2. rhe Administrator of General Services, in consultation with Stndards.
the Secretary of Health, Education, nind Welfare, is authorized to pre-
scribe such standards for the design. construction, and alteration of
buildings (other than residential structures subject to this Act and
buildings, structures, and facilities of the Department of Defense
subjeet to thlis Act) as mav be necesary to iistire that phliysicaily hand-
ha alul)ed persons will have ready access to, a:nl use of, such buildings.

SEC. :3. [lie Secretary of Housing and i rUrbia I)evelopimeiit, in con-
sultiution with the Secretary of Ilealth. Educiat ion, aidl Welfare, is
antliorized to plescril esich standards for the designp, roust ructiou, a iul
alteration of bitdidigs wilih ate residential structures subject to this
Act as niay b necesarty to insi-e that phivsicalIly hatnd icappl)l)e(l pemonis
will have ready access to, attul usei of, such iuiliiligs.

Su(.. 4. The Secretary of l)efetse, in consiltat ion with the See reta ry
of Hlealth, Fducation, atid Welfare, is authorized to prescribe such
shutarnurdls for tlie design, (onstriiction, and alteration of bliildinigs,
structures, anid facilities of the Dtepartmenit of D)efenise subject to this
Act as may be, necessary to insure that physically handicapped persons
will have ready access to, and use of, such buildings.

SEc. 5. Every building designed, construtcted, or altered after the Applicability.
effective date of a sbuidard issued under this Act which is applicable
to such building, shall be degigned, construieted, or altered in accord-
ance with such standard.

SEC. 6. The Administrator of General Services, with respect to
standards issued under section 2 of this Act, and the Secretary of
lHousin iand Urban Devpldnment res(.t *ci s.
under section 3 of this Act, and the Secretary of Defense wvith resnect
to standards issued under section 4 of this Act, is nuthorized-

(1) to modify or waive any such standard, on a case-by-ease Waiver,
basis, upon application made by the head of the departnleimt,
agency, or instrumentality of the United States concernled, and

(47)'
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P-ub. Law 90-480 2 - August 12, 196882 STAT. 719

upon a determination by the Administrator or Secretary, as the
case may be, that sutch modification or wniver is clearly necessary,
and

Surveys and (2) to conduct stich surveys and investigations as he deems
investigations. necessary to insitae cot pliaince zwith suelh sindar(ls.

Approved August IZ, 1968.

HOUSE REPORrSI No. 1532 acoompwing H. R. 6589 (com. on
Public Works) and No. 1787 (Comm. of Conference).

SENATE REPORT No. 538 (Comm. on Public Works).
CONGRESS IONAL RECORDI

Vol. 113 (1967)s Aug. 25, considered and passed Senate.
Vol. 114 (1968)9 June 17, considered and paused House, amended,

in lieu of H. R. 6589.
July 26, House agreed to ooaferenoe report.
July 29, Senate agreed to conference report.
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ITEM 2. EXCERPTS FORM THE FEDERAL REGISTER: AUGUST 8, 1969;

'MARCH 20, 1970; JULY 8, 1970

FEDERAL PROPERT Y MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS

(AMENDMENT D-30, JULY 1970)

SUBPART 101-17.7

Subpart 101-17.7-Accommodations
for the Physically Handicapped

§ 101-17.700 Scope.
This subpart prescribes standards for

the design, construction, and alteration
of buildings to ensure that physically
handicapped persons will have ready ac-
cess to, and use of, such buildings: and
recordkeeping requirements related
thereto.F § 101-17.701 Autlhorily and applicahility.

This subpart implements Public Law
90-480. approved August 12, 1968, as
amended by Public Law 91-205, approved
March 5, 1970. The standards prescribed
apply to all Federal agencies and instru-
mentalities, and to non-Federal organi-
zations to the extent provided in the Act.
§ 101-17.702 l)efinitions.

The following definitions shall apply
to this Subpart 101-17.7:

(a) "Building" means any building or
facility (other than (a) residential struc-
tures; (b) buildings, structures, and fa-
cilities of the Department of Defense;
and (c) any other building or facility on
a military reservation designed and con-
structed primarily for use by able-bodied
military personnel) the intended use for
which either will require that such build-
ing or facility be accessible to the public
or may result in the employment
therein of physically handicapped per-
sons, which is to be:

(1) Constructed or altered by or on
behalf of the United States;

(2) Leased in whole or in part by the
United States after August 12, 1968, if
constructed or altered in accordance with
plans and specifications of the United
States;

(3) Financed in whole or in part by a
grant or a loan made by the United States
after August 12, 1968, if such building or
facility Is subject to standards for design,
construction, or alteration issued under
authority of the law authorizing such
grant or loan; or

(4) Constructed under authority of the
National Capital Transportation Act of
1960, the Natinal Capital Transportation
Act of 1965, or title III of the Washington
Metropolitan Arps Transit Regulation

L. Compact,

_COMMODATI ONS FOR THE
IYSICALLY HANDI CAPPED

101-17.704 (d)

(b) "Alteration" means repairing. im-
proving, remodeling, extending, or other-
wise changing a building.

§ 101-17.703 Standards.
Except as otherwise provided in § 101-

17.704, every building designed, con-
structed, or altered after September 2,
1969, shall be designed, constructed, or
altered in accordance with the minimum
standards contained in the, "American
Standard Specifications for Making
Buildings and Facilities Accessible to,
and Usable by, the Physically Handi-
capped, Number A117.1-1961." ap-
proved by the American Standards As-
sociation, Inc. (subsequently changed to
American National Standards Institute,
Inc.).

§ 101-17.704 Exceptions.
The standards established in § 101-

17.703 shall not apply to:
(a) The design, construction, or al-

teration of any. portion of a building
which need not, because of its intendedl
use, be made accessible to. or usable by.
the public or by physically handicapped
persons:

(b) The alteration of an existing
building if the alteration does not in-
volve the installation of, or work on,
existing stairs, doors, elevators, toilets.
entrances, drinking fountains, floors,
telephone locations, curbs, parking
areas, or any other facilities susceptible
of installation or improvements to ac-
commodate the physically handicapped;

(c) The alteration of an existing
building, or of such portions thereof, to
which application of the standards Is not
structurally possible; and

(d) The construction or alteration of a
building for which bids have already been
solicited or plans and specifications have
been completed or substantially com-
pleted on or before September 2, 1969,
provided, however, that any building de-
fined in 4 101-17.702(a) (4) shall be de-
signed. constructed, or altered in accord-
ance with the standards prescribed in
§ 101-17.703 regardless of design status
or bid ^ ,,be. 2 ,
1969.
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PART 101-17 CONSTRUCTION AND ALTERATOON
OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS

101-17.705

§ 101-17.705 W^iliver or *iiO0lifira tion of

The applicability of the standards set
forth in this subpart may be modified
or waived on a case-by-case basis, upon
application to GSA made by the head of
the department, agency, or instrumen-
tality of the United States concerned,
only if the Administrator of General
Services determines that such waiver or
modification is clearly necessary.

§ 101-17.706 Recordkeeping.
The administering agency's file on

each contract or grant for the design,
construction, or alteration of a build-
ing as defined in § 101-17.702 shall be
documented with a statement either: (a)
that the standards are applicable to
and have been or will be incorporated In

Lthe design. the construction. or the al1

teration. as the c(se may be: tbi that']
the grant has been or will be made sub-
ject to a requirement that the standards
will be incorporated in the design, the
construction, or the alteration, as the
case may be; (c) that the standards
have been waived by the Administrator
of General Services (in which event the
justification for waiver shall be stated):
(d) that the project is within one of the
exceptions set out in 1 101-17.704 (the
specific exception being identified): or
(e) such other statements as may be
appropriate with respect to application
of the standards to the contract or grant.
The head of each agency shall be re-
sponsible for implementing the file
documentation requirement by regula-
tion or other appropriate means. The
documentation shall be made available
to the Administrator of General Serv-|
ices upon request. -

(END OF PART)
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THE PRESIDENT'S COMMITTEE ON
EMPLOYMENT OF THE HANDICAPPED,

Washington, D.C., October 26, 1971.

