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ABSTRACT ~ .
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universities of the Jnited S*a+tes were studied by the Nationali CTanter -,
for tducation Statistics in +he f21l of 1977. The primary study BN
objectives were to: (1) develop a relizble astimate of what American
colleges and universities mus*® spend *o mike +heir programs

accessible to *he mobility. impaired, 2s required by Secticn 504 >f

the Fehabilitatior Act of 1973: and (2) examine the relationship

between physical plant accessibili*+y apd proaram accestsibility.

" Informatior is presented or the current state of physical

accessibility on American campuses and th: w2y in which they will

modify their space %> acrieve progran accessibility. B detailed

analysics of the cost implicz*ione is ircludel, as are floor plaas aad
arcnitectural modificatirn specifica*ions. Fs*imetes of the rumbars

arnd enrollment patterns of vavious groups of handicapped are

present21. The ability of institaticns of hiaher education to house

+hese students is also discussed. Twd *technical chapters are_included
that discuss the nethodoloay emrleyed in *he study and essess *h2

- quality of the data presetted in *he zaport. Limitations of the scope

of ‘the study are als> covered. The final chapter describes Low wa21ll
institutions understand +he impac* of Sectior 504, Appendices inciude

a sample susvey irnstrumen*, site visit survey forms, and a stulv

“workbook. ISH)
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National Center for Education Statistics

"The purpose of the Center shall be to collect and
disseminate statistics and other data related to
education in the United States and in other nations.
The Centershall . . . collect, collate, and, from time
to time, repor! full and complete statistics on the
conditions of education in the United States; coriduct
and publish reports on specialized analyses of the
meaning and ‘significance of such statistics; . . . and
revigw and report on. education activities in foreign
countries.’’--Section 406(b) of the General Education
Provisions Act, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1221e-1).

.




.

5

In-fall 1§77 the Office for Civil Rights of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare requested
that the National Center for Eduration Statistics (NCES)
study the physical facilities of 700 colleges and universi-

« ties nationwide. The primary Obje(.thCS of the study were
(1) to develop a reliable estimate “ what American ‘col-
* leges and universities must-spend to make their programs
accessible to the mobility impaired (a Section 504 require-
ment); and (2) to examine the relationship between phys-

ical plant accessibility and pI
. pose of this publication is
study.

ogram accessibility. The pur-
o report.the findings of that

14

An introductory chapter is followed by a chapter
dlscussmg the. limitations of the scope of this study: The
-next two chapters presept the findings of the study. The
first of these chapters reports the current state of physi-
cal auessnblhty on American campuses and the way in

" which they will modify their space to achieve program
accessibility. Included is a detailed analysis of the cost
implications. The other chapter prdvides estimates of the
numbers and enrollment patterns of various groups of
handicapped students. It also discusses the ability of in- ~
stitutions of higher education to house these students.
Two technical chapters are provided which discuss the
methodology employed in the NCES study and access

"the quality of the data'presénted in this report.-The final,
chapter describes how well institutions understand the”’
impact of Section 504. .

NCES hopes the results of the study presented in
this report will help further the understanding of the im-
pact of Section 504. We particularly hope the study will
clarify the types of structural modifications the institu-
tions must make to allow the Nation’s handluppcd
greater access to higher cduwtlun

Paul F. Mcrlms

Chief .

University angd College ‘Surveys
and Studies Branch -~

) Marjoric 0. Chandler

Acting Director

Division of Postsecondary and

Vocational Education Statistics
\ _

June 1979
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FOR MORL INFORMATION

. Additional information about this report is avail-
able frorn Rolf Wulfsberg, National Center for Education

. Statistics, Room 3153, 400 Maryland Ave. SW., Washing:

ton, D.C. 20202, telephone (202) 245- 8233.
Information about the Center’s statistical program

"and a catalog of NCES publications may be obtained

from the Statistical Inform.ation Office, National Center
for Education Statistics, Room 3055, 400 Maryland Ave.
SW. Washmgton D.C. 20202, telephone (202),472-6237.

Inquiries for survey forms and for related computer
products, including computer tapes, online access to data,
printouts, and microfiche should be directed to Data Sys-
tems Branch, National Center for Education Statistics,
Room 3033, 400 Maryland Ave. SW., Washinglon, D.C.
20202, telephorre (202) 245-8760.
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- v . . Highlights

\ on college and university ¢ampuses ycu-rrgntly acces-

sible;an average of over 75 percent is needed for pro-
gram dccedsibility. Privafe 2- and 4-year institutions
, report only about 20 percent of their assignable space
. currently accessible. . - - o ", ebeeil

-~
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| e. - The impact of Section 504, measured b’& cost per =
assignable squaré foot of space, is greater for pii ate 2~
and 4-yearinstitutions than fof private-uniyerSities ana* , o
all public institutions. Lo

e . Renovatidn costs increase with the age of the
building to be modified from an average “cost of $.34 -
per assignable sguare foot ‘for buildings constructed
since 1975 to an average of $2.51 for space constructed
prior to 1900. S

e , Where there is a choice, institutions are planning
to modify Rewer buildings rather than incur the greater  *~
costs of rerfovating older facilities, The average cost of
renovation decreases with the sizé of the campus. Cost
for campuses of over 5 million assignable square feet
is $.30 per square foot and increases to $.82 per square
foot for campuses with less than LE)0,000 assignable

square feet of spacc, .

general, the colle ges and upiversities havg:
-properly "assessed how much of theif space
must be ~weessible to the mobility im aired
to achieve pgogram accessibility "
—overestimated the amount of. space cur-
rently accessible .
underestimated the space required to be

odified for compliante

_overestimated the -cost to muodify their

AN facilities - \

o LY ‘ .. ). L] ~$ & *
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e - The eStimated capital cost to the NatioTiswolleges T
afd universities to make their programs accessible to «
the_ mobility impajred is $561 milljon: :
, . e
* ~ .
/ @ Just over 40 percent of the total assignable space

-
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Lane Community C:nilege, Fugene, Oregon

.

In order to ensute that the Nation’s handicapped
persons may participate fully in society, Congress passed
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Section 504 of that Act
(P.L. 93-112) provides that “no otherwise qualified
handicapped individual in the United States. .. shall,
solely by reason of his handicap, be excluded from the
participation in, be denied the benefits of,” ‘or be sub-

jected to discrimination upder any program or activity

réceiving Federal financial assistance.”

The regulations implementing Section 504 (pub-

lished in the Federal Regifter on May 4, 1977) delineate
the methods by which college and university r.cipients
could comply with the requirements of progrzm accessi-
bility. i the case of existing facilities, program accessibil-
ity can be achieved “through such means as redesign of
equipment, reassignment of classes or othersservices to
accessible buildings, assignment of aides to beneficiaries
", . alteration of existing facilities and construction of
new facilities,”’

tion 504 In effect, it means that all activities or “pro-
, grams’ avallabie to any enrollee must, if at all possible,
be accessible to handicapped persons. These programs ex-
tend beyond academic programs and include services to
students provided in the life styles on campus—in recrea-
- tional, social, eating and living areas, and so forth.
Ihstitutions are given until June 1980 to complete
all architectural modifications. The regulations carefully
emphasize that recipients are not required to make struc-
tural changes in existing facilities wheie other methods

are :ffective in achxevmg compliance. Facilities do nut

need to be “barrier free.”
The respansibility for enforcing the provisions of

S¢.ion 504 was vested in the Director of the Office for
: Civil Rights (OCR) of the Department of Health, Educa-
, tion,and Welfare. .To do this with on¢ group of recipients—
colleges.and universities ~OCR discussed with the National

Center for Education Statistics (NCES] in late spring of

~ 1977 the possibility of NCES’s modifying its periodic
facilities inventory. The inventory would thus serve as a
vehicle for “‘targeting” instifutions for compliance visits.

b Accessibility of physical facilities does not equal program

~ accessibility as required by Sgctign 504. 84ill, OCR and
NCES agreed that the former was sufficiently related- to

the latter to use it as a surrogate measure.
While the initial agreement did not stlpulate that

NCES would collect cost data. the cost to recipients of
complying with Section 504 requlremcnts was, and con-

-

athong other methods. Program.acces- -
sibility is, therefore, the key term in ithplementing Sec-




tnaes to be, a major issue. An economic impuct state-
ment! prepazed for OCR in carly May 1977 estimated
that the roal cost of physical plant renovations required
by Section 504 would fall between $299 million and
$544 million for all types of institutions. For colleges and
universities. the estimate rangedfrom $117 million and
$261 million. The American Council on Education re-
sponded that the costs for colleges and universities ulone
could be as high as . % billion. A'third study.? conaucted
by the Association gf Physical Plant Administrators of
Universities“and ('olll'gcs (APPA), estiated the, cost to
colleges and umivernsities to be in the realm of $750 million.

?

e o

Lot David M. 1977, Diserimination Against Handicapped
Persons: The Costs, Benetits and Eeonomic Impact of imple-
mentig Section S04 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 Cover-
g Recipients ot HEW Financial Assistance.” U.S, Office for
Cwvil Rights. Washingaon, D.C.

w

2 Assoctation of Physical Plant Administrators of Unive, ities and
Colleges. 1978, A Study to Fvaluate Selected Transition Plans
Developed by Colleges and Universitros to Comply with Section
S04 o the Rehabihitation Act of 1973, Washington, D,C.

0

Meanwhile, interest in the cost implications par-
ticularly for colleges and universities - heightened when
Congress rejected an Administration request for $5C mil-
lion - colleges and universities to use in rene. ating their
physical plants. In rejecting the request, the (louse Labor-
HEW Appropriations Subcommittee cited the fack of re-
liable cost data. The economic iinpact statcment pre-
pared for OCR, which estimated a cost of between $117
and $261 million for higher edu :ation, was based on only
four institutions, The’APPA study was hased on a larger
sample of 91 institutions, but the sample was by design
non-representative and "The study repeatedly cantionad
against using the results for developing national cost .
estimates,

In response, NCE% addedcost data to 11, uestion-
naire .and, in Septenber 1978, conducted a national sur-
vey of 700 college and up\iversity physical facilities {or
OCR. The study had two primary goals. One was to de-
velop a reliable estimate of the cost to American colleges
and universities of complying with the program acces-
sibility provisions of Section 504 as they'yelate (o the
mobility impaired. The other was to ¢xam e the rela-
tionship between physical plant accessibility umkprogr:-un
accessibility. -

hY




~* Limits of the
| NCES Study -
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It is essential for anyone using the results of this
study to relize that NCES has limited the scope of its
survey in four importagt arcas. In all four cases, some
part of Section 504 c:\?&age has been limited, with the
result that the cost figures presented here do not contain
all costs needed to meet the requirements of the law.

The first limitation was to restrict the categories of
handicapped individuzls covered by the study. It was es-
sential for NCES to provide a uniform evaluation mecha-
nism and-develop a methodology for examining facilities
on college and university campuses. This was best done
by limiting this study to an examination of facilities and
of program accessibility for mobility impaired persons
only. (See appendix A for the definition of “mobility
impaired” used in the NCES survey and study.)

The second limitation was to exclude costs for aux-
iliary aids and services required by Section 504 (e.g.,
readers, for the blind). These services represent recurring
costs to the institutions. This investigation was inrtended
to estimate only the one-time cost for modifying a phys- -
ial facility.

The third limitation of the study was to restrict
the definition of the facilities examined for program ac-
cessibility. The Section 504 regulations define “facility”

" as “all or any portion of buildings, structures, equipme

roads, walks, parking lots, or other real or personal pfop-
erty or interest in such prop.-rty.” The’NCES study is

 limited to building accessibility, which includes the walk-

way, stairs and entrances to the building. Again, NCES
limited the facilitics considered in order to provide a
more uniform evaluation mechanism.

Finally, all costs incurred by institutions before
September 15, 1978, were excluded from the study. Al-
though it was known that many institutions, often pub-
licly controlled, have expended significant amounts, this
study did not attempt to measure such costs. .

' The effect of these limitations is that the cost fig:
ures presented in this report represent underestimates of
the fotal cost of implementing Section 504. Furthermore,
the reader should keep in mind that this study examines

only those costs required for compliance ‘with Section
504.of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Some States have
passedTaWs requiring institutions to develop “barrier free”
environments over and above program accessibility. These
additional :osts incurred by institutions in complying
with non-Federal laws have been excluded from this

study.




cost reporting.

i

While 4he limitations described above cause the ‘
cost figures presented in this study to be low, the major:
one~time cost factors have been retained. Furthermoue,
these design limitations permitted NCES to develop a
methodology which would maximize the uniformity of

Il
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Accessibility—
- " Its Cost
and Character

’-

Southern Hinois University at Edwardsville

Al

The NCES study indicates that the Nation’s colleges
and universities must spend approximately $561 million
tomake their facilities program accessible to the mobility
impaired. This figure breaks down to over $316 million
for the ',463 pubtic institutions and almost $245 million
for the 1,620 private institutions (see table 1).

On the average, then, a pubiic institution would
spend $216,200, a private institution $151,1400. However,
the average public institution has twice the assignable
space! of its private counterpart. This means thai the
cost per assignable square foot (/.SF) is actually higher
for the private sector (30.47) than for the public sector

 (80.34). |
Ite terins of cost per full-time cquivalent (FTE) en-

rollment, the differing impact is even more pronounced.
The cost to public institutions translates to $50.99/FTE,
while private institutions face an average cost of $109.86/
FTE (table 2). :

Using cost per assignable, square foot as the meas-
ure of impact, the data indicate that private other 4-ycar
and: private 2-yecar institutions? arc the most severely af-

-~ fected by Section 504. While private universitfes and all

types of public institutions will incur average costs of loss
than $0.38/ASF, the average cost for privatc 4-year in-
stitutions is $0.55/ ASF and for private 2-year institutions
is $0.69/ASF. R

I/\.\.\ignuhlu space is defined as the sum ot ull arcas on all floors
of 4 butlding sssigned to, or available for assignment to, an oc-
cupaot. including every t§pe of space functionally usable by un
cceupant (exeept custodial, circulation, mechanical, and strue-
tural arcas). On the average, two-thirds of an institution's gross
arca is assignable spaze.

2nstitutions of higher education (or the individual branches of
multicampus institutions) included in this report are classified
as vither universities, other d-yeur or ear institutions. Uni-
versities and other 4-year institutions otfer programs extending
at least 4 years beyond high school. Universities, while granting

" bachelor's degrees, also place vonsiderable emphasis on gradugte

“instruction and have at least two professionid schools that are
not exclusively technological. Other 4 -year institutions grant
bachelog’s degrees or some recognitien equivalent to such de-
grees (e, eeclesiastical iecognition in theological institutions)
but do not emphasize graduate or professional education. Two-
veuar institutions offer organized programs of up to 2 years that
resull in an associate degree or some other recognition of com-
pletion such as a certifivate or diploma.

Fa
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This conclusion is supported using cost per FTE as
a measurc of impact as well. The costs to private other
4-year and private 2-year institutions are estimated to
be $145.26/FTE and $112.65/FTE, respectively, com-
pared to costs under $66,00/FTE for all other types of
institutions
The range of costs found in the NCES study varied
from a high of over $7.50/ASF for one institution down
to no cost for another.-Ten percent of the institutions
will incur costs of over $1.32/ASF and 20 percent will
incur costs of over $0.88/ASF. On the other hand, 20
. percent.of the institutions will have to spend less than
$0.18/ASF and 10 percent will incur costs of under $0.11/
ASF (table 3). Phe disproportionate impact on the pri-
vate sector is again highlighted by the fact that 28.4 per-

cent of the private four-year institutions and 38.5 per- -

cent of the private two-year institutions are among the
20 percent of all institutions with the highest cost per as-
signable square foot. :

The challenge facing the nation’s colleges and uni-
versities is considerable. Just over 40 percent of the total
assignable space is currently accessible to the mobility
impaired. As chart 1 shows, afi average of over 75 per-
cent of an institution’s assignable space will have to be
accessible to the handicapped before program accessibil-
ity is achieved. Thus, our institutions of higher education

c

are barely halfway toward meeting this goal which, in the
case of architegtural rodifications, must be achieved by
June, 1980. Almost half of the assignable space in public
institution. is currently accessible, compared to just over
one-fourth of the space in private institutions. Howeve,
the average public insutution will require 80.9 percent
physical accessibility in order to achieve program acces-
sibility, compared to only 65.8 percent in the average
private institution. (Of course, the ariount of accessibility
required depends on the unique characteristics of each in-
stitution.) The result is that both sectors still must make
over 30 percent of their total assignable space physically
accessible in order to meet the requirements of Section
S04, i g

The cost of modifying a facility increases with the
age of the structure. For buildings constructed before
1900, the NCES study found that $2.51 is required for
each assignable square foot of space which is to be made
accessible through physical plant modificatign. (Note that
this measure is different from cost per rotal ASF.) In con-
trast, the corresponding figure for buildings constructed
since 1975 is $0.34 per square foot. The overall average
is $1.11 per square foot. (Detailed cost factors are shown
in table 4.)

For private institutions, the age factor is more sig-
nificant than for other institutions. While only 10 percent

Chart 1.—Physical accessibility of American colleges and universities, by control o1 institution
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ot the siace e publie 'uslllullons is in fucilitics built be-
fore 1931, almost one-fourth (22.5 percent) of the space
m private institutfons was in facilities constructed before
that vear. On the other hand, 26.5 percent of the space in
public mstirtions was in buﬂdmg,s constructed after
P70 anpaged to only 15.4 percent for private institu-
“tions. The XA per assignable square foot is therefore
ncl higher 1OWgRvate iftstitutions.

For space to be made accessible, thg cost per as-
stgnible square foot is corar rable across public and pri-
vate nstiaations, The only exéeption is for newer facil
i where the cost is considerably less in the private
< oo ahonin the pablic sector. For buildings constructed
ance 1971 the cost o private institutions uverages $0. 30
per squate Toot, while the corresponding cost to the pub-

e tons 8088 per square foot. The daua indicate that,

i tacthidees butlt since 1971, the public sector will have .
o ke accessible 78 pereent of the space which is cur-
ol ot cossible. This wmount compares with only 58
pereent tor povate institutions, The difference suggests
that more special purpose facilities (e.g., astronomy lab-
oratones, wvaneed serentitic and technical laboratories)
pe e nnohved dn the public modifications. Modifica-
Gor s b tertines would génerally be associated with
Fodvon oo, ’

Boe i nenovating older facilities is more costly,
ahtons o choosine to modify newer factlities when
ey e fndome ths, large institutions have consider-
e dicianives avatlable” to them than do small in-
cotnrere Iea e mstitntion, one finds that a greater
prop oo et ie total space was constructed after World

Wt M. wone would find in-a small institution. in ad-

e Chnerer enount of space devoted to cach pro-
e !' fle q'x‘_llll. penmit the larg€ institution to select
(Lo bne s altemative to Structural modification.

atten not availableeto the small institution,
that the Cost per total assignable space in-
dee ol the dnstitution decreases (table A).

o aptiong,
ih' hﬂll“ HR

3 K BTN I 'hl'

Fabl, v Cout per asstimable square foot (ASFE) of space,
b aze of institution )
RIVEE Average (‘(ésr[
froil ASl) cost /ESF
Civer 5 000,000 $2.040. 700 50.30
P 1)) '\%(m().m)() 697.500 034
ao ol - 1.000.000 286,900 041
IR TOO0M) 135.600 0.55
0 100,000 4ll 500 083

Data m thie and suee cuhng tables are from the
Coeptember 1978 survey unless otherwise noted,

N

“of

On the whole, accessibility of programs located in
older buildings is being achieved in large part bycrelocat-
ingThose activitics into newer facilities. Colleges and uni-
versitics are planning to make accessible only 40 percent
of the inaccessible space in structures built before 1900
(table 4). About 70 percent of the corresponding space in
facilitics constructed since 1971 will be made accessible.
This strategy minimizes the total cost involved and has
the additional benefit that the remaining Yife of the newer
buildings should be greater than that of the’ older facilities.

To limit the evaluation of the impact of Section
504 to a comparison of the public and private segtors
would be mlsleddlyg since the relative mix of types of
institutions within ‘each sector differs considerably. Over
62 percent of the public institutions are 2-year institu-
tions, while 81.5 percent of the private schools are other
4-year institutions (chart 2). As shown in table 1, the
average cost per assignable square foot varies conciderably
among the different types-of institutions: Therefore, to
fullv understand how Section 504 affects our institutions
ygher c¢ducation, one must examine its impact on
cuch type of institution. This is done in the next thrce
sections of this report.

Uniyersities

bt will cost $150 million to make American uni-
versities aceessible to mobility impaired students, ‘accord-
ing to the NCES study. Over $113 million will be ficeded
by the 95 public universitics, and achieving program ac-
cessibility will cost the 65 private universitics almost $37
million. The averagé cost to a public university will be -
$1.191.200, over twice the w rage cost to a private
university.

When size is taken into account, one notes that the
impuct on the twe sectors is similar: $0.29 per assignable
square foot for public universitiés. compared to $0.25°
for private universitics. These costs are well below the
average cost of $0.38 for all institutions. In fact, no pub-
lic or private university was found among the top 10per-
cent of all institutions with the highcsl cost per assignable
square foot.

Mc‘lsurmb the mpact o s,cdmn 504 in terms of
cost per FTE stadent. one again finds little ditference
between.the two sectors. The cost to public universities
is $65.28/FTE, compared to $63.17/FTE for private uni-
versitics. One interesting peculiarity is the fact that. while
universities had the fowest cost per assignable square foot
among public institutions, their cost per full-time equiv-
alent enrollment is the highest of the threc types of pub-
lic institutions. This sitnation is at least partially attribut-
able to the large angount of dormitory space and special
programs in public Tmiversities not found in public other
4-\ car and 2-year institutions,

Both public and private universities must nmkc sig-
nificantly more space aceessible in order to comply with




Chart 2.--Percent distribution aof public and private institutions, by type of institution
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Scection 504. In the case of public universities, 48.5 per-
cent of the assignable space is currently accessible, but
74.0 percent will need to be accessible for program ac-
cessibility. Forty percent of the assignable spacein pri-
vate universitics is currently accessible, compared to a fig:
ure of 68.0 percent needed by June 2, 1980.
The cost impact of Section 504 on American uni-
, versities is surprisingly uniform throughout the country}
With the exception of the Southcast region, the average
cost per assignable square foot is between $0.25/ASF und
$0.29/ASF for both public and private institutions in cach
of the regions (chart 3). An interesting contrast is re-
flected in the Southcast region. The cost to public uni-
* versitics is $0.36/ASF, well above the averdge of $0.29/
ASFE for all public universitics. On the other hand, the
cost to private universitics in the Southeast is only $0.17/
ASFE. campared to a national average of $0.25/ASF.

In the case of public universities, the reason for the
higher,cost in the Southeast region is fairly evident. As
depicted in chart 3, Southeastern universitics have signif-
icantly less sp:rcc currently accessible than do universities

«in other regions. What's more, the Southeastern ingtitu-
tions must make an additional 36.4 percent of thci[:gfptal
space accessible, compared with 21.1 to 25.9 pereentin

. the other regions.

v

'his tinding is affected by the use ol a single vost norm tor
cach type of peeded renovation and therefure excludes local

“and regional differences due to building codes, labor vosts or
other tuctors, .

. : Universities (65)

Other 4-year (1,320)
81.5%

Private institutions

“

ce
v

The reasons for the lowercost to private universities
in the Southeast are more complex. As witli public South-
castern universitics, the private institufions have the
smallest proportion of space currently actessible and the

largest proportion of space which must be madg accessible’

of the four regions. However, muych less of the space
which has to be modified, is found in oldeg buildings
ich arc more expensive to modify. In private South-

castern universities, only 3.6 percent of the fotal assign-.

able space represents space constructed prior to 1931
which must be made accessible, compared to 6.1 percent
for private universitics nationally (table 6). In public
Sgutheastern universities, on the othier hand, 8.4 percent
of the total assignable space both was constructed prior
to 1931 and must be made accessible, compared to 4.7
., percent for public universities nationwide.

“Public and private universities are quite similar with
respeet to the proportion of cach type of space which
must be made accessible. With the exceptions of proces-

sing rooms, demonstration and asseibly space, lounge -

and recreation arcas, and public waiting space where
public universities” must make considerably larger pro-
portions of the space accessible - there are ondy small dif-
ferences between the profilesof the two sectors (chart 4).

Other.4-Year Institutions

The results of the NCLS study indicate that over
:$330 million will be required by other 4-ycar institutions
to meet the physical aspects of program accessibility. The

)
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Chart 3.—Physical accessibility of universities, by control and region -
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.
Chart 4.-- Accessibility profile of universities, by room-use category ’
* d ¢
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449 public other 4-year-institutions will need $308.600
perinstitiztion, over twice the $145.600 required by their
1.320 private counterparts, However, the average pliblic
other 4-yeat institution has over three times the space
and almost tive times the FTE enrollment of the average
private other 4-year institution. Thus, the impact of Sec-
“tion 504 would appear lo be worse on private other 4-
"year institutions (50.55/ASF and $145.26/FTL) than on
public institutions of the same type (50.37/ASF and
$63.56/FTE). : .
Publi~ other 4-ycar institutions are currently just
over nalfway torvard meeting the physical requifements
of program accessibility. As.of September 15, 1978,42.1
percent of the total assignable space was found to be ac-
cessible to the mobility impaired, compared to an esti-
smated 80.9 percent required for program accessibility.
Tlie situatiop in the private scctor is much worsz. There
only 20.5 percent of the assignable space is currently ac-
cessible, compared to the 65.2 percent requited by June
2. 1980. The larger number of specialized programs of-
fered in public institutions is probably a major factor
why they must have a larger proportion of their space ac-
cessible in order to achieve program accessibility.
As with universities. <the cost impact of Secti-n
504 on otlier 4-year institutions is reasonably uniform

504 than do their Western connterpuaits.

. i

<

across the country. Among public institutions. onhy the
Great Lakes and Plains region has a cost oatsude arange
of $0.34/ASF to $0.36/ASE. tn that regron. the fngher
cost of $0.44/ASF is attributable to the amount ot older
‘space which must be made accessible. Almost S pereent
*of the space in the Great Lakes and Plains iegion is space
constructed betore 1931 that must be nuade acessible!
This compares to a lgure ol 3.5 percent tor all pablic
other 4-ycar institutions. . :
In the private sector, the costé ranye Trom SO0/
ASE in the Southeast region tn S0.63 ASE i the Great
Lakes and Plains region. Coyts in the North Atlntic and
Southeast regions are lower. partially because st tions
there have less need to convert physicab space toachieve
program accessibility (chart ) fnaddiion. the other 4-
Cyear institutions in - these two reinons e darger than
schools in the other tegions. These two Fiac Tols supgest
that North Atlantic and Southeastern mstitutions have
more flexibility {n the Wu_\'s‘{hc_\' can - pund to Section
O b oher
hand, the Noith Atlantic and Seartheastern sttt fions
have the smallest propottions of space cirrerth e ess
sible and have the Eurest proportions ol alder space
which must be made @ cessibles Suthe complete peaon
for the cost variations 1 ot elear, "

1

)
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° Chart 5.—Physical accessitility of cther 4-year institutions, by control and region _
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The physical® accessibility requirements by room-
use category! are amazingly consistent for pyblic and pri-
vate other 4-ycar institutions. The patterns for the.two
sectors are virtually identical except that, for cach cate-
gory, public institutions must make somewha' morc
space accessible than private other 4-ycar institutions
(chart 6). ' : '

2-Year Institutions <

“ \

The Nation®s 2-year institutions will nced 380 wil-
lion to make their buildings accessible to the mobility
impaired. The average cost per institution is about the
same in the public and private sectors, witl: tlic 919 pub-

TRooM use. as cmployethin this report. is a term referring to a

specializad classification that describes the types or uses ot any-
assignable space at an institution of higher education. The class- -

ification appears in Facilities Inventory and Classification Man-
ual, 1973, (OL. 74-11424). Less than twenty categories of use
were requested in the survey instrument. These items represent-
ed the most common types of space or were specializedvareas
which might have been overlooked by many institutions when

. o
lic 2-ycar institutions igcurring costs of $79,200 per in-
stitutjon, compared to $67,200 per private institution,

' Substantial differences are detected when size is
taken into account, however. In terms of cost per assign-
able square foot, the impact on the private sector (30.69/
ASF)is twice that on public institutions (50.35/ASF). The
difference is even me. marked using cost-per-student as ..
a measure of impa:t ¢ cost to private 2-ycar institu-

tions ($112.65/FTL,1s tour times the cost ($28.20/FTE)

facing public 2-ycar institutions.