DEAR SENATOR CHuRCH: Thank you for your invitation to submit a statement

for the record as part of your study of "A Barrier-Free Environment for the
Elderly and the Handicapped."

Architectural barriers surround our environment because of an invalid assump-

tion on the part of the design professions that their design criteria meet the

needs of a majority of the population. They design for persons with average

dimensions, average powers, senses, limitations, and adaptability. Unfortunately,
the specific characteristics attributed to this mythical person are not possessed
by all of our population. The non-average population, numbering in the millions,

cannot adapt readily to average design.
Within the next 30 years, we are told, there will be as much new construction

in this country as there has been during the past 300 years. As things are going,

all but a small percentage of this huge undertaking will be unsympathetic to the

needs of many handicapped and elderly persons. This tells us the urgency to

evolve a reevaluation of the human characteristics underlying design criteria.

This description must emphasize extremes over averages. Given such criteria

there should be little doubt that our designers, who are creative and ingenious,
will come up with acceptable design solutions.

If we can have designs for the halt and the lame-in other words, the extremes

of performance,-or, failing that, if we can at least include a recognition of these
needs in our design criteria, whether or not we are capable of satisfying them in

every instance, we will better serve both the "average" man and the handicapped
or elderly person.

To accomplish this aim, and to bring about an increased awareness among the

design community of the problem of environmental barriers, the President's
Committee has established a Committee on Barrier Free Design, with repre-

senstatives from national associations of designers: American Institute of Archi-
tects, Industrial Designers 'Society of America, American Institute of Interior
Designers, American Society of Landscape Architects, American Institute of

Planners, and National Society of Professional Engineers. This Committee is

committed to the encouragement of the principles of barrier free design in the

physical environment, whether in architecture, transportation, housing, or

recreation.
The Committee's goal for the Bicentennial Year, 1976, is to try to achieve a

barrier-free America, a social and moral goal which is truly a prerequisite to
independence for millions of our citizens. To accomplish this end the Commit-
tee is encouraging modification of existing State legislation relating to accessi-
bility of public buildings. A recent survey indicates that legislation in many

States is weakened by lack of enforcement provisions, restricted application with

obvious loopholes, and lack of a clearly defined administering agency.
The President's Committee and the National Eastern Seal Society for Crippled

Children and Adults sponsored in 1961 the compilation of the specifications,
"Making Buildings and Facilities Accessible to, and Usable by, the Physically
Handicapped." This standard, approved by the American National Standards
Institute (then known as American Standards Association), was primarily in-
tended for public buildings, and as a result emphasis during the 1960's was
placed upon efforts to make all publicly fundpt]d hbildings qeeessihle.

There now exists the very obvious need to extend the principle of accessibility
to all public use buildings, or to buildings which the public have a legitimate
right to enter and use. Several States already have amended original legislation
to expand the definition of "public building" according to this meaning, and
other States are in the process of following suit.

(51)
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Federal legislation relating to accessibility, Public Law 90-480, is also lacking
in some respects. A glaring example is housing. Under the interpretation of this
law an estimated 99 percent of the housing construction in this country is ex-
cluded from its provisions. It must be remembered that the provisions apply only
to publicly owned housing, and that privately owned residential structures, even
those built with mortgage assistance or insurance from the Federal Govern-
ment, are excluded.

Even the best of housing presents problems to the handicapped and elderly.
Relatively few apartment projects have convenient features for them. While
many live in substandard houses, rural shacks or slum tenements, even those
who live in good homes-sometimes luxurious homes-are apt to face handi-
capping features in the design.

A large percentage of these persons live in poverty. While the housing available
to most of the poor is a national disgrace, its effect on people with physical lim-
itations is especially tragic. Ironically enough, the hazards and hardships of slum
.life often cause such physical and mental deterioration that persons who could
have maintained themselves independently in decent housing have to instead
receive costly institutional care.

Today, most disabled and elderly people live not as they want to but as they
have to. As a result, they are often confined to their homes and dependent upon
others for aid in their daily living.

The vastly expanded programs of low cost housing which are needed to elimi-
nate our slums and ghettos can also benefit the disabled if proper specifications
are written into the provisions of the legislation. The housing planned for the
hundreds of new towns which are on the drawing boards, or the model cities
projects, housing developments and high-rise'complexes need to include the needs
of the handicapped and elderly if they are to have the freedom of choice in hous-
ing that others enjoy. It remains imperative for communities to include these
people in their planning and to stimulate local housing authorities to building
housing which is accessible to all.

A concern within the area of housing for the handicapped and elderly is the
question of integration versus segregation. Should all efforts be directed to spe-
cial housing for the handicapped, so that they are all confined in the same proj-
ects, or should they be dispersed throughout the community, finding the stimula-
tion and challenge that comes with diversified contacts? Too frequently this
question until now has been answered by expediency rather than by the fruits of
social research.

Although lack of suitable transportation is one of the most serious problems
faced by the handicapped and aging, there are no standard specifications that
could make it more accessible. There are no Federal, State or local requirements
for accessible public transportation systems. One exception is a 1970 amendment
by Congress to Public Law 90-480 which would make the Washington, D.C. sub-
way system, now under construction, accessible to persons with physical
limitations.

Consequently, the severely limited, if they attempt to be mobile, must depend
upon the private automobile or expensive taxi service. Public transit vehicles are
practically out of the question: The steps from curb to entrance are too high to
cope with on buses, and subway entrances lead to long flights of stairs that
present unsurmountable obstacles.

A ray of hope is contained in the revised Urban Mass Transportation Assistance
Act, which declares it to be national policy that the handicapped and elderly have
the same right as other persons to utilize mass transportation facilities and serv-
ices, and calls for special efforts in the planning and design of mass transporta-
tion to make such facilities available to the handicapped.

This pronouncement, however, must be backed up by legislative directive to
compel Government agencies to design programs and research projects that can
contribute substantially to the transportation problems of the handicapped and
elderly. To depend on a pious commitment to achieve these ends is to deny the vast
void on the part of bureaucrats during nearly two hundred years to meet this
issue squarely.

The range of recreational opportunities for the handicapped and elderly is
minimal. Frequently they have to resort to illegal and nuisance means to ex-
perience a semblance of social interaction, such as loitering around bus and train
depots simply as an alternate to the gloom and depression of their rooms.
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The need for recreation for all persons is a goal which is merely struggling to

achieve national attention. Too often, however, it is not policy, but thoughtlessly

designed facilities, that exclude the handicapped and elderly from participation
in recreational activities. The several Federal Government agencies now respon-

sible for developing recreational areas could chart a course for State and local

park developers if they engaged in further research to define criteria and detail

specifications for making exterior space more accessible to all.
Our Government has spent many years and billions of dollars on programs to

enhance the status of the handicapped and elderly. Accomplishment of this

worthy goal cannot be met piecemeal. All facets of living must be taken into

consideration when services and programs are fashioned for our citizens, and

certainly the physical environment which can make or break one's destiny should
receive proportionate attention when planning for their welfare.

Sincerely,
HAROLD RUSSELL,

Chairman.



Appendix III
JOINT STATEMENT OF EDWARD NEWMAN, COMMISSIONER, REHABILI-

TATION SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, AND JOHN B. MARTIN, COM-
MISSIONER, ADMINISTRATION ON AGING, SOCIAL AND REHABILITA-
TION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE

We appreciate the invitation of the Special Committee on Aging to prepare a
statement for inclusion in the record of the Hearings on "A Barrier-Free En-
vironment for the Elderly and the Handicapped".