According to the NCES study, W two-thirds of
the total assignable space in public 2-yclr institutions js
currently accessible. However, the study also indicated
that these same institutions will have to become almost
Soarrier free,” with an estimated 95.5 percent of the
space nceded to be physically accessible in order to
achicve program accessibility. This large percentage is due,
in part, to the gencral abscnce of dormitorics, combined
with the wide variety of programs offered at public 2-
year institutions. :

While private 2-year institutions will be required to
have substantially less space accessible to the mobility .
impaired than will their pyblic counterparts (60:0 per- .

Public institutior.s

Room-use c.tevory

reviewing their needs for progeam accessibility. cent versus 95.5 percent), AMe private schools had less ™
P :
1/ y
b Al
Chart 6.--Accessibility profile of other 4-year institutions, by roog-use category .
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than one-{ifth of their space aceessible on September 15,
1978. This situation accounts-for the severe impact of
Section 504 on these schools. despite the lower propor-
tion of their space which must ultimately be accessible.

Unlike the situation with universities and other 4~

year institutions. the impact on 2-year institutions varics
widely by region. Among public institutioff, the costs
vary from $O. 2..[ASF i the Great- Lakes and Plaius re-
gion to $0.55/ASF in the North Atlantic region. The

low cost in the Great Lakes and Plains region is largely.

“explained by the fact that 81.5 percent of the assignable
space in the 2-year institutions in that region is currently
accessible. As a result. these institutjons must make onjy
an additional 15.1 pereent of their total assignable space
accassible less than half the percentage required by any
other region (chart 7). .\t the same time. at least three
factors underlic the unusually high cost to public 2-year
institutions in the North. Atlantic resion. They have the
smallest percentage of space Lllrl‘(.“lll) accessible. and
thLy must make the largest additional space available by
June.2. 1980. Compounding’the situation, 4.9 percent of
the total space in these institutions was constructed he-
fore 1931 andmust be made accessible. This is over four

times the corresponding figure in any other region (table
6).

. L] . .
The regional cost variations are equally great among
private 2-year institutions. The cost of $1.00/ASF in the
North. Atlantic region is over twice the average cost of
$0.41/ASF observed-in the West and Southwest region.
As chart 7 shows, the cost is directly related to the ac-/
cessibility profiles of the various regions-The region with :
the highest cost per assignable square foot has the small-

. cst percentage of space currently accessible. the largest::

percentage of space to b& made accessible, and the largest,
total percentage of space which must be accessible on
June 2, 1980. On the other hand, the profile of the re-
gion with the lowest cost is the reverse of that with the
highest.

“A-profile of accessibility by room-use category
(chart 8) indicates that public 2-year institutions must
make cvery category of room use over 90 peccent acces-
sible except non-health clinic space. The proportion of

space currently accessible is also quite uniform across
categorics for the public institutions. Private 2-year insti-
tvtions, on the other hand, show wide variation in the
space currently accessible, as well as the proportian of
cach category of space which must bgiaccessible in 1980:
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o Chart 7. Physical accessibility of 2-year institutions, by control and region - ;
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Chart 8.- Accpssibility profile of 2-year institutions, by room-use catcgory :
. ) . ‘ . .
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Table 1. —Cost per assignable square foot (ASF) of space and average size, by control, type and region of institution
A. Total United States

- Control and type Number Average size!  * - Total cost
. All institutions . ‘ C ' (
Total 3083 . 473,100  $561,008,400
Universities - 160 3,318,600 150,001,700
N Other 4-year 1,769 407,700 330,703,500
2-year 1,154 . 178,800 80,303,200.
. Public institutions ‘ o ,
S Total 1463 642000 - $316,238400"
' Universities « .95 4,048,800 113,168,400
Other 4-year 449 826800 138,550,200
2-year . . 919 199,500 64,519,800
N Private 'mstitu-tions' . o -
" Total 1,620 - 320,500  $244,770,000
Universities 65 2,251,500 36,833,300
) . Other4-year - 1320 265,100 © 192,153,300
2-year 235 " 97,8U0 15,783,400

I Measured in assignable square feet (ASF)

B. North Atlantic Region'

Control,and type Number Average size2 Total cost
All institutions
. Tofal 868 431,100 $151,389,300
' Universities 46 2,811,700 . - 33,229,600
Other 4-year 563 362,500 92,075,700
; 2-year 259 157,400° 26,084,000
Public institutions . . "
Tod 301 © - 560000  $60419.400
Universities ‘ 14 - 3,835,000 14,140,800
Other 4-year 119 ’ 688.200 .+ 27,986,100
- 2-year T 18 Y 196400 18292.500
| Jrivate institutions S \ ' . '
‘ Total 567 - 362,700 $90,969,900
‘ Universities 3 2,364,000 19,088.800
 Otherd-year - 444 275, 200 - 64,089,600
~2=ytar 91 . 855000 7,791,500
. Hncludes: Connecticut, Delaware, District of £olulnﬁ17’7r\Malnc Mdrylan(; 'r-ﬁ-.nss.n;;m‘s;ttx,Ncwll.nmpshm. Ncmcrw New York
Penmylvanm. Rhode Island, and Yesmont .
2Measured in assignable square feet (ASE) . ' S .
o 16 R . N . '

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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Table 1,~Cost per assngnable square foot (ASF) of space and average size, by control, type and region of mstitutlon
. C. Great Lakes and Plains Region!

" Control and type “Number Average size? Total cost
. All institutions
* Total - 826 507,500 $167,081,100
" Universitiés 45 3,964,400 51,362,000
Other 4-year 487 390,700 103,018,600
 2-year 294 . 171,700 12,700,500
Public institutions
.. - Tota" 366 769,700 $90,475,800
’ Universities 31 4,846,400 43,313,200
~ Other 4-year Y 935,500 37,128,890
2-year 244 189,900 110,033,800
" Private institutions . _ -
N Total 460 298,800 . $76,605:3u
Universities 14 . 2,011,300 8,045,300
, , Other 4-year 396 265,600 © 65,889,800
2-year 50 . 82,600 2,666,700

v Lper sdes: lllmons. Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Mlch,lgan Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dukota, Wlsconsm
{ “Measured in dsexgnabk: square feet (ASF):

-

. D. Southeast Region!

Control and type *  Number . Average size? Total cost pet/iastinil
All institutions

T Total 690 459,200 $116,169,500
Univessitiess .28 3,260,800 - 29,127,000
Other 4-year 376 T 477,900 71,502,300
2-year . 286 - 160,300 15,540,200

Public institutions = Co o
. Towl  366. 598,100 '$76,006,800
" Universities 21 3,433,700 25,828,700
. Other4-year = 128 850,900 "*  .38,703,300
2ryear ©27 . 174600 ' 11474,800

Private institutions - ‘ !
Tow = 324 . 302,300 . $40,162,700
. Universities - =~ 7 ,2,742,100. 3,298,300
" Other 4-year 248 285,400 32,799,000
2-year 69 115,600 4,065,400

3

" Hacludes: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North C arohna. SOuzh ¢ amhxm Tennessee, Virginia,
West Virginia ’ . -
2MLasurcd in assignable square feet (ASF) o

A

N .

ERIC - -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .




Table 1.—Cost per assignable square foot (ASF) of space and average size by control, type and region of institution
‘ " E. West-and Southwest Region! '

Control and type ~ Number Average size? - Total cost
All institutions
| Total 699 498300  $126,368,500
#" " "Universities 41 3,218,200 36,283,100
Other 4-year 343 428,800 64,106,900 )
d-year -~ 315 219,900 25,978,500
Public institutions / ' '
Total . 430 . 628,000 $89,336,400
Universities 29 3,744,900 29,885,700
Other 4-year 11 858,300 34,732,000
2-year 290 . 228200 24,718,700

‘
.

Private institutions ) .o
Total 269 290,900  $37,032,100
Universities 12 1,945,400 6,397,400
Other 4-year 232 223,300 " 29,374,900
2-year . 25 124,300 1,259,800

lincludes: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, QOklahoma, ()rcgon thds Utah
Washmgton‘ Wyoming :
Measured in assignable squ.m, feet (ASE)

’ -




Table 2.—Cost pes full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment, by control and type of institution

__ Controlandtype ~ Number FTE enrollment! Total cost
_ Allinstiﬁtiong/ L ' .
" Total 3,083 8,248,055 $561,008,400
Universities 160 2,317,429 . 150,001,700
© Otherd-year 1,769 . 3,502,709 - 330,703,500
2-year L,1sa . . 2427917 80,303,200

Public institutions ¢ )
. Total 1,463 6,202,043 $316,238,400
" Universities ' 95 1,734,387 113,168,400
Other d~year ' 449 2,179,849 ¢ 138,550,200
© 2-year 919 2,287,807 64,519,800

Private institutions -

Total 1,620 2,046,012 $244,770,000
Universities ' €5 583,042 36,833,300
Other 4-year 1,320 1,322,860 192,153,300
“2-year 235 140,110 15,783,400

. 1Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Fall Enrollment in Colleges and Universities, 1978 (Preliminary Estimates)

t

t

Table 3.—Percent of institutions in selected cost brackets, by control and tyye

Public institutions | Private institutions
Cost bracket | Cost range!

Universities |-Other 4-year | 2-year | Universities Other 4-year | 2-year

Highest ‘\‘ ‘ .

5% Over $2.23 0.0 0 12 0.0 10.8 00
10% Over $1.32 ojo 08 29 00 183 " 15.5
20% Over $0.88 5B 60 12.2 115
Lowest | .

st »  Under $0.07 8. 2.3 9.0 5.4 25 6.6
10% Under 50.11  ~ 13. 145 . 98 162 7.0 162
20%  Under$0.18 23, 02 233 41.5

Icost is in terms of dollars per assignable square_ftgot (ASF) of space

|

‘
4
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and control of institution

Year of ~ Inaccessible
construction . space!

All institutions

Table 4.—Total inaccessible space, percent to be modified, and cost per square foot, by year of construction of facility

. Total . 864,216,600
Pre -1900 32,443,100
1900-1930 125,383,600,
1931-1950 101,441,100
1951-1960 147,699,700
1961-1970 331,808,300
1971-1974 85,124,100
1975-present 40,316,700
Public institutions
~ Total 479,330,600
Pre -1900 7,524,400
1900-1930 54,688,200
. 1931-1950 60,797,100
1951-1960 82,484,900
1961-1970 196,098,300°
1971-1974 55,358,400
1975-present 22,379,300
Private institutions '
Total » 384,886,000 | 839
Pre -1900 24,918,700 412
1900-1930 70,695,400 - 426
1931-1950 40,644,000 ‘198
1951-1960 65,214,800 - 30
1961-1970 135,710,000 585 1
1971-1974 . 29 765,700 © 60,1 0.3
1975-present 17,937,400 4 4.5 - 016
I Measured in assignable square feet (ASI)
Cost per square foot of space to be madu accessible
ENY ‘

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 5.—Space mventory of college and university physical facilities and associated costs: for auhnwmb progrdm accessi-
bility for the mobility 1mpa1red by control and type of institution

A. All institutions

+ Assignable square feet

Year of Gross square

construction feet
Total Accessible | Inaccessible

) Total 2_,i78,806,200 1,458,499,100 594,282,500 ‘864,216,600 -
Pre -1900 . 59,552,300 38,871,700 , 6428,600  32.443,100_ .
1900-1930 254,162,600 167,444,200 . 42,060,600 125.383.600 °
1931-1950 209,7543000 "~ 143,174,400 41,733,300 161,441,100
1951-1960 324,950,600 220,489,100 72.789.400 147.699.700 E
1961-1970 838,301,006 559,596,700 227,788,400 331,808,300
1971-1974 314,168,400 206,730,]09 121_,606(,000 85.124,100 A
1975-present 177,917,300 122,192,900 40,316,700 .

81,876,200

)

B. All public institutions

. 135,332,000

()‘),3 33 90()

22.37(),300

AL Caaaiia batb Al AAN s ALe s & e baeaes

_ Inaccessible space to - .
‘ Assignable square feet o b;ﬁ‘gas%zgg??ge :“'
Year of " Gross square ! : oomphanee

construction feet _ ; —

. Total | Accessible Inagcessible ' m‘;g?bk Bsfm“;:dé@":"
square feet modififations

Total 1,410,735,500  939.222,100  459.891,500 479, *zo 600 300,350300 '$316,238,'

_ Pre 1900 © 15,314,500 9.796.900 22725000 7.524900 2,708,900 7,527,800 -
19001930 125,658,500 . 82,143,000 27454800  54.688,200 30,648,500 59,291,600
1931-1950 137,196,000  93.573.900 - 32776800  60.797.100 32,051,700 46,643,300
1951-1960 201,618800 136764900  54.280.000 82484900 48,692,600 56,729,500
19611970 . 556,891,100 370,153,000 174,054,700 196,098,300 125,794,900 111,101,300
1971-1974 238,724,600~ 155.177.200  99.818.800 55358400 42,328,000 21,103,100

1975-present 91,613,200 18,125, 700

7 8'40 800

- asrsansanses




Table 5.—Space inventory of college and university phyéical facilitie. and, associated costs for achieving program accesi-

1

<>

-

bility for the mobility impaired, by control and type of institution

C. All private institutions

Assignable square feet,

Year of ~ Gross square '

construction feet:

Total Acc'essible'l “Inaccesible

Totl 768070700 . 519,227,000 134,391,000 384,886,000

Pre -1900 44237800 20,074,800 4,156,100 24,918,700

1900-1930 © 128,504100 85,301,200 14,605,800 70,695,400

1931-1950 72558008 ' 49,600,500 8,956,500 . 40,644,000

1951-1960  123331,800 83,724,200 18,509,400 . 65,214,800

1961-1970  281,409900 189,443,700 53,733,700 135,710,000

1971-1974 75443800 51,552,900 ~ 21,787,200 - 29,765,700

42,585,300 12,642,300 17,937,400

1975-present

30,579,700°

D. Public universities -

Assignable square feet

37,843,100

24,879,100

Year of Gross squére
construction feet: T
_ ~ Total . Ac’ces'sible Inagcessible
o .
Total 589,613,100 384,636,700 186,559,800 198,076,900
Pre -1900 8,350,100 5,260,100 1,112,700 4,147,400
1900-1930 76458900  -50,055600 18,686,100 ° 31,369,500
1931-1950 75,259,900 51,721,000 17,786,100 33,934,900
1951-1960 98,465,300 65686500 27,336,600 38,349,900
1961-1970 212,110,000 135942600 67,912,000 68,030,600
1971-1974 81,125,800 51,091,800 33,961,900 17,129,900
1975-present 19,764,400 5,114,700