Although practitioners in rehabilitation-and the disabled themselves-had
long been concerned with the problems of an accessible environment, a Federal
effort directed towards resolution of this problem dates from May 23, 1957. On
that date, the late Mr. Hugo Deffner of Oklahoma City arrived at the Depart-
mental Auditorium on Constitution Avenue to accept an award as "Handicapped
American of the Year," a presentation made in conjunction with the Annual
Meeting of the President's Committee on Employment of the Handicapped.

Mr. Deffner's selection -for the award was based in part on his efforts to make
buildings accessible, yet he had to be carried into the Auditorium to receive his
award because of the steps and the lack of an elevator.

The irony of this situation led the President's Committee to appoint an ad hoc
group to study the problem and come up with recommendations directed towards
its solution. From this initiative, the Veterans Administration, the American
Standards Institute (now known as the United States of America Standards
Institute), the National Society for Crippled Children and Adults, the President's
Committee, and the Rehabilitation Services Administration (then Office of Voca-
tional Rehabilitation) began development of specifications for essential features
of buildings that could remove architectural barriers. Field testing of the develop-
ing standards was made at the University of Illinois by the disabled students
there. Finally, on October 31, 1961, the American Standard Specifications for
Making Buildings Accessible to, and usable by, the Physically Handicapped were
issued by the American Standards Institute and distributed throughout the
country.

Through special demonstration projects funded jointly by the Rehabilitation
Services Administration and the National Society for Crippled Children and
Adults many States and local communities established working committees and
other special efforts to identify and deal with architectural barriers. A model
law and ordinance were developed which helped to focus the attention of State
and local leaders on the issue.

Grants were made by the Rehabilitation Services Administration to several
colleges and universities to develop ways to make their facilities more accessible
to disabled students and facilities.

In November 1965, the National Society for Crippled Children and Adults
-sponsored a National Institute on Architectural Barriers attended by a cross
section of national and State leaders, including community planners, architects,
rehabilitation experts, educators and other business and professional leaders.

The State of Hawaii took the lead following the national institute in holding
a State conference on this subject in November 1966.

Through the efforts of the local affiliates of the President's Committee and
the National Society for Crippled Children and Adults, local government units
and builders were urged to apply the ASA Standards to structures in their
localities and States. The effectiveness of this effort is seen in the fact that some
30 States had laws regarding architectural barriers before there were any
Federal statutory requirements.

Crystalizing Federal efforts toward eliminating architectural barriers was
the work of the National Commission on Architectural Barriers to Rehabilita-
tion of the Handicapped which was established by an Amendment to the Voca-
tional Rehabilitation Act in 1965. Appointed in April 1966, the Commission
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brought together fifteen outstanding leaders in the several fields concerned with
architectural barriers and rehabilitation who devoted two years to study of
the problems, including site visits and hearings in different parts of the country.

The National Commission on Architectural Barriers, and its report, "Design
for All Americans," was important in developing information and interest and
in marshalling resources to apply to the problem. The Commission made clear
that its report was but a milestone on the road of what must be a continuing
process. Foremost of the Commission's recommendations was the enactment of
Federal legislation requiring that all* new buildings which are intended for
use by the public be designed to accommodate the elderly and handicapped if
any Federal funds are to be used in the construction.

The Commission's concern with Federal legislation meshed with and supported
Congressional activities which had been underway for a number of months.
Growing out of the leadership and interest of the late Honorable E. L. Bartlett,
Senator from Alaska, and the Honorable Charles E. Bennett, Congressman from
Florida, P.L. 90-480 leading with architectural barriers became effective
August 12, 1968. Going beyond the concept of buildings used by the public,
P.L. 90-480 specifies that Federally-funded buildings used by the public, or in
'which a disabled person may be employed or may reside, must be built accord-
ing to standards developed by the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
in conjunction with the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. Few
exceptions are allowed, principally buildings for the sole use of the military,
or privately owned dwellings.

The problem of architectural barriers yet remains and activity continues on
miny fronts directed toward resolving and eliminating this nroblem. Considera-
tion of some of the other recommendations of the Commission shows how much
has been accomplished, and how much remains to be done. For example, a recent
report of the President's Committee on Employment of the Handicapped shows
that 48 States, through legislation or executive directive, had some requirements
relating to accessibility of State buildings to be used by the public. In too many
cases, however, the intent is diluted by issuance of routine waivers, or by not
having an enforcement mechanism built in.

Some progress can be reported in regard to the changing of building codes to
require accessibility of buildings used by the public such as stores and shops, an-
other of the Commission's recommendations. Particularly noteworthy are the
codes of New York State and Minneapolis, Minnesota. However, the surface has
only been scratched in this regard.

Concurrent to the efforts toward eliminating architectural barriers to access
to buildings and other facilities has come growing awareness of other environ-
mental barriers that block full realization by each disabled person of his or her
potential or which limit activity of the aged just as surely as if they were in jail.
Chief of these are in transportation facilities and housing.

One study in New Jersey concluded that up to 50 per cent of the disabled per-
sons who had been rehabilitated by the State vocational rehabilitation agency
were subsequently unemployed because they could not get to and from work. A
sizable number of severely disabled persons are working only by spending an
inordinate portion of their- income on personalized transportation such as taxis.
These are the fortunate ones, whose earning power enables them to pay such
high commuting charges. For most of the severely disabled, and most of the aged
living on fixed incomes, taxis and the like are impossible alternatives.

Although the Congress has provided for special housing help for the elderly
and disabled in the National Housing Act, the Act remains to be fully imple-
mented by community and organization initiatives. Housing presents particular
problems just now being fully understood. Accessibility and the required features
are, of course, a must. But one housing project for the aged and disabled in
Seattle, funded in part by the Department of Housing and Urban Development,
has made clear an additional requirement: personal services, available to assist
the disabled person as required.

Unlike accessibility and transportation, housing related service needs vary
somewhat between the aged andl the younger ha ldicapped because of Varying
interests and views. Housing goes beyond transportation and accessibility to
structures in that it shapes a total atmosphere of living.

The best solution to design of building for full use by all citizens is to design
accessibility before initiation of construction. Studies of the cost of accessibility
show that proper design incorporated from the beginning adds no more than i
percent to the cost of a building.

Clearly, architects and city planners are the key to accessibility. In recognition
of this, the American Institute of Architecture, in cooperation with the Rehabill-
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tation Services Administration, and other Federal agencies (HUD, GSA, and
other parts of HEW), conducted two day workshops in each of ten cities across
the country. In all, 1,113 persons participated, including 670 architects and engi-
neers. All panelists at all sessions emphasized the need for education of the
designer, the builder, the financier, and the general public.

Continuing educational activities in regard to the various barriers to- a full
life for the disabled is being conducted by the Committee on Barrier-Free Design
of the President's Committee on Employment of the Handicapped, and the State
and local counterparts of the President's Committee. A widely circulated news-
letter records progress and remaining needs.

Two films have been very effective in presenting the problems and solutions
to architectural barriers. One, "Sound the Trumpets," was filmed by the Minne-
sota Society for Crippled Children and Adults, and is available from that orga-
nization at 2004 Lyndale Avenue South, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55405. Shown at
each of the 10 regional architectural barriers conferences of the American In-
stitute of Architects, "Sound the Trumpets" was cited in the report of the meet-
ings for its effectiveness.

A second film, "Beating the Averages," was initially shown at the National
Citizens Conference on Rehabilitation of the Disabled and Disadvantaged, June
24-29, 1969. "Beating the Averages," narrated by Raymond Burr, has had wide
usage, and is available from the National Audiovisual Center, Washington, D.C.
20409.

The White House Conference on Aging, scheduled for meetings in Washington
beginning November 28 of this year, has transportation and housing needs of the
aged among the nine topics isolated for special study. Technical Committees have
been at work during the past year developing data from counterpart committees
in each State. The work of the White House Conference will produce information
of signal importance on these topics.