99

[
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N Table 5.— Space mventory ofcoﬂege andunhmmvpﬁy’élcal faulhhes and associated cost#s for achieving program accessi-

bility for the mobility impaired, by control and type 6f mstltutlon

L

8

E. Public other four-year mstltuuons

.Assignable square feet

Year of Gross square
construction- feet -
’ Total Accessible Inaccessible
Total 563423000 371211800 156,459,200 214,752,600
Pre -1900 5,062,800 3,151,600 760,700 2,390,906 |
1900-1930 ' ©40015100  25975,500 6,404,400 19,571,100 °
1931-1950 50,595,200 33,591,500 10,875,800 22,715,700
1951-1960 85633200 57,876,800 21,387,000 . 36,489,800
1961-197C 241,029,200 160,178,200 61,174,700 99,003,500 °
1971-1974 89,809,000 56,728,400  32,633,400° 24,095,000
1975-present 50,678,500 33,709,800 23,223,200 10,486,600

F. Public two-year institutions

Year of Gross square.
construction feet =
Total 257,699,400

Pre -1900 1,901,600
1900-1930 8,584,500
1931-1950 - 11,340,900
1951-1960 17,520,300
1961-1970 . 103,751,900
1971-1974 67,789,800
f16,810.400-

1975-present

_ lnaccessiblespaoetw
Assignable square feet ¢ Mﬁ%ggﬂ?ﬂ?e '
| cmnpiim '
~ Total ~ Accessible | Inaccessible | ugg?ble Esﬁmaggd 008t '
| B B squarcfeet | modtfianﬁms N
183.373,600 116,872,500  66,501100 58,1’7_2;900  $64 519,800 X
1,385,200 399,100 986,100 405400 . 1,080,700
6111900 2364300 3,747,600 2,929,200 9,638,400
8261400 4114900 4146500, 3,227,200  5903,100
13201,600  5.556.400 7645200 6,145,300 8,196,500
74,032,200 44968000  29.064.200 25,525,200 27,787,900
47357000 33223500 14133500 13,507,000 9,498,000
" 33,024,300 ’6 74(» 300. 67778000 6,433 600 - 2,406,200
34 )




Table 5.—Space inventory of college and uﬁiversity physical facilities and associated costs for achieving p:ogram accessi
«, bility for'the mobility impaired, by control and type of institution : ‘ N N

1
v

" " G. Private universities

-1

' - Assignable S(iuare feet
_ Year of *Gross square '
, .construction feet
Total | _. Accessible Ihaccessible
Total 227,863,200 146,347,000 _ 58,484,900 - 87,862,100
Pre -1900 10,822,500 7,066,200 2,241,500 4,8§4,700
1900-1930 46,903,100 29,145,100 7,348,300 21,796,800
1931-1950 22,774,500 14,797,700 4,793,600 10,004,100
1951+1960 34,769,400 . 22,342,000 6,964,000 15,378,000 _
1961-1970 75,246,200° 48,640,500 21,981,300 2_6,659,200
1971-1974 25,480,100 16,462,700 _ i0,783,100 5,679,600
1975present - 11,867,400° 7,892,,800‘ 4,373,100 3,519,700
H. Private otﬁer four-year ins;itutions ' .
: Assignable square feet
Year of Gross square . .
constraction feet -
Total, Accessible Inaccessible
Total 508,628,300 349,940,260 71,702,400 278,237,800 '
Pre -1900 32065800 21000800 1832900 19,257,900 :
1900-1930. 76,646,100 52,520,000 7,205,000 :15,315,000
1931-1950 46553700 32,545,800 4,031,900 28,513,900 ]
1951-1960 84,017,000 57,952,200 10,357,200 47,595,000
1961-1970 191,480,500 130,228,400 . 30,336,000 99,892,400
1971-1974 48,414,000 38,933,730 10,439,700 23,494,000
21,669,300 7,499,700 14,169,600

1975-present

29,451,200




A

- Table 5.—Space inventory of colleg: s1d university physical facilities and associated costs for achieving program accessi-
“  bility for the mobility impanred, by control and type of institution :

b

I. Private two-year institutions

) Assignable squa‘re feet
. Year of Gross square '
construction feet .
Total Accessible | Inaccessible

' Total 31,579,200 22,989,800 4,203,700 . 18,786,100
Pre -1900 1,349,500 917,800 81,700 | 836,100
1900-1930 | 4,954,900 3,636,100 52,500 3,583,600
1931-1950 3,229,800 | 2,257,000 131,000 2,126,000
1951-1960 4,345,400 3430000°  1,188200 . 2,241,800 :
1961-1970 14,683,200 10,574,800, -1,416,400 9,158,400
1971-1974 1,549,700 . 1,156,500 /564,400 592,100 |

1,266,700 769,500 248,100

1975-present 1,017,600

Table 6.—Assignable space constructed before 1931 which must be made accessible as a percent of total assignable space, -

by control, type, and region of institution . .
North " Great Lakes' West and
Control and type Atlantic and Plains Southeast Southwest
Public
'Uni.versity '

Other 4-year
‘ 2-year
Private
University
Other 4-year

2-year
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Table 7. Percent of assignable space access&ble on September 15, 1978, and to be accessible by J une 2, 1980, by room-
use category and control and type of institution

-

Public institutions Private institutions

Room-use category University | Other 4-year 2-year University
1978 | 1980 | 1978 [ 1980 | 1978 | 1980'| 1978 {1980
Clissroom 580 - 526 - 799 96’7 57.9
Class laboratory 529 ‘#2 S36 493786 963 502
Special class fab. 55.6 47.4 725 '*’95.9-:' 68.1 ‘8
Individual study lub, 51.1 .: 43. 9’}’.:‘, 433
Office se1 838 542 #1S 965 476
Open stack reading 81.1 :93.3 - 66.4 9'66 J 84.0 . .6 62.4-
Processing room 81.3 ;960 62.7 965 82.1 - 60.3
JA:;1lctic-pllys.cd. 51.9 ;,80.9 48.5 88.? 82.7 968 523 8
= phys. ed. s rvice " 49.5 803 478 60 806 "‘_96.;8'50‘.‘7
Clinic (non-health) 692 869 619 929 716 852 9479
+ Demonstration 399 7?:92 49.2 '74.1 89.7 lw,ff 134 |
~ Assembly 63.6 919 527 887 9.1 9841’-1 48.3 704
[:xhibition 632 813 502 906 694, 3000 603 8
Food facilities 557 1782 539 914 813 59.7 "'4-7.5 |
l.nungcl 541 73.8 S1.1 B2l 762 962 400
Merchandising facility 68.0 84,8 687 942 838 '98,6' 46.0 79,
' l(('trcalti(l)ll 49,1 84.(; 60.2 862 636 934 385
Locker room 59.6 82.? 65.8 92.7 76,7 . %66 S1.S 81;5 392 8 20.2 -
Public waiting 737 942 893 969 89.8 989 54.9 751 193 %si 27.5




Tablg 8. —Percent of assignable space accesg;ble on September 15, 1978 and to be access1ble by June 2, 1980 by room-~

. use category and control type,and reglon of institution , .
. L ' ' A Public universities - . g \ . u; L.

. : . * Total North Great Lakes . West and

. . " S M
, Room-use'category . United States Atlantic and Plains outheast , \ - Soythwest
L e 1978 1978 1978
"C}assroom " 58.0 60.3
~ (Class laborato 52.9

Special class‘lal'). ’ 55.6

" lidividual study lab.  © S1.1
‘Office 54.1
Open stack reading . 81.1

. ' Piocessing rpom J > 81.3
’/Athlettc - phys. ed, . -51.9

Clini¢ (non~health) - ., 69.2

.
»

" Recreation 49.1

- phys. ed. service, “49.5

Demonstration 399
Asembly © /. 636
Exhibition ' . " 63.2
Food facilities . 557
Lounge = 54.1°

Merchandising facility 68.0

Locker room ' 59.6

Public waiting 73.7

ERIC

!




Table 8. —,Pcrucnl of assngnable space aceessible on Scptember 115, 1978, and to bg accessnble by June 2, 1980 - foom-
Cuse uategory 4nd control, 1ype and region of institution ’ . )

B. Public other 4-year 1nst1tu tions

Total _ North [ Great Lakes
United States ~ Atlantic and Plains

"’

b}

West and

Southeast Southwest

Robm-use category

1978 11978 [:19
Classroom & . . 526 ; :
Class laboratory '53.6
Special ¢lass lab.. - - 474
Individual 's‘tudy lab, 433
Office * 54.2°
Open stack reading ~ ~ *66.4
Processing ro‘(fm 1' 62.7.
Athletic - phys. ed. 48.5

ed. service

Demonstiatfon

Assembly .
Exhibition
Food facilities

Locker rgom

Public wiiting . ‘




“ e | ' R " . |
' Table 8. Percent of assngnable space accessible on September 15, 1978 and to be accessnble by June 2, 1980 by room-
) use category and control, type and region of institution - . : -
- - C. Public 2-year institutions ‘
' ‘ Total North | “Great Lakes Southeast ©| Vestand '
Room-use category United tates Atlantic and Plains . Southwest.
.Classroom 904 75.5
Cldss laboratory 88.5 . 72.4
* . Special class lab. 71.6 1 69.6
.~ Individual study lab. -. 925‘8 751
. Office ' 92,0 76.9
Open Stack reading 89.3 84.5
~ "' Processing room ; 90.2 80.3
Athletic - phys. ed. -~ 86.5 . 819
- phys. ed. service "718.1 88.5
»Clinic (non-health) . 623 - 1000
Demonstf;tion 63.0 95.0 .

Assembly 814 660 8
‘Ex_hibition 5717 % . 81.8
Food facilities 988 . 79.0
. Lounge 80.1, 81.7

964 978 852
91.2 934 729
80.1 975 919
868 1000 889

~ Merchandising facility
Recreation.

Locker room

_Public waiting

\()
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_ Table 8. —Percent of asmgnable space accessible on September 15, 1978, and to be accesmble by June 2, 1980 by room-
use category and vontrol, type and region of institution

D. Private universities

ERIC

Room-use category

Total
Umted States

-

. North

Atlantic

Great Lakes
and Plains

Southeast

West and
Southwest

1978
Classroom 80.1
Class lab(;ratory- . 66.8
Special class lab. 519 '
Ir.dividual study lab. 100.0"
Office 371
Open stack reading 99.5

Processing room

Athletic - phys. ed.

66.5
62.9

- phys. ed. service -100.0
C.inic (non-health) 0.0
DcmonstraAtion 0.2
Aszsembly, 49.1
‘1-';3<ﬁibigion' SN 50.7

Food faciliues
Lounge = .7
Merchandising fduhty
Recreation
Locker room

Public waiting

51.8
63.6.
56.0
45.6-
62.2

’
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~ Table 8.—Percent of assignable space accessible on September 15, 1978, and to be ~:dccessible by June 2, ‘1980,@\‘00”1-

" use category and control, type and region of institution '
) E. Private other 4-year institutions » |
Total "North v | Great Lakes Southeast West and
Room-Use calegory . United States :‘}tlathc B and PLEuns. | o SouLhyest
o " 1978 | 1978 | 1978 ’
—(Tléssropm A 46.6 46.3 55.3
Class laboratory 47.4 363 59.1
Special Class lab, 37.2 26.3 47.5
) lndividJa'l‘thyy lab, 457 31.7 68.0

312,613 476
586 0962 590
504 808 416
36.5 166 - 408 720
209 704 427
161 913 1000
263 178 513
9.4 81 579 816 282 861 326 80
6.0 - 876 495 935 384 70D 600 876
308 843 637 928 247 838 S7.1. 862
66" 633 545 196 282 677 381 B23
8 869 508 861 416 785 047 800
41 622 ‘292 €30 353 665 . 582 905
258,599 230 938 435 776 858 915
396 709 505 994 205 BLI 494 953

Office . C 37
Om reading . 56.0

Processing room 41.8
Athletic - phys. ed. 428
_ - phys. ed’. service  39.2 .

Clini¢ (non-health) ) 304
. Demonstration . 43.0
Assembly 384
Exhibition 43.5
Food facilities 47.2
Lounge _ 36.4
Merchandising facility - 47.2
Recreation 4.4

Luc‘kcr room 39.2

Public waiting 39.3
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Table 8.—Percent of assignable space accessible on September 15, 1978, and to be accessibl¢ by June 2, 1980, b&/ room-
use category and control, type and region of institution

F. Private 2-year institutions

Total North * Great Lakes Southeast” West and
+| United States Atlantic .and Plains outheas Southwest

1978 1978 1978 | 1980 | 1978 | 1980 | 1978 |
Classroom ' 24.0 19.6 03 ,f-'j__ TR ;

- Roor "-use category

Class laboratory 19.5 15.6 1.4 324 6
Special class lab. ‘583 88.5 00 00
Individual study lab. 16.1 35.7 " 0.0 © 94
Office 241 26.2 * 09 237

'45.8
39.7
16.7

8.8

. "Open stack reading 42.3 50.6
60.1
374

33.0

51.9
05
0.0
00 78
00

Proceséing room 38.8
Athletic = phys. ed. o 25.4
| - phys. ed. service  17.0
Clinic (non-health) 0.0

0.0 90 00
* " Demonstration 0.0 0.0 00 1060 00
Assembly 39.7 22 14 946 457
 Exhibition 74.4 422 992 998 00
Food facilities 22.7 9.8 17.1 40.6
’ Lounge ' 13.7 1.2 22.0 16.3 .
Merchandising facility 56.4 20.0 13.5 73.2
Recreation 52.2 0.0 34.7 40.3 |
Locker room 20.2 0.0 0.0 16.5 .
Public waiting 24.5 16.2 3.5 130 % !

(. et

. e, . ‘




Higher.

Education
and the
Handicapped
Today

The reasoning behind the passage of Section 504 is
amply illustrated irf the enrollment patterns of handicap:
ped students. The patterns clearly suggest that these stu-
dents avoid institutions where program accessibility is
limited. Inaccessibility may even force them to avoid cal-
lege altogether. '

This conclusion is borne out by a 1976 NCES sur-

‘\';:eyl which indicated that, while handicapped children

under the age of 14 are more likely to enroll in scheol
than are nonhandicapped children, the opposite is true
for individuals'14 years of age and older. Among the col-
lege-aged population (18 to 25 years of age), the 1976
study found that only 29.0 percent of the handicapped
persons were enrolled compared to-36.3 percent for the
college-aged population as a whole.

That the handicapped are underrepresented in col-
lege is further supported by the findings of the 1978
NCES Facilities Inventory. This study estimates that
32,721 mobility impaired, 13,745 visually impaired and
11,256 acoustically impaired individualsenrolled in Amer-~
ican colleges and universities in fall 1978. These figures
represent 0.29 percent, 0.12 percent and 0.10 percent of

. the total fall 1978 enrollment in higher education, re-

spectively (table 9). Yet the 1976 NCES Survey of In-
come and Education shows that these three groups com-
prise, respeutlvely, 0.59 percent, 0.29 percent and 0.22
percent of the college-aged population (chart 9). In each
case, those handicapped enrolled in higher education rep-
resent less than halt their proportion in the college-
aged population.

The pattern of institutions selected by handicapped
persons differs from that of the collcge and university
population as a whole. The NCLS study shows that over
91 percent of the mobility impaired students enrolled in
public institutions, codMfared to 78 percent of all stu-
dents. The percentages of visually impaired students
(83.7 perc:nt) and acoustically impaired students (87.1
percent) in public institutions also exceeded the percent-
age for all students. though to a lesser degree.

lvcu more noteworthy are the differences in lhc
types of institutions selected. While 36 percent of all stu-
dentsenrolled in colleges and universities attended 2-year
institutions, hal{ of the mobility impaired and alinost 57

INational Center for 1 ducation Statistics, Survey ot Income and
Fducation. Spring 1976.
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Chart 9. Represeitation of handicapped individuals in the population and in higher education
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Population “Frolled
Mobility impaired

Noter Populittion femres are tor individuals 18-25"yvars old.
N

Population

Visually impaired

Fnrolled Population Enrolled

Acoustically impaired-

Sources, National Center tor Fducation Statistics: Survey of Incomne and Education, Spring 1976, preliminary estimates; Survey of
Opening Fall Earcliment, Fall 1978; preliminary estimates; and /nventory of College and University Physical Facilities,

Fall 197K,

percent of the acoustically impaited students attended 2-
year tastitutions, Public 2-year institutions. then, are the

“predominant choice of handicapped students today (chart

10). On the other hand. handicapped persons are least
represented on the campuses of private universities and
private other d=year institutions,

Mobility impaired students also exhibit difterent
regional enrollment pattems from the college population
in general. Almost half of those enrolled attended insti-
ttions i the West and Southwest regions (chart 11).
This compares to less than one third of all students. The
regional patterns for visuatly impaire:d and acoustically
imparred students are much closer to the general pattern.
However. it should be noted that Gallaudet College and
Rochester Institute ol Technology institutions located in
the North Atlantic regmon having laree enrollments of
aconstically ipaired st lents were not selected in the
NCES sample.

34

The movement to make campuses program 4cces:
sible to the handicapped raises a question: can our col-

“leges and universities house the increased numbers of

handicapped expected toenroll as a result of Section 504?
The NCES study found that of the 2,071,000 beds on
campuses today, 167,300 of them can accommodate
mobility impaired students,! This is more than five
times the number of mobility impaired students currently
enralled. However, a closer look reveals that almost half
of the institutions which have dormitory facilities al-
ready have more mobility impaired students than they

-

C Lepeds which can accommodate mobility impaired students™ re-

fers to beds lucated in buildings and rooms which are physically
accessible and tfrom which a student has access to toilet and bath
facilities which can accommodate mobility impaired students.
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Chart lO -Enrollment patterns of mobility impaired, vnsually impaired and acoustlcally impaired individuals,

by control and type of institution
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cun properdy house. Another 22.5 percent can accom-
modate only the number of mobility impaired individu-
als that they have enrolled currently (table 11). Hence.
despite the excess of beds availuble which could accom:
modate the mobility inpaired, only S82 institutions could
praperly house more mobility impaired students than
they have enrolled currently.

In summary, the evidence indicates that access for
the handicapped and particulaidy for the mobility im-

2.0

» i’ublic

University

Other 4-yeur

2-yecar
Visually .
impaired ) ' . v
Private
University
Other 4-year
2-year
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impaired

paired is currently limited by architectural barriers.
Currently. mobility impaired students are disproportion-
ately enrolled in public 2-year institutions, institutions
which are now significantly more accessible than other
institutions and which are predominantly nonresidential.

As our Nation’s colleges and universities make their pro--
grams nore accessible to the haudicapped, perhaps this
pattern will shift.
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Chart 11, Enrollment patterns of mobility impaired, visually impaired and acoustically impaired individuals,

by region of institution
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' Table 9,—Number and percent of mobility impaired, visually impaired and acoustlcally unpalred individuals enrolled in

.- Fall 1978 by control and type of institution
Total Mobility impaired Visually impaired - Acoustically impaired ’
Control and type, enrollment® - >
) ) Enrolled | Percent Enrolled | Percent Enrolled Percent
‘ All institutions - | . / ' . ' o .
. Total - 1‘1,354,756; ‘32,721 | - 029 13,745 - '0.012. ‘11,256 - 0.10
| . .Universities. 2,802,7‘56' _ 6,142 0.22 i,574 0.09 1,872 0.07
Other 4-year 4,468,809 - " 10,260 0.23 5,096 011 3,017 | 0.07
2-year h : 4,083,!51 j 16,319. _, 040 6,075 " 0.15. 6,367 ' 0.16
- Public institutions . | o
Total . 8,853,632 - 29,810 034 11,499 6.13 9,805 0.11
i Universities 12,081,753 5,528 0.27 . 2,116 0.10 l.,594 - 0.08
Other 4-year 2,852,655 8,559 0.30 *3,580 0.13 1 ,986 0.07
I. 2-year - » 3,919,224 15',723 0.40 - 5,803 0.15 . 6,225 0.16
Private institutions | l ' ‘
Total 2,501,124 2911 | 0.12 2,246 0.09 1,451 0.06 .
Universities .. 721,043 614 = 0.09 458 0.06 278 - 0.04
Other +-year 1,616,154 1,701 0.11 1,516 0.09 1,031 0.06

2-year 163,927 396 0.36 272 0.17 142 0.09

Note:  includes both full-time and part-time enrollments.
sv  *Source: National Center for Education Statistics. Fall Enrollment in Lolugu and Universities, I‘)7h (Preliminary Estimates)

fa)
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Table 10.—Number of mobility impaired, visually impaix’ed and acoustically impaired individuals enrolled in mstitutions

. of higher education in Fall 1978, by control, type and reglon of institution . rd
. A. North Atlantic Region )
. Controlandtye E‘S’S‘tﬂi{o‘,’,‘; impaires mpred . epeited
All institu'tions * ’ o
Total ' 868 6,304 3,396 2,625
Universitd@® 46 1,250 722 388
Other 4-year 563" 2,338 1,424 885 .
, 2-year 259 2,716 1,250 1,352
Public institutions ) ' ‘ o
| Total ‘ 301 .4,614 2,285 1,803 -
- Universities 14 * < 878 415 , 189
| Other 4-year 119 1,529 740 . 333
2-year - 168 ’ 2,207 1,130 ' 1,281
Private institutions - S _
Total 567 "1,690 oo L 822
Universities 3 372 307 199
" Other 4-year 444 . 1809 684 5521
2-year o1 .. 509 120 71

1Gallaudet College and Rochester Institute of Technology weremot in the NCES sample.

~ B. Great Lakes and Plains Region

Cortrol and typ nottutions impaired _ impared ' impaied
All institutions
Total 826 7254 3,514 3,117
Universities 45 1,791 - 859 842
 Other 4-year 487 2,114 ., 1,396 958 -
" 2-year o294 3,349 A259 1,317
Public institutions -
Total 366 6,883 3082 . 2914
Universities \ 31 1,731 800 . 819
Other 4-year - 91 . © 1,809 11,041 79
2-year ‘ 244 3343 . 1,241, 1,299~
Private institutions . ¢
i _Total - 460 - © 371 432 ' 203 ;
Universities - 14 60 59 | 23
Other 4-year 396 305 355 . 62 " 7
2-year 50 6 18 -18

® 49
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Table 10.—Number of mobility impaired, visually impaired and acoustically‘impaired individuals enrolled in institutions

. of higher education in Fall 1978, by control, type and region of institution
' C. Southeast Region ‘ -
‘ Control and type - Neun‘lbe: of - Mobility Visually ' Acoust.ically
) . institutions impaired irnpaired impaired
All institutions _
Tow  ° 690 4,069 . - 2757 1,487
Universities 28 649 397 - 250
Other 4-year _ 376 1,962 , 1,115 - 557
2-year 86 1,458 1,245 g 680
*. . Public institutions o )
) Total 366 3,560 2,374 ) 4,323
" Universities . 2 602 . 363 219
Other 4-year 128 1,581 900 472 <
2-year . - 217 1377 L - 632
Private ins'titutions . S o
Total . 324 509 383 164
Universities 7 47 34 3
Other 4-year . 248 381 215 85
2-year | 69 81 134 48

D. West and Southwest Region

Controland Pt ostvicions o inpaired Mooaied
All institutions | : ' . .
'  Total 69 15004 4,078 4027
Universities 41 2,452 596 392
Other 4-year . 343 - 3,846 1,161 617
2-year 315 8,796 2,321 3,018
Public institutions ‘ |
Totad 430 14,753 3,758 3,765 )
Universities 29 2317 538 - 367
* Other 4-year 111 3,640 899 385
2-year , 290 8,796 ' 2,321 3,013
Private institutions ) ' y i
| Total 269 S 34 320 262
Universities 12 135 | 58 25
Other 4-year 232 © 206 262 232

2-year 25 0 0 5
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: Table 11.—Ability of institutions of higher education to house mobility impaired students uurrently enrolled by control
and type of institution

- .

Number No shortage Excess of beds® . No ndusing .
orexcess | y_19 | 30-49 | 50+ | facilities
All institutidns - _ "
O Total 3,083 460 353 1S5 498 . 1,035
Universities 160 i 9 14 66 - 0
Other 4-year 1,769 371 236 95 . 360 286
2-year 1,154 88. 98 % 7 749
‘ Public institutions ‘ , '
Total 1,463 4. 9 s o171
Universities 95 1 6 8 39 0. :
Otherd-year 449 42 0 12 gy
Y-year 919 KD 53 - 38 . 20 689
Private m titutions . ‘ o ,
tal 1,620 6 254 97 32 264
Universities 65 0 13 6 27 0
Other 4-yea: 1,320 329 196 83 248‘ 204
2-year \ 235 57 45 8 52 60

*Beds located in buildings and rdoms which are physically accessible and lrum which a student has access to toilet and bath facilities
which can accommodate mobility lmpau'cd persons. .

ERIC . ‘
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Methodology This study employed a two-stage approach. The

first consisted of a survey that NCES administered
‘ . through an established network of State agencies to a-
e ' stratified random sample of 700 colleges and universities.
(The survey instrument is reproduced inappendix A.) In
e ' : v the second stage, -pecially trained State personnel con-
ducted on-site audits of 138 of the original 700 institu-
tions. The results of the second stage investigation were
. used to adjust the data reported by the institutions in the
first stage. .

A

«
-

~

-The Survey lnstrument R -

The survey instrument used in the first stage of
.the study. is 2 modificd version of an instrument which
has been administered to'American colleges and universi:
ties periodically since 1968. The terms and definitions
are taken from the Facilities Inventory and Classification
Manual, 1973. The modifications incorporating informa-
tion on accessibility and renovation costs associated with
Section 504 were developed by staff members of NCES
and the Office for Civil Rights. In addition, knowledge- -
able members of the higher education community and
handicapped persons, upon request, consulted extensively
with NCES (appendix D). )

To maximize the accuracy of the data supplied to
NCES, the survey instrument directed the institutions to
base their responses on the transition’ plan required by
Section 84.22(c) of the regulations implementing Section
504. Each recipient was required to complete this transi:
tion plan by December 2, 1977. At a minimum, the plan
had to contain the identification of all physical obstacles
in the recipient’s facilitics which limit program accessi-
bility to the handicapped. It also-had to contain a de-
tailed description of the method the recipient woulduse .~
to make the facilities program accessible.

The actual survey instrument consists of four parts
{appendix A). Part A The Building Inventory shows by
age groups the total gross and assignable arca, the amount
of assignable arca physically accessible, the amount of in-
accessible arca and, of that, the amount of inaccessible
~arca which will be made accessible in order to comply

with Section 504. This part also provides the estimated
costs ol these modifications as well as the total estimated
cost of implementing the institution’s transition plan.
Part B Lstimated Enrollment of Mobility, Visually, and

L]
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Acoustically Impaired Students shows data as of the be-

ginning of the Fall 1978 term. Purt C Student Capacity
of Institutionally Owned or Operated Housing shows the
number of students and mobility-impaired students that
can be accommodated by campus residences. Part D -
Accessibility by Réom Use Categories_shows by desig-
nated rooh-use categorics the ussignabTe square footage
of accessible and inaccessible space and the amount of

the inaccessible space which will be made accessible in.

order to comply with Section 504,

' NCES mailed the questionnaire in September 1978
to the 700 sumple institutions. They were instructed to
return the completed form to their State coordinator.
who manuaty cdited the data. The edited forms were

then sent to Higher Education Facilities Services, Incor- -

porated, with which NCES had contracted to process the
data. The contractor also manually edited the forms,
transferredithe data to magnetic tape, and machine-edited
the data before accepting it for further processing. Edit
failures were jointly resolved by the contractor, the insti-
tution and the NCES survey ditector.