The Gerontological Society has received a grant under title IV of the Older
Americans Act of 1965, as amended, for a project the purpose of which is said
to be to:

Identify and describe the issues and problems in developing and implementing
housing policies for older persons;

Influence the design of facilities for older persons through direct work with
practicing architects and designers as well as through curriculum changes in
schools of architecture and behavior;

Identify and examine critically the significant issues and the methods for
evaluating the behavioral and adaptational consequences of different physical
environments for the aged;

Study the process by which the results of such environmental evaluation
becomes policy;

Identify key issues in the patterns and design of housing for older persons.
The initial phase of the project is a meeting of national scope, scheduled for

December 18-21 in Puerto Rico, which will involve outstanding leaders in the
fields of aging and environment to identify the information most useful and
relevant to national policy and legislation. It will also identify the information
that is still needed to form the basis of sound policy-action decisions in housing
for the aged. Following the national conference, a series of regional and local
conferences will be directed to developing maximum impact on current and
future housing policy and design.

The General Services Administration, in cooperation with other Federal
agencies administering Federal direct or grant-assisted construction programs,
currently is making a check to determine the effectiveness of Federal legis-
lation mandating accessible public buildings in the case of structures designed
after September 1969, when design standards were issued.

This brief summary of some of the activities directed to the problems of
environmental barriers facing the disabled and aged serves to indicate how
much has been done and how much more remains. More importantly, this activity,
continuing over the years and involving literally thousands of citizens, epitomizes
the best in service delivery-cooperative efforts by Federal agencies, the volun-
tary sector, State and local groups, professionals from many fields, and the
aged and disabled themselves.

Enclosed are several publications representative of past and continuing
activities relating to environmental barriers which you may wish to include
or excerpt.*

*Retained In committee files.



Appendix IV

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Wa8hington, D.C., November 1, 1971.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your notice concerning your study of "A
Barrier-Free Environment for the Elderly and Handicapped."

There are some 30 million acres of land within the National Park System much
of which is wilderness, rugged or otherwise inaccessible to the park visitors,
especially the aged and handicapped visitors.

Of the lands which are reasonably accessible, we want them to be enjoyed
by all the park visitors. To this end we have constructed campgrounds, trails,
overlooks, visitor centers and many other visitor facilities; in so doing we have
given careful consideration to the aged and handicapped visitors as is somewhat
indicated in the enclosed* booklet "Guide to the National Parks and Monuments
for Handicapped Tourists." You will be interested in knowing that the booklet
is now being updated and will show several additional facilities; it should be
available for distribution in about 6 months. Recognizing that such a large num-
ber of the park visitors are aged and/or handicapped, you may be assured that
we shall certainly give their needs every consideration in fill of Onur development
planning.

We know of no further legislation which would be recommended in the in-
terests of promoting more or better facilities within the National Park Service
for the aged and/or handicapped.

We appreciate your courtesy in giving us the opportunity to comment on this
matter.

Sincerely yours,
LAWRENcE C. HEDLEY,

Assistant Director.

*Retained In committee files.
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Appendix V
AMERICAN NATIONAL STANDARDS INSTITUTE, INC.,

New York, N.Y., November 5, 1971.
DEAR SENATOR CHURCH: In your recent notice of Committee on Aging Hearings

on the problem of a barrier free environment for the elderly and handicapped,
you requested comments on three specific points.

The American National Standards Institute is the national coordinating orga-
nization concerned with the development and promulgation of voluntary national
standards and is, therefore, not in a position to respond directly to the three
points on which comments were requested. We would however, like to point out
that we have promulgated an American National Standard A117.1-1961 "Specifi-
cation for Making Buildings and Facilities Accessible to and Usable by the Physi-
cally Handicapped," which is direct concern to the committee's study. A copy of
this standard is enclosed for your information.

For your further information, this standard has been referenced by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development in low rent housing programs, as well
as by the General Service Administration for the design of Federal Buildings.
While there is no consistent pattern, we understand that a number of state and
local building requirements reference or have under consideration the A117.1
standard.

We trust that this information will be of interest and use to your committee.
ANSI will be pleased to provide additional information which may be required.

Sincerely,
DONALD L. PEYTON,

Managing Director.
Enclosure.
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USAS
A117.1-1961

USA Standard
Specifications
Accessible to,

for Making Buildings and Facilities
and Usable by, the Physically Handicapped

This standard is one of moee than 4000 approved as either a USA Standard or as
an American Standard. It bhcame an American National Standard in Octobor 1969
when the Insitate changed its name to American Ntioenal Standards Ins-titte. Ic

ANSI. 1430 Broadway. Neo Yoh N.Y. 10018

V1

Annrcrced fltc-bcr 04. 4fl0

Sponsors: National Society for Crippled Children and Adults
The President's Committee on Employment of the Physically Handicapped
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USA Standard

A USA Standard implies a consensus of those substantially concerned
with its scope and provisions. A USA Standard is intended as a guide to aid
the manufacturer, the-consumer. and the general public. The existence of
a USA Standard does not in any respect preclude anyone, whether he has
approved the standard or not, from manufacturing, marketing, purchasing,
or using products, processes, or procedures not conforming to the standard.
USA Standards are subject to periodic review and users are cautioned to
obtain the latest editions. Producers of goods made in conformity with a
USA Standard are encouraged to state on their own responsibility in ad-
vertising, promotion material, or on tags or labels, that the goods are
produced in conformity with particular USA Standards.

This USA Standard is one of nearly 3000 standards approved as American
Standards by the American Standards Association. On August 24. 1986, the
ASA was reconstituted as the United States of America Standards Institute.
Standards approved as American Standards are now designated USA Stan-
dards. There is no change in their index identification or technical content.

Published by

United States of America Standards Institute

10 East 40th Street, New York. N. Y. 1oolol

Cnpysigbt 196fi by Amesicon Standards Association, Tncorp.o.ted
Uicersul Dfo-al Cla.sification 725/728:362.6:614.8

Nopnrtionofthispublication.maybeqotedorrer.iducedinanyform without
thm written permission of the UMited States of America Stendards Institule.

V l-,.d I USA

HS5C571/225
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Foreword
(This Fore-ord is not a pan of Ameoiean Staodard*Specifi"aIioos for Makiog Buildings and Facilities Accessible to, and Usable

by, the Physically Hundicupped, A117..1961i.)

Approximately one out of seven people in our nation has a permanent physical disability. This segment of

our population represents human resources of inestimable value and is of great economic significance to the

entire nation.

The most common design and construction of buildings and facilities cause problems for the physically

handicapped that lessen the social and economic gains now evident in the rehabilitation of these individuals.

These architectural barriers make it very difficult to project the physically handicapped into normal situations

of education, recreation, and employment.

In May, 1959, the ASA, acting on the request of The President's Committee on Employment of the

Physically Handicapped, called a general conference of those groups vitally interested in the problem. This

conference recommended the initiation of a project, and this recommendation was subsequently approved by

the Construction Standards Board. The President's Committee on Employment of the Physically Handi.

capped and the National Society for Crippled Children and Adults were designated as co-sponsors, and the

latter agreed to assume the secretariat.

This standard supplements other American Standardstrelating to various aspects of buildings and facilities.

Its specifications, which are the result of extended and careful consideration of available knowledge and experi-

ence on this subject, are intended to present minimum requirements. They are recommended for use in the

construction of all buildings and facilities and for adoption and enforcement by administrative authorities, so

that those individuals with permanent physical disabilities might pursue their interests and aspirations, develop

their talents, and exercise their skills.

The ASA Sectional Committee on Facilities in Public Buildings for Persons with Physical Handicaps, A117,

which developed this standard, had the following personnel at the time of approval.