‘The Site Visit

The key to developing accurate cost estimutesl‘ﬁny
with the on-site validation stage of the study. For séveral
reasops. the initial cost figures supplied by the institu-
tions might have contained inaccuracies. First, and most
importantly, the transition plan upon which the cost esti-
mates were to be based had to be developed before self-

7

evaluation guides were available to help the institutions,

apply the actual requirements of Section 504. Without
such guidance, many institutions ‘incorrectly interpreted
Section 504. believingit required a “barrier free” campus.
A second souree of potential errors was the short amount
of time institutions were given in which to respond to the
survey. This restriction might have limited the care with
which they scrutinized their-own cstimates. Finally. since
Congress could use this study us a basis for a bill to sup-
port institutions financially, the possibility of institution-
al bias could not be discounted.

To validate the information reported by, the insti-
tutions. NCES followed up a subsample of the original

700 institutions with a site visit. This stage of the study -

had several objectives:

® To provide an impartial evaluatioh of the renc-
vation costs necessitated by Section 5041

e To validate the actual figures reported.by the

institutions to NCES:
\ )

e To determine causés of duta variation and cor
rect the data whete appropriate: '

® To collect data on a subsample of non-respond-
ing institutions and institutions for which data
were imputed: unal '

® To pravide limited technical assistance to the in-

stitutiops by showing them alternatives to strue-

tural mbdification or ways that muodifications
can ‘be accomplished less expensively.

The methodology employed in the site visits was S

carcfully developed by a small task force. The group’s
most impgrtant task was to develop objccti\}c stgndards
by which accessibility and related modification costs

‘could be measured. While th¢ regulations implementing

Scetion 504 did not specify any standamas for existing
facilities, it was cssential to this study that standards be

- developed to assure uniformity. The standards which

were adopted (appendix C) could best be descrilied as
“modified” Ametican Natipnal'Standards Institute (ANSI)
standards.! While the regulations require all new facilities
to meet ANSI standards, these standards had to be modi-

fied to be applied reasonably (froin a cost standpoint) ?\

existing structures. To assure that they conformed with
the intent of the regulations, NCES developed these mod-
ificd ANSI standards in coniunction with the Office for
Civil Rights. OCR approved them with the understand-
ing that they were to be uscd for this study only.

In addition to the standards for determining acces:
sivility. the task force developed standiird costs for most
types of struc turat modification which would be required.
The cost standards were based on average labor apd ma
terial costs as of January 1. 1979, although the site visit
feams were permitted to make redsonable adjustiments to
reflect local and regional cost variations. If an institution
had a firm cost estithate for a required modifigation. site
visit teams were instructed to use the institutional estimate.

To ntinimize the burden on the justitutions being
visited, the site visits were designed to be completed.in
three days or less. A-separate methodology permitting
sampling of the buildings to be inspected was developed
for large institutions (those with uver one million square .

feci ®f building space).whete onc’ could nut reasonably

examine every brilding within three days, To fusther ex-
pedite tlé;s stage of the study, NCESspeciticd that L‘Il(‘lgh
auditors“must be trained so that no team would have to
conduct more than three site visits. The teamy themselves
consisted of at least two persons. one or more of whom
must have attended an NCES training session. (See ap-
pendix E for a list of auditors.)

~ NCES conducted turee 3-day training sessions i
January and February 1979. During the first two and a
half days, the auditors reviewed and discussed the sevu
lations and studicd ihic survey instrument and the addi”

tional forms to be filled out. They were also tiined in
¢

-

P American National Standard Specitications tor Makane Bald

ines Accessible to, and Usable by, the Phy sty Hondicapped ™
ST ATLT. D). Amerncan gvational Standinds fnstitute, ha
tw York, 1961 (revised 1971,

]
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interviewtc‘ iniques and the site visit methodology to be
employed. During the final half day, the teams actually
tonducted a site visit audit of an institution to assure
that they understood what was to be done and that they
applied the standards consistently.

After completing thé training session, the auditors
returncd to their home States and initiated the site visits.
The first step was to contact the institution to be visited,
requesting permission to contluct the visit and setting the
timesfor an introductory meeting. During that meetmg,
the auditor revicwed part A of the ongmal facilities in-

‘ventory (appendix A) with the institution’s business of- -
_ ficer, physical plant administrator, and one or more mem-

bers of the acadeimic and student services staff.
-Four forins were to be completed at this first meet-

, . ing (appendix B). Facilitigs Inventory Form - One re-

.

i

quired the listing of each building that the institution
had indicated in its initial response to NCES was accessi-
ble to the mobility impaired. Facilities Inventory Form -

Two was used to list each building containing space which -

the ingkitution intended to make accessible in order to
ongply with Section 504. After these two'forms were
onjpletéd, the auditors checked the assignable-square-
footage ﬁgures to assure that the totals corresponded
with those sent to NCES.

The two remaining forins were designed to assure
that the institution had indeed considered all aspects of
program aceessibility in its response. The first of these
formg is th@Student Services Inventory/Evaluation Form.
The list of studefit services represents thiose most com-
monty found orcollége campuses. For each category of
student service. the institution was asked to indicate the
building in whic¢h that service was located. If that building
appeardd in cither Facilities Inventory Form - One or
Facilities Inventory Forf s Two, the “‘accessible” col-
umin was ghecked. Otherwise, the “not accessible” col-
umn was cheeked. In the latter ¢ase. the campus officials

were asked to explain why the affected service was not

accessible or to be made accessible. If the building had
be¢n inadvertently omitted/from gne of the earlier forms,
it was then added to the appropriate form.

The same process was employed for the Academic
Program Inventorvivaluation Form. This form did not
* contain’ an exhaustive listing of all academic programs;

but rather contained a preselected sample -of programs |

and classes. It was felt that these programs were sufft-
uﬁ}nﬂ) representative to indicate whether or not, the in-
sututwn had caretully thought through its nceds with re-
spect to program accessibility as it relates to academic
programs. :

After the four forms were completed and reviewed,

the audit teams inspected cach building identified on the
inventory forms. In surveying each of the facilities, the
_team actually méhsured such features as ramp inclines,
door openings, restrooms and drinking fountains, Partic-
ular attention was pald to the proposed installatien of
elevatdrs, since this is such a high-cost item. The campus

' \

administrators were asked to describe, in tenms of pro- -
gram accessibility, each multl-level access requmng the
installation of an tlévator. -

The final task in the site visit was an sexit mter-
view. During this interview, the audit teams dlscussed
their findings with the campus officials and ‘told
what information was being .orwarded to NGES.
teams closed the interview by assuring the ofﬁcxals
the data’ were not being collected for complaince :.dr-
posés and that the officials were not bound to accept
the audlt findings. : _ . "\

\ L)
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The Sample Desngn . .

i
The first stage sarnple was obtamed fromn the insti-
tutions in the NCES Education Diractory 1977-1978:
Colleges and Universities. The institutions we'e stratified
by control (public- %r private), type (university, other 4~
year, 2-year), and region (North Atlahtic, Great-Lakes
and Plains, Southeast, West and Southwest), enabling
tabulations to be produced for each of these cells. Within
each of the six type and control categories; the institu-
tions were arranged by region and ordered on the basis
of the size of the square root of the total assngnable
space‘bof the institution jn the following magmer '

) Order !

} Descending (lugh to low)
2 , . Ascending (low tp high)
3 + Descending (higl to low)
4 : - Ascending (Ilow to high)

Region

The. total assignable square footage figures were ob-
tained from the 1974 NCES Inventory of (olleg'and Uni-
versity Physical Facilities.

Using the square root of the total dssignable spa&:
as a measure of size, 15 public and 3 private universities
were sufficiently large that NCES included them in the
sample with certainty. The remaining 3,065 institutions
were divided into 341 zones, with each zone having ap-
proximately the sae sum of the square roots of the total

‘assignable space of the institutions in the zon:. Within

each zone, two institutions were solected at random for
the sample (table B).

A stratified 1andom subsample of 138 institutions
was selected for the sccond stage of the study. A differ-

ent approach was employed in selecting the institutions

V

Ihe strategy of ranking the sampling units in this manner and
selecting two udits per zone was developed by Nathan Keyfitz
(“Lstimates of sampling variance where two units are selected
from cach stratum,” Journal of the Ametican Statistical Associ
ation, vol. 52, 1957: pp. 503-510). This design yiclds a variance
formula (shown in the next section of this report) which is ex-
tremely simple to apply.
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Table B.—Number of institutions in the survey sample, by ccntrol d;{\d type

L & 5
. o

Institutions in the\sample

Tontrol and type o, Al - .
' , -institutions - Certainty ™ - Non-certainty Total
X institutions institutions ‘\ institutions
Total 3,083 . 642 700
. Public ’ S
University 95 - 15 “s0 ! 75
. Other 4-year 449 0 C1s6 156
| dyerr 019 0 ; 48 148
Private . .
University - . 65 30 36 39
. Other4-year 1,320 0 ' 254 ° 254
2-year , 235 0 28 28

v

-

. to be ipctuded in the on-sitc‘vulidution study. Each insti-
- tution for which a response had been received for the
* Jnitial survey was rankcd by cstimated cost per assign-
able square -foot of space. This figur® was calculated by
dividing the total cost of modifications (part A. linc 8.
“column 6 of the survey irstrument) by the total assign-
able square feet (part A, line 8, column 2). Three strata
were thea formed, with the top 20 percent of the institu-
tions in the first stratum. thethiddle 60 percent in the

‘A

second stratum, and the lowest 20 percent in the third .

stratun. A foarth stratum was created by grouping all of
~ the 'nunrcspohding institutions. A samjﬁlc of 40 institu-
tions was then randomly sclected front cach of the first
three strata, and a sample of 18 nonrespondents was sc-
lected at randoni from the final stratum.
NCES closcly codrdinated the sumple design and
selection with the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaduation (ASPI) of HEW, since that of-

initial NCES sur.cy slata us the starting point for develop-
ing cost estimates for the higher education sector. ASPI:
also adopted the NCES subsamnple design for the sccond
stage of their study. which used a difterent methodology
from the NCES site visit approach.! To minimize the
qunther of institutions asked to participate in both stud-
ios. while leaving a sutficient overlap to evaluate the er-
fect of the differing methodologies. NCES drew the
sample for bothi agencies in a manner which assured an
overlup of exagtly six institutions in cach of the first
three strata (table C). '

44

fice was conducting a study of the impuct of Section 504
on all gligible recipicnts. Both agencics agreed to use the

Adjustments to the Data and
Computational Procedures

[NOTL: This scction of the report is highly technical
and is included for thé benefit of the researchers and -
analysts. Readers not interested- in the actual*method-
ology may wish to skim or skip this scction. although
users of the data should be aware of what adjustments
.were made to the institutional responses. |

I'Ihie ASPF study used group conferences rather than site visits.
Institutionad representatives were invited to onc cay confer-
ences.at which the participants discussed their understanding of .
Section 504 and the particular problems they were encounter-
ing. Alternate solutions were discussed, with a particular empha-
sis on avoiding structural modifications, (Note that in many

cases, this stratepy results in lower construction costs than the
NCLS study would have identified. but at the expense ot higher
annual operating expenses. An example of this difference 1s the
case of an Fastern university with two libraries  one general li-
brary and one special education library. The NCES study in-
cluded costs for making both libraries accessible: the ASPE
evaluator determined that the university should catalog all of .
the special education fibrary’s books in the maan libraty and em-
ploy “rusners™ to obtain any special cducation book desired by
a mobility impaired individual.y One other methodelogical dit-
ference is that the ASPE study did not utilize fi. .1 standards
for physieal accessibibty. Rather the ASPT study emploved a
“tunctional? standard, meibing that it the mstitntionad otticials
felt that a mobihity impaired person wias “reasonably capable™
of avcessing the space. then the space was specified as being
aceessible, )

(s
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Table C.—Distribution of the sample for stage two

Siage one Stage two sample
Cost -
stratum NCES and NCES NCES MCESand | ~ ASPE ASPE
R ASPE total L. only ASPE only total
Total 700 138 120 - 18 42 60
Upper 20% 2 40 34 6 14 20
Middle 60% 336 40 6 14 20
. Lower 20% 112 A 40 34 6 : 20
N ondi - |
onresponding 140l ‘
institutions 140 18 18 0 o . 0

lI~orty—seven institutions, listed as nonrespondents at the time thc second stage samples were drawn, subqequently responded and were

included in the final calculation of national estimates.

Betore the finat data tables were generated. several -
types of adjustments were applied to the. data. Separate
adjustinents were made for :

-

® Nonresponse

>

e C(ostcorree dons bascd on the on-site LVJlllJtl()ll i

findings : ,

® Squarc footage corrections (o minimize the
samplifig effects :

® Accessibility corrections based on the on-site
cvaluation findings

’ ® Nonresponse/imputation bias

’ [
The methodology employed for making cich type of ad-
justment is desceribed below.

To calcalate the sampling crror using the Keyfitz
method, it is necessary to have data trom poth institu-
tions in cach noncertainty zone. Theretore, \(|dld had to
be imputed for nonresponding institutions. In the,event
that an institution did not respond to the original survey. .
~-one of two actions was taken. Fisst, it two ipstitutions
in two adjacent zones (either two institutions iy the same
zone or one institution in cach of the two zonek) did not
return their survey instruments, then the two zones were
collapsed into a single zone. Second, in the case where a
single institution in a 2one did not respond and th¢nc was
no adjacent zone with asingle norespondent. cost 'figurey
were imputed for the nonresponding institution.

Fmputed values for total space to be made aceessible
(part A, row 8, column 5) and total estimated cost of the
modifications (part A, row 8, column 6) were derived
from the responses of the two institutions ahead of the

nonrespondent and the two institutions following it. (Re-,
cal that, within cach type and control category, the in-
stitutions were ordered on the basis of their assignable
space).

More specifically, it the value for the ith institution,
inany type and control category was to be imputed, where’
X; , the value of the ith institution in the sam-

ple; and '

g =
space (from the 1974 inventory) of the
* ith institution,

then the imputed value for X, denoted by X%, is given by

XP = X 1 X)) 4/

(Lioa ¥ by Fligy FL

Xy * X

six of the cighth row ol part A, the entries for the re-
maining entries in row 8 were generated from the data
L provided by the responding institution in the same zone
as the nonresponding institution. 1t

X; = the ith value of row 8 for the responding
institution;

Y = the imputed value for row 8, column 5 of
the nonresponding institution ; and

Y, = the ith value of row 8 to be imputed for

the nonresponding mstitution,

the square root of the total assignable -

1) '

Once values had been imputed tor columus five and |




then the imputed value, Y, is given by
Y, = (X (Ys/Xs).
.The imputed values for the remaining rows of part {
A were also based on the data provided frqm the respond- \
ing institution in the same zone as the nonresponding in-
stitution. For cach column, the imputed total was dis-
tributed aver the year-of-construction categories in the
.'same proportion as the responding institution’s corre-
* sponding column total. ; J
Because imnuting for nonresponsd;may introduc
a biasinto the results, a special study of the bias was con-
ducted. This is discussed later in this sectibn. ,
After all nonresponse adjustments had been ap-
plicd, the cost figures for each institution were adjusted
to reflect the on-site evaluation findings. Recall that the
institutions had been stratified into four groups follow-
ing reccipt, of their initial survey data. The first stratum
contained the 112 institutions (20 percent of the number
of institutions that had responded at the time the second
stage sample was drawn) that had reported the highest’
cost per total assignable square foot. The second stratum
.contained the middle 336 institutions based on cost per
total assignable space, and ‘the third stratum contained
the Inwest 112 institutions (virtually all of which reported
no ¢ost). Institutions which responded between the time
that the second stage sample was drawn and the time
that the cost adjustments were made were added to the
appropriate stratum based on their reported cost per total
assignable square foot. The fourth stratum contained the
remaining nonresponding institutions. As described above,
cost data were imputed for the institutions in the fourth
stratum.

. For cach of the first three strata, two cost adjust-
ment factors were generated from the data reported from
the site visits of those institutions in the second stage sub-
~sample:: one each for public and-private institutions. The
adjustment factors for the first two strata (high and me-
dium cost institutions) were calculated in a similar man-
ner. Without loss of generality, the derivation will only
be preschted for publicly controlled high-cost insdtu-
tiong. Let |
/' X,; = the cost reported by the institution for the

jth publicly controlled high cost institution
from the original sample which is also in the
subsample, where h represents the original
cone of the institution; '

th = the corresponding cost as reported by the
' site visit evaluator for the jth instization;
Nj, = the number of institutions in the hth zone;

the number of sample institutions in hth
zone (ny, = 1 for certainty zones, ny = 2 for

non-certainty zones); and

fh = nh/Nh.

Then the adjustment factor for publicly controllted high-
cost institutions, denoted by by, is given by: ‘

by = (f' th/fh)/(? th/fj)-

Similar computations are used to derive the adjustment
factor for privately controlled high~cost institutions
(b)), as well as for the two adjustment Tfactors for
medium-cost institutions (b, and by,, respectively).r
The original response from each institution in the
first two strata is then adjusted as follows: if Xy; repre-
sents the original datum from the ith institution in the
hth zone, then the adjusted value for that institution, de-
noted by XJ;, is given by
r
by Xpj if the institution is publicly con
trolled high-cost;

by, Xpj»if the institution is privately con-

trolled high-cost;

X¥
hi

(]
P

by; Xp;» if the institution is publicly con-
trolled medium-cost; :

b,y Xp;»if the institution is privately con-
ktrolled medium-cost. -

For the low-cost stratum, a different strategy had.
to be employed, since most of the reported cost values
were zero. For institutions in this stratum, the adjust-
ment factor was derived in terms of cost divided by the
square root of the total -assignable space. More specili-
cally, let

" Yy, = the site visit datum for the jth publicly con-
trolled low-cost institution ip the subsam-
ple; and ’

t, = the square root of the total assignable space
. (taken from the 1974 inventory) for the -
~ hth zone.

Then the adjustment factor for ‘publicly controlled low-
cost institutions, denoted by b, is.given by

by = (? th/fh)/(% in) N\

A similar procedure yiclds by;.

The original response from cach institution in the
third stratum’(low cost) was then revised as follows: if
ty,; represents the square root of the total gssignable space -
from the 1974 inventory for the ith institution in the
hth zone, then the revised datuin for that institution. de-

_noted by XJ;, is given by

DY
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L byt if the institution is publicly
: controlled

byt if the institution is privately
controlled.

The imputed-cost data for the institutions in the
fourth stratum were then recalculated as described ear-
lier. this time using the adjusted cost figures from the re-
sponding institutions. This completed the adjustments to
the data which were applied before national and regional
cstimates were generated. Other adjustments, which were
applicd after the sample data had been weighted and ag:
gregated to form national and regional estimates, are de-
scribed later in this section. ,

Once, the data fof cach institution in the sample
had been adjusted or imputed, population cstimates were
determined by inflating the sample data from an institu-

tion by the inverse of thatinstitution’s probability of -
selection. Lor certainty institutions, this factor is one; .

for other institutions, the. factor is the inverse of tho
sampling traction for the zone in which the institution
fies. : )

Mote specifically, using the notation from above
and letting

X[, = the adjusted or imputed datum for the ith
institution in the hth zone (For certainty

/ones. \l’(l ,= 0, since there is only onc insti- '

tution in the zone.),

¥ .

then the adjusted population estimate, denoted by X*, is
given ! : _

L4

\* - %[(Xi‘;l + X5 .

The smnpling variance of the estimate, denoted by S%, is
Jhen given by :
, .

o) . . * .
8= -_ll,)[(x;':, - Xyt ] 2.

Luadiv. the coetticient of variation. which reflects the
rehate sampling ervor of the estimate, is given by

RUSIVATES

One ol the, most nuportant indicators of the ccor
Aotie napact ol Sceuon S04 s the cost per assignable
sunaie toot of space. The cost figures were adjusted be-
tore tational and regional estimates were made, but no
conesponding adjustments were applied to the space data.
[heretore, abter the national and regional estimates were
established tor cach control and type of institution, two
adistinents were applied to the space estimates.

e st adjustment consisted of multiplying cach’

paace estrnate in the st sin rows (corresponding to

) ' 1

space constructed prior to 1975) by a sample control’
factor. For each type and control category, a sample con-
trol factor was calculated by dividing the total assignable
square feet figures from the 1974 Facilities Inventory by
the corresponding estimate based on the 1978 sample.
(The correspongding estimate is' the sum of the first six
rows of column 2 of part A.) This adjustment accom-
plished two things. First, it adjusted for space which the
sample institutions had improperly included or excluded.
Second, it removed much of the inaccuracy-in the total
space which could have resulted if the random selection
process had selected larger (or smaller) institutions’ of a
given type and control disproportionately in each zone.

The second adjustment to the space figures affected
the space which the institutions had reported as access-
ible, inaccessible, and to be made accessible (columns 3,
4 and S of part A). The on-site auditors found that the
institutions had fiequently overestimated the amount of”’
space figures that was accessible, resultipg in underesti-
mates of the corresponding figures in columns 4 and S.
The reported accessible space figures were found to be
quite accurate in the high cost stratum, somewhat under-
estimated in the middle stratum, and grossly underesti-
mated in the-low-cost stratum (where most of the insti-
tutions reported no inaccessible space).

The accuracy of the figures in columns 3 through .
S varied so much from one campus to the next that an in-
stitution by institution adjustment was rejected. Instead,
the national estimates for each type and,control category
were adjusted in“the following manner., For a given type
and control category, let

Njj = number of institutions of control i and type

jyand
nyj. = number of institutions of control i and'type
j represented by the sample institutions in
. the low-cost stratum. (For non-Certainty

institutions, an institution in the sample
from the hth cone represents Ny /2 institu-
tiqns nationally, where Ny is the number
ot institutions in the hth zone. Certainty in-
stitutions represent themselves only.)

The estimate of the total space to be ma le accessible was
then adjusted by multiplying the original estimates tor
cach year of construction Category by Ni/(Njj = n).

4 . . .
The site visit results indicated that 90 percent of

- this increased space which had to be made accessible was
~ space which had heen incortectly reported by the institi-

tion as accessible space. The remaining 10 pereent was
space which the institution had correctly identitied as in-
accessible, hut which the rastitution did not believe had
to be made accessible. Theretore 90 percent of the dif-
ference [equal to (0.9)(ng)/(N; - nyy) times the original
estimate for total space to ke modified] was subtracted -
from the accessible-space ectimate and added to the
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inaccessible-space estimate. This change was prorated cent. To adjust for this bias, the proportion ol the cost
ver the respective year of construction categories. which was based on imputed data (including those insti-
The final ddjustment made was to correct the cost tutions for which zones were collapsed) was reduced by
estimates for nonresponse/imputation bias. A site visit 12.3 percent. This adjustment was applicd separately for
* evatuation of fourteen of the instititions which did not- each type and control category in edeh region. The total
sespond ta the initial survey indicated that the imputed * | cost figure was only reduced by 4 percent by this ad-
“ -ost figures overestimated the actual cost by 12.3 per- justment (see table D in the nextsection). .
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, : 1 ’ Any study which involves the collection of data’ ,
Quallty Of from a sample of a given population is vulnerable to po-
the Data tential errors of two kinds, One involves potential sam-
- pling error. When data are collected from less than the
total population of interest, the sample may not. truly
*represent all institutions in the universe. Other factors,
. . 1 such as nonresponse, interviewer differences, unclear def-
. : initions, and respondent mistakes, introduce a.second |
: ’ | source of potential error known as nonsampling error.
The NCES study was carefully designed to minimize
‘both forms of error. The degree: to which these design -
cfforts were successful is discussed in the. following
’ . sections. e .

N . | Sampling Error

. Any time a value is estimated on the basis of a

‘ ' sample of data, the estimated value depends upon the

actyal sample that was drawn. Different samples will
generally yield different estimates for the same param-

cter. The degree to which these different estimated val-

ues vary from one another is measured by.the sampling

error. Tht size of the sampling error depends upon the -
characteristics of the population and the size of the sam-

ple. Generally, the larger the sample’is, the smaller the A
sampling error will be-for a given sample design.

The size of the sampling error relative to the osti-
mate itself is called the relative error or the “coefficient
of vidrigtion” and is usually stated as a percentage. The

“NCES sampling plan and selection of a sample size were -
designed to keep the coefficient of variation for the na-
tional estimate of cost under 7:0 percent. In addition,
the design was intended to keep the relative error under
10.0 percent for regional estimates of total cost.

The degree to which a sample design is suctessful
in minimizing the coefficient of variation largely depends
upon the response rate. A sampling plan designed to as-
sure a low coefficient of variation can completely fail if
an adequate response rate is not attained. (Nonresponse
also introduces a potential bias. This is discussed in the
next section.) The NCES study was successful in obtain-
ing a response rate of 86.7 percent in"the first stage of the
study and a response rate of 87.7 percent in the second
stage (the site visits). (Table 12 shows the sample sizes
and actual response rates.)

The overall response rate led to a national coeffi-
cient of variation of 3.4 percent. This corresponds to a
standard crror of $18,859,100, which means that we are .
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95 percent confident that the true cost (as defined by the
constraints of the study design) is between $524,044,500
and $597,972,200. The regional coefficients of variation

for total cost ranged from 4.7 percent to 8.7 percent

(table 13).

Cocfficients of variation were also calculated for

the number of mobility impaired, visually impaired and
acoustically impaired students enrolled in American col-

leges and universities. These coefficients were generally
larger than the coefficients of variation for the cost data,
but they were $till under 8.0 percent for national totals
and under 16.0 percent for totals by control of institu-
tion (tables 14, 15 and 16). o
With coefficients of variation this s=all, it becomes

-especially important to examine the various sources of

nonsampling error. Thi_s is done in the next section.

Table .12.-Samplé sizes,and response rates for the two stages of the NCES study

»A. Stage one sample

Control and type ~ Sample size " 'Respondents! Response rate!
Total . 700 T 607 86.7

" Public - a
University .75 69 92.0°
Other 4-year . 156‘. 143 b - 91.7
2-year ¢ | 148 - 137 92.6

Private
University -39 3 82.1
Other 4-year. 254 201 79.1
2-year 28 - 25 "89‘.3
B. Stage two .samplt.e
Cost stratum Control 'Sample‘ size R_espor’xdeAn'ts1 Response rate!
Total ~ - g T 138 121 87.7
- High Public 15 . .on . 8.7
. |

Private ~ 25 25 ‘ 100.0
Medium - Public 22 19 864
Private 18 4 77.8
Low Public 2 23 ' - 885
| . Private 14 13 52".'9
Nonresponse Combined 18 14 © 718

Ipoes not include returns which arrived too late to be used.
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* Table 13.—Coefficients of vriation for total cost associated with Section 504, by control, typ? and reglo'n of institution

Control and type - Unitzgtgliates Arjfa:gc : Gal:c:tl’llzi‘::s- Soutl}'east \‘“ S‘::'tth:vl::t
All institutions o £ ‘ |-

~ Totd, 34 ss . .- 81 sa | a1
Universities 27 . 14 46 . s8 - | 35 ‘
Other 4-year 52 . 67 13.9 79 .17
2-year | . 80 19.3 98 14.7 L1144

Public institutions - _ S o
- Total © 2.7 8.5 3.6 5.1 R
Universities 26 6.3 4.3 63 - 42
Other 4-year a1 . 87 - 68 ¢ 7.8 94 ’
‘2-year ' T 89 24.4 '9.4 189 119
Private institutions ‘ ' ' o \

. Totd 69 - 12 ° 185 123 102
Universities ©15 . 0120 17.8 153 3.3
Other 4-year | 8.5 89 23 . 144 12.8
2-year 179 29.5 304 . 341 32.1

" Table 14.—Coefficients of variation for numbers of mobility impaired individuals enrolled in institutions of higher edu- .
cation in fall 1978, by control, type and region of institution

West and

Control anq type Unitz?lt;ltates Al::l(;;%c Gggtphz;ﬂk:s - Southeast Southwest
All institutions : . | :
' Total 5.6 12.3 10.5 10.8 94
Universities - 54 17 5.8 105 . 12 '
Other 4-year - 8.7 20.1 15.7 159 18T
2-year . 97 22.2 . 20.1 - 206 143
- Public institutions ‘ ' ' ' : , _
' Total 6.0 143 11.0 . 117 .97
Universities | 5.9 14.8 6.0 11.2 1.8
Other 4-year 10.1 S 293 178 182 . 165
2-yedr 9.8 21.3 20.2 21.5 43 /)
Private institutions , . ~ \
j Total 151 24.2 21.1 25.2 . 168
. Universities 12,17 .. . 181 18.3 \ 2 . 190 20.8
Other 4-year 124 18.1 253, 315 24.2