LEON CHATELAIN, JR, Chairman T. J. NUCENT, Secrctary

Organizatios Represented Nome of Representattie
AFL-CIO . ................................ A.WLTER MASON

American Foundation for the Blind ........................ . AmiRTm VooRiiyrs

Americas Hospital Association .......................... . MAcARET E. PETERs

American Hotel Associa~tio . .............................. ... JAKE FAssETT

American Institute of Arehitects . ....................... CLITO, H. CSn;CIs
F. ICuTHIIERT SAI.AION
CHRISTINE F. SAotMION (Ali)

American Muni'ipaI AssociatioI ................................. BARNET LtEnrontoc
LEo GOLDSTEIN (Alt)

American Occupational Therapy Association . ................................ MARJon-E FISH

American Physical Therapy Association . ................................ Lucy BLAIR

American Society of Landscape Architects ................................ . CAMPBELI. E. MILLER

The American Society of Mechanical Engineers .................................... JosEPtI W. DECKN

American Society of Safety Engineers . ................................... TIIOMAS J. BERK

American Vocational AssociationR ................................... CtoAnLEs W. SstvEsTE., M.D.

Associated General Contractors of America . ............................ t........t WILLI. F. Lone
BURT L. KNOWLES (Ali)

Ansoeiation of Casualty and Surety Companies . .................................. RonEnT HsCOrIAN
JAMES C. RoIIMAS (Alt)

Construction Specifications tostitute ..................................... EDWIN A. WEED
CLEMONS J. POIESZ (Ali)

Federal Housing Administration .................................... WILLIAM J. O'CONNoR

Gen rat Services Administration ..................................... J. ROWLAND SNcDER

Industrial Home for the Blind ....................................................... HERBERT RUSALEst, M.D.
HAROLD RICHTERMAN (Alt)

tndustrial Medical Association ............................... C................... .K ENETH G. PEACOCK, M.D.

Indoor Sports Clubs, Inc ................................... o........................... ARVELLA M. SANDER

Institute for the Crippled and Disabled ................ *.*.*.*.e.e.*. *.....RERT oMcArEEA /
WoTIERo S. NErr, M.D. (Alt)

*All Amserican Standatds ace no. designated USA Standards.
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Orgoaitiaoon Rep-tezeed Name n/ Rep-eseognaa'
Naoti al Bureu of Standards ........................ R................ ................ c. a- w . oocnng)National Congress of Organjuaiono for the Phyooaloy H.adiapped .E..EM JOSEPtiS
National Co.nnil of Chu rc.e . REV. FKYNcn F. Fstin
National Council of Schoolhous Constraction ......... JOHN L CAMERoN

E. J. BRAUN (Alt)National Eleentoc Mon..fct-ri-g dudstry. D. J. MATHIESON
Naional Paraplegia Foandation .E... ............... EucEE AuRYANSENNation.l Rohbbilittion Association.. . .. F STEsNational Safrty Council. ROERT L JENKINSNotional Society for Crippled Children and Ad Rlto . LEON CHATELAIN, JR

JoaN B. KEMP
D. W. ROBERTS, M.D.
JAYNE StOvEn
TEtRON I. BUTTEnWORTt (Ali)Paralyzed Veterans of America, Inc .ROEIIT P. EIEtR
ROaDcT CASSON (Alt)Paraplegtcs Manufacturing Company.. DnItoT D. GULtrotL. JR
HARnR BeNUSTEN (Alt)

Plumbing Fikture Manufacturecs Asocia.i- , RUSSELL W. SMITI
The Prexidont's Commit-e on Employmert of the Physically llaudicpp..d K. VERNON BANTA

MAJOR GFC"'nEo MELVIN J. MAAS,
USMCR fret)Society of Industial Retors ...................... FRANK D. GAROIALDIT elephone Group ........... . ............................. ............. J. M. STA*ND INC, Jotnited Cercbrol P-lty Asoiations, c .. ... HARRY Lyoas

U. S. Confcrf-ce of Mayor .... l.nRY R. BETTERoSU. S. Departrent of HealIth, Education and Wdlfare
Bureau of State Services ............................................ 1l1wAno Set-'ccChildren's Burea. ............................................ CLARA l. A A.ntNcTo

iEOi.dtAC P..i,,s, M.D. (Alt)D;V;S;OD of A-cid-t Pt" -fni... .. .. . . .. ...... . ... .. .... .. -EI/CE E L. I.,:IIR
DiV;sion of Hospitas and Mcdical Facilities AUC... .. . A IIST F. IIOtACK

PETcE N. J-s- (Alt)
Oflice of Edcati on . ................................ .... ......... . ..... ROMAINE P. MACI c EOf fi-e of V. ti AI Rehabiliwi .. ............. I.......... ........................... PtILr't Kr i.mcE , M.D.U. S. Departmenot of Labor
Boreao of Employment Security ........................ .................... IE.ND.IcK D. MucoAs

MELViN R. fllnCsTroM (Alt)
Bureau of Labor Standards .. SriuLDO.s W. HOMAN

WtL.LtAM G. CotFFtN (Alt)U. S. Veter-no Adoinistrtin ............. H.................................H D. oYon
Uniceroity of DlliOiS Rehabilitation Ce-ter . ..................................... , .T: J. NUCEvT

The personnel of the sleering commillee is as follows:

K. VERNo BANTA PHILt. A. KLIEtcc
lEON Cu..TtLtIN, in T. J, NUGENT
CLINTON H. Cowcii.t JAYNE SHOVtc

H. DWtCHT YORI
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USA Standard Specifications for

Making Buildings and Facilities Accessible to,
and Usable by, the Physically Handicapped

1. Scope and Purpose
1.1 Scope

1.1.1 This standard applies to all buildings and
facilities used by the public. It applies to temporary
or emergency conditions as well as permanent con-
ditions. It does not apply to private residences.

1.1.2 This standard is concerned with non-
ambulatory disabilities, semi-ambulatory disabilities,
sight disabilities, hearing disabilities, disabilities of
incoordination, and aging.?

1.2 Purpose. This standard is intended to make
all buildings and facilities used by the public acces-
sible to, and functional for, the physically handi-
capped, to, through, and within their doors, without
loss of function, space, or facility where the gen-
eral public is concerned. It supplements existing
American Standards~and reflects great concern for
safety of life and limb. In cases of practical difficulty,
unnecessary hardship, or extreme differences, ad-
ministrative authorities may grant exceptions from
the literal requirements of this standard or permit
the use of other methods or materials, but only when
it is clearly evident that equivalent facilitation and
protection are thereby secured.

2. Definitions
2.1 Non-itnbulatory Disabilities. Impairments
that, regardless of cause or manifestation, for all
practical purposes, confine individuals to wheelchairs.
2.2 Semi-ambulatory Disabilities. Impairments
that cause individuals to walk with difficulty or in-
security. Individuals using braces or crutches, am.
putees, arthritics, spastics, and those with pulmonary
and cardiac ills may be semi-ambulatory.

2.3 Sight Disabilities. Total blindness or impair-
ments affecting sight to the extent that the individual
functioning in public areas is insecure or exposed to
danger.

2.4 Hearing Disabilities. Deafness or hearing
handicaps that might make an individual insecure in
public areas because he is unable to communicate or
hear warning signals.

See definitions in Setion 2.
Aml erican Stndards re now designated USA Standards.

6

2.5 Disabilities of Incoordination. Faulty co-
ordination or palsy from brain, spinal, or peripheral
nerve injury.

2.6 Aging. Those manifestations of the aging proc-
esses that significantly reduce mobility, flexibility,
coordination, and perceptiveness but are not account-
ed for in the aforementioned categories.

2.7 Standard. When this term appears in small
letters and is not preceded by the word "American,"
it is descriptive and does not refer to an American
Standardpproved by ASA; for example, a "stand-
ard" wheelchair is one characterized as standard by
the manufacturers.

2.8 Fixed Turning Radius, Wheel to Wheel.
The tracking of the caster wheels and large wheels
of a wheelchair when pivoting on a spot.

2.9 Fixed Turning Radius, Front Structure to
Rear Structure. The turning radius of a wheel-
chair, left front-foot platform to right rear wheel, or
right front-foot platform to left rear wheel, when
pivoting on a spot.

2.10 Involved (Involvement). A portion or por-
tions of the human anatomy or physiology, or both,
that have a loss or impairment of normal function
as a result of genesis, trauma, disease, inflammation,
or degeneration.

2.11 Ramps, Ramps with Gradients. Because
the term "ramp" has a multitude of meanings and
uses, its use in this text is clearly defined as ramps
with gradients (or ramps with slopes) that deviate
from what would otherwise be considered the nor-
mal level. An exterior ramp, as distinguished from
a "walk," would be considered an appendage to a
building leading to a level above or below existing
ground level. As such, a ramp shall meet certain
requirements similar to those imposed upon stairs.

2.12 Walk, Walks. Because the terms "walk"
and "walks" have a multitude of meanings and uses,
their use in this text is clearly defined as a predeter.
mined, prepared-surface, exterior pathway leading to
or from a building or facility, or from one exterior
area to another, placed on the existing ground level
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Al 17.

and not deviating from the level of the existing
ground immediately adjacent.

2.13 Appropriate Number. As used in this text,
appiopriate number means thel number of a specific
item that woold

1
be necessary, in accord with the

purpisu- arid function of a building or facility, to
acc...initodlate iidisiduals with specific disabilities in
proiottion to the atiticipated number of individuals
with disabilities who would use a particular building
or facility.

EXAMPsE: Although these specifications shall apply to all
uilditngs and facilitien used liy the public, the numerical need

for a specific item wood differ, for euample, between a major
Iransporation terminal, whore many indiiduals with diaerse
disabilities would be conrinoally cooing and going, an office
building or factory, whore varying numbens of individuals
with lisalolitics of varying manilentationa (in many instances,
ey ep rge niinlore) tight be employed or bane reason for

fr-ititenl iits. a sihod or church, where the nanther of in
diiilual., nay be fixed and mctinittes more d-finitie, and the
nacy otheo lildiisg, and facilities d&dicated to specific func-
ions and p-rposes.

NOTE: Diobilitins are specific and where the indiidu.al
has teen properly esalnuied and properly oriented and where
arttitieturatjiharriers hone been niinated, a specific dix
ahiliiy does not .nqtiioio a handicap. It sisold be e-pha-
sizel that m-re and more of those physically disabled are
besomitg participants, rather than spectators, in the fullst
raning of lhe word.

3. General Principles and
Considerations

3.1 Wheelchair Specifications. The collapsible.
model wheelchair of tubular metal construction with
plastic upholstery for hack and seat is most com-
monly used. The standard model of all manufacturers
falls within the following limits, which were used as
the basis of consideration:

(1) Length: 42 inches
(2) Width, when open: 25 inches
(3) Height of seat from floor: 191/0 inches
(4) Height of armrest from floor: 29 inches
(5) Height of pushet handles (rear) from floor:

36 inches

(6) Width, when collapsed: 11 inches

3.2 The Functioning of a Wheelchair
3.2.1 The fixed turning radius of a standard

wheelchair, wheel to wheel, is 18 inches. The fixed
turning radius, front structure to rear structure, is
31.5 inches.

3.2.2 The average turning space required (180
and 360 degrees) is 60 x 60 inches.

NoTE: Actually, a turning space that is longer than it is

utile. .yeifiiahlc 63 . 565 inche-. is wote workalIe and de-
stroIe. t n iarea sb tWO open els. ouch, as mnight be the
rase ina rn.rridlr. a tirninium of .t inches betwreen tn walls
soldd ieroit a 3f°dileyrie torn.

3.2.3 A miniurtim width of 60 inches is required
fir two ittidividlual' in wheelchairs to pass each other.

3.3 The Adult Indisilual Functioning in a
Wlhcelchhair-

3.3.1 The average unilateral vertical reach is 60

inches and ranges from 54 inches to 78 inches.

3.3.2 The average horizontal working (table)
reach is 30.8 inches and ranges from 28.5 inches to
33.2 inches.

3.3.3 The bilateral horizontal reach, both arms
extended to each side, shoulder high, ranges from
54 inches to 71. inches and averages 64.5 inches.

3.3.4 An individual reaching diagonally, as
would be required in using a wall-mounted dial
telephone or towel dispenser, would make the aver-
age reach (on the wall) 48 inches from the floor.

3.4 T'he Intividual Functioning on Crutches
3

3.4.1 On the average, individuals 5 feet 6 inches
tall require an average of 31 inches between crutch
tips in the normally accepted gait'.

0

3.4.2 On the average, individuals 6 feet 0 inches
tall require an average of 32.5 inches between crutch

tips in the normally accepted gaits.
4

4. Site Development5

4.1 Grading. The gradiig of ground, even con-
trary to existing topography, so that it attains a level
with a normal entrance will make a facility accessible
to individuals with physical disabilities.

EntremeIy small, large. t-reg, or weak and ineolsed in.
dividuals cucid fall oorle the gruogs in 3.3.1. d3 32. 3.3.3,
and their reah ...atd dIffe from Ithe figur gine in 3.3.4,
Hilwenes. these reaues were determined using a large num-
ber ef indinid-aIF who were f-nctionaffy trained, with a wide
caste in indiitiual size and ilsenient.

uMost idividuals amliolating on braces or crutches, or
Ioth, or on canes are able to wanipolate within the specifica-
uions yr.-sribed for wheelchairs, alIthough doors preset quite

a problemn at times. H-tweser. attetion is c~alled to rhe fact
that a Huteb tip ntelnding laterally from an individual is nut
nbvious to others in heavily trafficked areas, certainly not as
obvious ar protection as a sherichair and is, therefore, a

onurce of eulserahility.
'Some cerebral palsied indinidual., and some sesere anhnit-

hcs, wouId be entreme e-eptions to 3.4.1 and 3.4.2.
'Siite iteelopymer is the mast effective mens to -esulin the

triblems created by topography, definitise arebhitetaral de.
nigns or e-n-epto. utaer table, existing streets, and atypical
pnibl-em, singularly or collertely. so that aggress, ingress,
and egress to buildings by physically disabled ran be faciti-
rated while pres-reing the desired iesigs and effect of the
ar-hitecltre.
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4.2 Walks

4.2.1 Public walks should be at least 48 inches
wide and should have a gradient not greater than 5
percent.'

4.2.2 Such walks shall be of a continuing com-
mon surface, not interrupted by steps or abrupt
changes in level.

4.2.3 Wherever walks cross other walks, drive-
ways, or parking lots they should blend to a com-
mon level.'

NOTE: 4.1 and 4.2, separately or collectively, are greatly
aided by trracing. retaining walls, sod widiog walks allow-
ig for wore gradual isclinr, thereby making almost any
building accessible to individoals with permanent physical
disabilities, while contributing to its esthetic qualities.

4.2.4 A walk shall have a level platform at the
top which is at least 5 feet by 5 feet, if a door swings
out onto the platform or toward the walk. This
platform shall extend at least I foot beyond each side
of the~doorway.

4.2.5 A walk shall have a level platform at least
3 feet deep and 5 feet wide, if the door does not
swing onto the platform or toward the walk. This
platform shall extend at least I foot beyond each
side of the doorway.

4.3 Parking Lots

4.3.1 Spaces that are accessible and approximate
to the facility should be set aside and identified for
use by individuals with physical disabilities.

4.3.2 A parking space open on one side, allowing
room for individuals in wheelchairs or individuals
on braces and crutches to get in and out of an auto-
mobile onto a level surface, suitable for wheeling
and walking, is adequate.

4.3.3 Parking spaces for individuals with physi-
cal disabilities when placed between two conventional

-it is essential that the gradient of walks and driveways beless bhaa that prescribed for ramps, since walks would bevoid of handrails and curbs and would be considerably longer
and more vulnerable to the el-meots. Walks of sear ,naaimum
grade and considerable tengtli should has level areas at in.
tervata fr purposes of rest and safety. Walks or driveways
should have a nonslip surface.

'This specification does not require the elimination of
curbs, which, particularly if they occur at regular interuec-tinas, ae a distinct safety feature for alt of the handicapped,
particularly the blind. The preferred method of meeting the
upecificatton is In have the walk incline to the level of Itie

street. Howesr. at principal intersections, it is vitaly imyor.
tanst that the curb ran parallel to the street, up to the pointihere the walk is inclined, at which point the curb would
turn in and gradually meet the level of the walk at it. highest
point. A less preferred ntethod would be to gradually bring
the surface of the driveway or strcet to the level of the walk.
The disadvantage of this method is that a blind person would
not know when he has left the protection of a walk andentered the hazards of a street or driseway.

diagonal or head-on parking spaces should be 12
feet wide.

4.3.4 Care in planning should be exercised so
that individuals in wheelchairs and individuals using
braces and crutches are not compelled to wheel or
walk behind parked cars.

4.3.5 Consideration should be given the distribu-
tion of spaces for use by the disabled in accordance
with the frequency and persistency of parking needs.

4.3.6 Walks shall be in conformity with 4.2.

5. Buildings

5.1 Ramps with Gradients. Where ramps with
gradients are necessary or desired, they shall con-
form to the following specifications:

5.1.1 A ramp shall not have a slope greater than
I foot rise in 12 feet, or 8.33 percent, or 4 degrees
50 minutes.

5.1.2 A ramp shall have handrails on at least one
side, and preferably two sides, that are 32 inches in
height, measured from the surface of the ramp, that
are smooth, that extend 1 foot beyond the top and
bottom of the ramp, and that otherwise conform with
Ametican StandardeSafety Code for Floor and Wall
Openings, Railings, and Toe Boards, A12-1932.

NOTE 1: Where codes specify handrails to be of heights
other tthan 32 inches, it is recommended that two sets of haud-
rails be installed to searr at l people. Whore major traffic is
predomtitanly childrn, particularly physically disabled chil-
dren. estra care should be exercised in the placement of
handrail,, in accordance with the nature of the facility and
the age group or groups being serviced.

NOTE 2: Care should be takes that the e-tession of the
handrail is not in itself a hazard. The e-teusion may be made
on the side of a sontinting wall.

5.1.3 A ramp shall have a surface that is non-
slip.

5.1.4 A ramp shall have a level platform at the
top which is at least 5 feet by 5 feet, if a door swings
out onto the platform or toward the ramp. This plat-
form shall extend at least I foot beyond each side of
the doorway.

5.1.5 A ramp shall have a level platform at least
3 feet deep and 5 feet wide, if the door does not
swing onto the platform or toward the ramp. This
platform shall extend at least 1 foot beyond each side
of the doorway.

5.1.6 Each ramp shall have at least 6 feet of
straight clearance at the bottom.

5.1.7 Ramps shall have level platforms at 30-foot
intervals for purposes of rest and safety and shall
have level platforms wherever they turn.

ii'tt American Standards are now designated USA Standards.

A 117.1
a
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5.2 Entrances
5.2.1 At least one primary entrance to each build-

ing shall be usable by individuals in wheelchairs.
NonT: Because entrances ai1 -erve us eoits, nome being

particularly important in e-s of an energney, and because
the prosimity of such ceits to all parts of buildings and
facilities, in accordance with their design and fonction, is
esemial (see 112 and 2000 through 2031 of American Stand.
ard'llilding ELits Code, A9.1-1953) it is preferable that all
or most entrances (e.its) should be accessible to. and usable
by, indiidoals in wheelchairs and indicidoals with other
farms of physical disability herein applicable.

5.2.2 At least one entrance usable by individuals
in wheelchairs shall be on a level that would make
the elevators accessible.

5.3 Doors and Doorways
5.3.1 Doors shall have a clear opening of no le"s

than 32 inches when open and shall be operable by
a single effort.

NOTE 1: Two-leaf doors are not usable by those with di,-
abilities defined in 2.1, 2.2. and 2.5 unless they operate by a
single efot, or unless one of the two leaces meets the re-
qoirerent of 5.3.1.

NoTE 2: i is recommended that all doors hase kick plates
entending from the bettor of the dcor to at least 16 inches
from the floor, or hr mode of a material and finish that
would sofcly withstaod the abuse they mich, receive from
case'. crtichs, whcelchair foot-platform' oc wheechair

whle s.
5.3.2 The floor on the inside and outside of each

doorway shall be level for a distance of 5 feet from
the door in the direction the door swings and shall
extend I foot beyond each side of the door.

5.3.3 Sharp inclines and abrupt changes in level
shall be avoided at doorsills. As much as possible,
thresholds shall be flush with the floor.

NoTE 1: Care should be taket in the vtecti.o, placement,
and setting of door closers so that thIy do not prcevnt the
os of doors by thc physically disabled. Timedelay door
losers are recommended.

NoTE 2: Automatic doors th.t otherwise conform to 5.3.1,
5.3.2, and 5.3.3 are very satisfactory.

NOTE 3: These speyific-tions apply both to interior and
interior doors and doorways.

5.4 Stairs. Stairs shall conform to American Stand-
ard A9.1-1953, with the following additional con-
siderations:

5.4.1 Steps in stairs that might require use by
those with disabilities defined in 2.2 and 2.5 or by
the aged shall not have abrupt (square) nosing. (See
Fig. 1.)

NOTr: lnlicidoals with restrictions in the here, ankle. or
hip, with artificial legs. long leg braces, or comparble con.
ditio-s c.o.ot, without great difficolty and hazard, rse steps
with nosing as illustrated in Fig. Ia, hut can safely and sith
minimum diffic-lty ose steps with nosing as illrsirared in
Fig. lb.
*AII American Standards are now designated USA Standards.

a. UNACCEPTABLE

I/ rMAXIMUIOi

b. ACCEPTABLE

Fig. 1
Steps

5.4.2 Stairs shall have handrails 32 inches high

as measured from the tread at the face of the riser.

NOTE: Whrrc codes specify handrails to be at hbights

other than 32 inches, it is necommended that two sets of
handrail, he installed to serve al people. Where traffic is
predominantly childre- paricularly physically disabled chil-
dren, entr care shoold be eoercised in the plucemeet of
handrails in accordance with the nature of the facility and
the age group or groops being serviced. Dont handrail, may
he necessary.

5.4.3 Stairs shall have at least one handrail that
extends at least 18 inches beyond the top step and

beyond Ihe bottom step.

NO-E: Cor shoold be taken that the enteosion of the
handrails is not in itvslr a hazard. Tire cti nsion may be made
on the side of a con-ti-iog call.

5.4.4 Steps should, wherever possible, and in
conformalion with existing step formulas, have risers
that do not exceed 7 inches.

5.5 floors

5.5.1 Floors shall have a surface that is nonslip.

5.5.2 Floors on a given story shall be of a com-
mon level throughout or be connected by a ramp in

accord with 5.1.1 through 5.1.6, inclusive.

ExAstPLE 1: There shall not re a difereoce between the
level of the floor of a corridor and the Isel of the floor of
the toilet roms.

Esostet.e 2: There should not be a difference between the
level of the floor of a corridor and the lesrl of a meeting
mom, dining room, or any other room, onless proper ramps
are provided,

AII7.1
9
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5.6 Toilet Rooms. It is essential that an appro-
priate numbert

of toilet rooms, in accor-lance with
the nature and use of a specific building or facility,
be made accessible to, and usable by, the physically
handicapped.

5.6.1 Toilet rooms shall hase space to allow traf-
fic of individuals il wheelchairs, in accordance with
3.1, 3.2, and 3.3.

5.6.2 Toilet rootos shall have at least one toi!et
stall that-

(1) Is 3 feet wide
(2) Is at least 4 feet 8 inches, preferably 5 feet,

deep
(3) Has a door (where doors are used) that is

32 inches wide and swings out
(4) Has handrails on each side, 3.3 inches high

and parallel tj the floor, 11/2 inches in out-
side diameter, with 1/. inches clearance be-
tween rail and wall, and fastened securely at
ends and center

(5) Has a water closet with the seat 20 inches
from the floor

NOTE: The design and no.ltting of the waler clonse is of
considerable inporlance. A sm

11
-moseted water closet with a

narrow anderseroctare that recedes sharply is most desirable.
If a flo-r mounted water closet most me osed it should not
ha-e a fIront that is wide and peependicular to the floor at
the front of the seat. The howl shomld be shallow at the front
oa ihe seat and turn backward wore than downward to allow
the individual in a wheelchair to get close to the water cvoset
with the seat of the wheelchair.

5.6.3 Toilet roonts shall have lavatories with nar-
row aprons, which when mounted at standard height
are usable by individuals in wheelchairs; or shall
have lavatories mounted higher, when particular de-
signs demand, so that they are usable by individuals
in wheelchairs.

NoTr: It is important that drain pipes and hot-water pipes
under a tavatory be covered or insummted so that a wheelchair
indisidual without sensation will not horn hirnself.

5.6.4 Some mirrors and shelves shall be provided
above lavatories at a height as low as possible and
no higher than 40 inches above the floor, measured
from the top of the shelf and the bottom of the
mirror.

5.6.5 Toilet rooms for men shall have wall-
mounted urinals with the opening of the basin 19
inches from the floor, or shall have floor-mounted
urinals that are on level with the main floor of the
toilet room.

5.6.6 Toilet rooms shall have an appropriate
numbers of towel racks, towel dispensers, and other
dispensers and disposal units mounted no higher
than 40 inches from the floor.

5.7 Water Fountains. An appropriate number'
of water fountains or other water-dispensing means
shall be accessible to, and usable by, the physically
disabled.

5.7.1 Water fountains or coolers shall have up-
front spouts and controls.

5.7.2 Water fountains or coolers shall be hand-
operated or hand- and foot-operated. (See also
American Standard Specifications for Drinking
Fountains, Z4.2-1942.)

NOTE 1: Conventional floor-mounted water coolers can be
seesiteable to indisiduals in wheelchairs if a small fountain
is mottted on the side of the cooler 30 inches above the floor.

NOTE 2: Wallwnunted, hand-operated coolers of the ltaest
design, metliactured by many companies, can seeve the able-
bodied and the physically disabled equally well when the
cooler is mounted with the basin 36 inches from the floor.

NOTE 3: Fatly recessed water fountains are not recoin-
wended.

NOTE 4: Water fountains should not he set into an strate
unltss the alcove is wider than a wheelchair. (See 3.1.)

5.8 Public Telephones. An appropriate number'
of public telephones should be made accessible to,
and usable by, the physically disabled.

NOTE: The consentinnal pubhic telephone booth is not
usable by wost physically disabled individuals. There are
many ways in which poblir telephones can be made acces-
sible and usable. It is recommended that architects and
builders confer with the telephone company in the planning
of the building or facility.

5.8.1 Such telephones should be placed so that
the dial and the handset can be reached by individ-
uals in wheelchairs, in accordance with 3.3.

5.8.2 An appropriate number' of public tele-
phones should be equipped for those with hearing
disabilities and so identified with instructions for use.

NoTe: Soch telephones can he used by eseryone.

5.9 Elevators. In a multiple-story building, eleva-
tors are essential to the successful functioning of
physically disabled individuals. They shall conform
to the following requirements:

5.9.1 Elevators shall be accessible to, and usable
by, the physically disabled on the level that they use
to enter the building, and at all levels normally used
by the general public.

5.9.2 Elevators shall allow for traffic by wheel-
chairs, in accordance with 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 5.3.

5.10 Controls. Switches and controls for light,
heat, ventilation, windows, draperies, fire alarms, and
all similar controls of frequent or essential use, shall
be placed within the reach of individuals in wheel-
chairs. (See 3.3.)

'See 2.13.
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5.11 Identification. Appropriate identification of
specific facilities within a building used by the pub-
le is particularly essential to the blind.

5.11.1 Raised letters or numbers shall be used
to identify rooms or offices.

5.11.2 Such identification should be placed on
the wall, to the right or left of the door, at a height
between 4 feet 6 inches and 5 feet 6 inches, measured
from the floor, and preferably at 5 feet.

5.11.3 Doors that are not intended for normal
use, and that might prove dangerous if a blind per-
son were to exit or enter by them, should be made
quickly identifiable to the touch by knurling the door
handle or knob. (See Fig. 2.)'

EXAM-LE: Such doors might lead to loading platforms,
baiter rooms, stages, fire escpes. etc.

5.12 Warning Signals

5.12.1 Audible warning signals shall be accom-
panied by simultaneous visual signals for the benefit
of those with hearing disabilities.

5.12.2 Visual signals shall be accompanied by
simultaneous audible signals for the benefit of the
blind.

5.13 Hazards. Every effort shall be exercised to
obviate hazards to individuals with physical dis-
abilities.

5.13.1 Access panels or manholes in floors,
walks, and walls can be extremely hazardous, partic-
ularly when in use, and should be avoided.

5.13.2 When manholes or access panels are open
and in use, or when an open excavation exists on a
site, particularly when it is approximate to normal
pedestrian traffic, barricades shall be placed on all
open sides, at least 8 feet from the hazard, and warn-
ing devices shall be installed in accord with 5.12.2.

5.13.3 Low-hanging door closers that remain
within the opening of a doorway when the door is
open, or that protrude hazardously into regular cor-
ridors or traffic ways when the door is closed, shall
be avoided.

5.13.4 Low-hanging signs, ceiling lights, and
similar. objects or signs and fixtures that protrude
into regular corridors or traffic ways shall be avoided.
A minimum height of 7 feet, measured from the floor,
is recommended.

K-Horing may also hr accomplished by the u- of an
.oc-ptal.1 plastic, abrasive c-ating.

Ad
IlihIl

b
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Fig. 2

Knurled Door Handles and Knobs

5.13.5 Lighting on ramps shall be in accord with
1201, 1202, 1203, and 1204 of American Standard'
A9.1-1953.

5.13.6 Exit signs shall be in accord with 1205 of
American StandardeA9.1-1953, except as modified by
5.11 of this standard.

"All Atmericaa Stndnds are now designated USA Standards
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American National Standards

The standard in this booklet is one of nearly 4.000 standards approved to date
by the American National Standards Institute, formerly the USA Standards In-
stitute.

The Standards Institute provides the machinery for creating voluntary stan-
dards. It serves to eliminate duplication of standards activities and to weld con-
flicting standards into single, nationally accepted standards under the designa-
tion "American National Standards."

Each standard represents general agreement among maker, seller, and user
groups as to the best current practice with regard to some specific problem. Thus
the completed standards cut across the whole fabric of production, distribution,
and consumption of goods and services. American National Standards, by reason
of Institute procedures, reflect a national consensus of manufacturers, consumers.
and scientific, technical, and professional organizations, and governmental agen-
cies, The completed standards are used widely by industry and commerce and
often by municipal, state, and federal governments.

The Standards Institute, under whose auspices this work is being done, is the
United States clearinghouse and coordinating body for standards activity on the
national level. It is a federation of trade associations, technical societies, profes-
sional groups, and consumer organizations. Some 1.000 companies are affiliated
with the Institute as company members.

The American National Standards Institute is the United States member of the
International Organization for Standardization (ISO), the International Electra-
technical Commission (IEC, and the Pan American Standards Commission
(COPANT). Through these channels American industry makes its position felt on
the international level. American National Standards are on file in the libraries
of the national standards bodies of more than 50 countries.

For a free list of all American Notional Standards, write:

American National Standards Institute, Inc
1430 Broadway New York, N. Y. 10018
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