2-year 63.7 74.0 88.2 55.5 0.0




Table 15.—Coefficients of variation for numbers of vnsually impaired individuals enrolled in institutions of higher educa-
tion in fall 1978, by control, type and regjon of institution

Control and type Unit:gf;ltates : Abtjl(:xilt?ic Garne:gﬂaa;:s ) A.S(‘)umem . S‘Zﬁﬁls\;::t
All institutions ‘ ' ' R
o . Total 83 10.5 1.9 17.4 C12
Universities 4.6 138 39 .. 129 34
 Other dyear 76 - 143 - 151 160 - 151
- Jeyear 125 22 286" 356 182
" Public institutions . .
v Total 7.2 142 134 . 19.8 11.8 L
Universities s 215 3.8 13.8 37. )
‘Other 4-year ‘93 204 - - 192 19.3 148
2-year 13.0 8. 1290 397 182
- Private institutions o : | -
Total 100 137 161 256 . 356
Universities - 106 147 - - 246 322 2 8.0
] Othérd-year . 129 01 88 203 . 435 )
C o 2-year 369 40.4 653 - 649 00"
/ .

hi

Tablc 16.—Cocfficients of variation for numbers of acousticu(ly impaired individuals enrolled in institutions of higher
eduutmn in fall 1978, by control, type and region of institution '

- ) Control and type ’ 'Total : Nortl} Great Lakes Southeast ' West and
nited States Atlantic and Plains Southwest
- Allinstitutions o - ‘ )
Total 7.1 14.6 o102 17.5 143 '
) Universities . = 63 128 1.9 238 - . 223
# Other 4-year 8.6 189 158 155 5.3
c Y oyear 18 % I TR 351 185
Pubh'c,linstitutions - | c ' BT T
Total 19 9.1 107 19.3 15.1
o ) Universities . g ‘6.8 .o 12.2 | 19 1 26.6 \ 23.6 -
Other 4-year 9.2 189 181 175 114
“2-year 120~ 263 a4 371 18.6
Private institutions ' ;
Total 13.9 204 37 322 32.1
. Universities 16.7 2.1 130 369 36.2
Other 4-year 178 28l 288 . 29.7 36.0
‘ 2-year 472 67.8 64.8 935 89.4
52 : ; o~ A
Q o ‘ —~ {}:f
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Nonsampling Error

Realizing the potential danger of nonsampling error
in a new survey, NCES was careful in designing the study,
to incorporate several sateguards against this form of er-
ror. One wis to use a modified, existing NCES survey
rather than develop a totally new survey instrument. Most
State and institutional personnel have had experience
with the NCES form and its terms and definitions.
Through this familiarity, OCR and NCES sought to re-
duce the error which usually accompanies the introduc-

tion of new definitions into a survey. This'same reason -

prompted the agencies to adopt modified ANSI stand-
ards for determining physical accessibility. In general,

the less judgment left to the respondents and interviewers:

the less, nonsampling error is le-’cly to ‘enter. into the

" results.

The one new set of terms and definitions intro-

to minimize the misinterpretations of Section 504 re-
quirements, the cover letter (appendix A) contained ex-
terpted explanations from the regulations. -

Interviewer difference is another frequent squrce
of nonsampling error in survey. studies. NCES used over
100, persons in auditing the reported data, but several

ru:\luuons were taken to minimize the amount of inter-
viewer difference which would be expected to result. As
stated carlier. every site visit team was required to have
two or more members, with at least one having attended
an NCES training conterence. This permitted the members
of the team to check cach other’s findings with at least -
one person representing the explicit directions ofN(‘LS
beyond the instructions and standards inthe Study Work-

- book {appendix C)issued to cach team. As an additional

¢

safeguard, the NCES Survey Director carefully reviewed
each site visit report submitted by the audit teams to as-
sure that the standards had been applied propery and
uniformly. This was possible because of the extensive de-
tail requested tor cach type of renovation. Differences in
interpretation could thus be identitied and, where necest
sary. corrected. _

A third major potential source of nonsampling cr-
ror in survey studics is bias due to nonresponse. While
NCES had an excellent response rate of 86.7.percent to
its initial survey. data still bad to be imputed for the re-

duced was associated with program accessibility. In order!

maining 13.3 percent of the sample. 1 these 93 nonre-*

sponding institutions had characteristics significantly dif-
ferent from I'L‘bp()ndln;,lnbtltllll()ns the cttcd of’ the non-
response could be very serious, ~

To protect against this potentizlly serious source
oferror, NCES incorporated a nonresr.onse study into its
overall design. A random sample of” 18 nonresponding
institutions was sclected to be site=visited in order to ob-

tain actual-data on them. NCES then compared these data

to the imputed data for ‘these tstitutions. Through this

comparison it was evident that the nonrespondents, as u

group. were less aftected by Section 504 than were the

responding mstitutions, Furthermore, based on the site
.

B

u '\.‘ \‘

visit results from the fourteen institutions for whom data
were obtained, NCES ¢stimated that the imputed cost
estimates for the nonresponding institutions were over-
estimated by 12.3 percent. This upward bias was subse-
quently removed from the cOst data calculated from the
imputed values: for the 93 nonresponding institutions.
The net effect was that the 13.3 percent of the sample
which did notrespond to the initial survey was estimated
torepresent only 11.3 percent of the total cost (table D).

Comparison to 1974 Results

One can obtain a relative assessment of the quality
of the data by comparing certain data items from the
1978 survey to the 1974 Inventory of Physical Facilities,
a complete census of American colleges and universities.
While such acomparison includes both sampling and non-
sampling effects. the results provide a reasonable assess-
ment of the accuracy of the current data.

For this purpose, three different comparisons were

. mude from the two surveys: total assignable space con-

structed before 1975, the distribution of total gross area
by year of construction before 1975 and total assignable
spilce as a percent ol total gross arca. -

The estimate for total assignable space based on the
1978 sample’is 8.9 percent lower than the figure for the
same institiitions based on data from*the 1974 inventory.
The relative Uifferences ranged from an underestimate of
16.7 percent for public universities to an overestimate of
9.1 percent for private 2-year institutions (table E). Sev-
eral factors might account for thesc dMferences. First,
the site visits revealed that several institutions neglected
to report dormitory space in their figures (pussibly be-
cause dormitory space was not one of the room-use cat-
egorics listed in part D of the survey instryment). This

S wowld partially explaitt the large underestimate tor pub-

)

< major renovations!

3

lic universities and private other 4-year institutions.

A second factor is that between 1974 and 1578,
buildings constructed before 1975 may have been.torn
down or sold. Alsu some buildings may have undergone
between: 1974 and 1978. The survey
instructions qi’cucd the institation to report the year of
construction -for such buildings ds the date of the most
recent major renovation. These?latter two factors wpuld
lead one to expect 978 tigures tor space constructed
prior to 1975 to be less than was rcportcd in thc 1974
inventory.

A third factor is the selection of the san ple itself,
While cach zone was designed to contain istitwtions with
approximately the same total assignable space. institu-
tions till\yarigd within cach zone. If the sample hap*
pened tum)unf n a disproportionate number of smaller

N

A Jenovition is detined as major it the costexceeds S0 peseent |
of ‘the replacement cost o llu building at the tme of th
renovation. 2

[y
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Table D.—Effect of nonresponse, by control and type of institution

Control and typé . Percent :
l , Nonresponse Cost imputed! Bias?
Total | 133 o3  H4
Public o |
University ﬂ . 80 7.5 +0.9
Other 4-year 33 . 5.8 ST
2-year | 14 | 36 - 404
Private: , ' .
University " e - 28 416
Other 4-year 209 J N 20.0 425 .7
Jyear - 107 AN Y | 1.2

1 Estimated percent of the total cost for all institutions in the category represented by’ the nonresponding institutions after the bias had

2bcen removed. , .
Bias of cost estimated from inputed data relative to total estimated cost in each category, Thi. bias was removed from the final cost

estimates,

A

Table E.—Total assignable space constructed before 1975, b)} control and type of institutioﬁ

b ‘ Total assignable 'spacel T Relative
Control and type . difference
: 1974 Inventory? 1978 Inventory> (percent) .
N Total 1,336306,100 1,217,355,100 T -89
‘Public _ o
| ety .. 359757600 299,522,800 -16.7
Other 4-year T 537,502,000 325865900 . - 34 -
deyear - 150,349,200 143,012,500 - 49
" Private | . ¢ ’
University * 138,454,200 ° 132,539,600 _‘ - 43
‘ Other 4-year . 328270900 292,452,500 - 109
2-year ! , 21,972,200 23,961,700 +9.1

1Measured in assiénable square feet (ASF),
2Adjusted for new institutions and institutions which closed since 1974, '
& 3pased on original data reported to NCES. These figures subsequently were adjusted to agree with the 1974 figures,

e
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(or larger) institutions within a given type and control‘,
category, an underestimate (or overestimate) would likely

result. This possibility always exists with any sample.

The estimates for square footage in this report were
adjusted to reflect the 1974 aggregate figures for each
type and control category. The adjustment was made be-
cause so-much of the analysis of this study lay in com-
parisons of one type and-control category with another
(where total assignable spacg was used as a denominator
in the data). In addition, th exact reasons for the differ-
ences between the 1974 data and the 1978 data could not
be established. This adjustment is described in the Meth-
odology section of this report.

As a second check on the accuracy of the 1978

data {using the 1974 inventory ) NCES compared the dis-°

tribution of totdl gross area constructed before 1975 by
year of construction. The comparison showed the pro-
files for the two\surveys to be very similar (chart 12).

This suggests that\the institutions made a serious effort

to provide accurate data, despite the short time they
were given to fill out the questionnaire. "

A final quality check was a comparison of the ratio
of total assignable space to total gross area for the two
surveys, again for space constructed prior to 1975 (table

F). The 1974 inventory .reported the gatio to be 66.7

percent, comparéd to 66.8 percent in the 1978 study.
Once again, the comparison suggests that the institutions
attempted to provide accurate information.

»  Qverall, the evidence indicates that the data in this
report are of high quality. While one should not lose sight
of the fact that the regulations implementing Section 504

do not specify standards-\and are therefore highly sub-

ject to differing interpretation -the information in this
report should be very useful in gaining insight into the
problems surrounding program accessibility. '

) : _—

Chart
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12.—Distribution of gross area, by year of

construction for space constructed before 1975

-

A. 1974 Inveittory of physical facilities
Pre-1900 (3.4%)

B. 1978 Inventory of physical facilities
’

gﬁ'l 900 (3.0%)

7
S

1900-1930
TO12.7%
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“Table F.~Total a§signabie space as .a‘ percent of total gross area fbr space cons

tructed before 1975; by control and type
/ : e

S of institution
' Percent of total assignable space to total gross area
‘ Control and type —=
S 1974 Inventory 1978 Inventory
‘ 667 668
Public a~
University 65.1 65.2
Other 4-year '65.6 65.8
2-year - 70.6 \ 71.3
'_ . Private ‘e | » *
University 654 . 64.1 ¥
. : Other 4-year ' 684 68.5
. yesr - 709 72,5




. Institutional
Understanding of
Section 504’s
Impact

The results from the site visits indicate that most
of the institutions well understand how much of their as-
signable space will have' to be physically accessible to

achieve program accessibility. Based on the mail question-

naire, they reported that 75.1 percent of their total as-
SIgnable space would need to be physically accessible; the
site visit resplts showed 75.6 percent (table 17). However,
estimates varied widely from one campus to anofher.
The site visits revealed that the institutions had
overestimated the amount of space currently dccessible—
47.5 peXent,compared with 40.7 percent actually access-
ible. The greatest error was in the data for the private other
4-year institutions, where only'20.5 percent of the space

“iscurrently physically accessible compared with a reported

figure of 33.0 percent. In each case, the overestimate in
space curgently accessible was accompanied by an under-
estimate of the amount of space required to be modifiéd
in order to achieve program accessibility

Despite the increase in space that the site visit in-
d;cated would be required, the overall estimate of the
cost involved turned out to be significantly lower than
that estimated by the institutions themselves. The on-
site evaluation teams. using the standards developed for
‘this study, found that many of the modifications pro-
posed were not re&mred by Section 504. In many other
cases, the evaluation teams estabhs{?ed that less expensive
alternatives could be employed. As a result of this cost
adjustment, the total cost estimate was'reduced from
r$692 mitlion to the 3561 million presented earher in
this report.

~




*  Table 17.—Cyrrently accessible spaée and accessible space needed for program accessibility, by control and type of
: inbtitution ' .'

Average percent of total space! Average percent of total space!

Control an('i type currently accessible needed to be accessible

Reported to NCES | Adjusted percentage? | Reported to NCES | Adjusted percentage?

All institutions

Total 475 407 75.1 756
Universities 47.3 46.1 . 723 72.4
~ Other 4-yeur 415 Co3e X 733 ©
2-year . 684 | 587 89.9 91:5
‘Public institutions ¢
Total. 54.6 490 808 80.9 (
- Universi‘ti;s 49.6 48.5 74.2 74,0
o omer4~year 48.9 - 421. " 80.3 80.9
doyear 75.3 . 63.7 94.2 ' 95.5

Private ins.tutions

. Total 35.0 25.9 64.8 65.8

: Universities 419 100 679 68.0
4 g : . .

Qther 4-year 330, 20.5 63.9 65.2

“2-year 198 18.3 59.7 60.0

1 Mecasured in assignable square feet (ASE)

)

Percentages adjusted to reflect the on-site evaluation findings

£4)
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APPENDIX A

Reproduction of the Cover Letter and Survey: Instrument

S a

. AN e !
. DEP\A\QTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFI(} OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION
'ﬁ\\ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202

é

NATIONAL CENTER FOR
EDUCATION STATISTICS

Colleges and Universities

Dear President: » o

Your institution has been selected by the National Center

for Education Statistics (NCES) as one of TOO colleges ‘and

universities included in the national sample for the 1978

Inventory of College and University Physical Facilities.

This survey differs from the NCES 19Tk facilities survey

in a very important respect; it has been designed to pro-

vide Congress with an estimate of the cost as sociated with »~

the renovations required to come into compliance with Section

504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amenfed. Because

this data will serve as the foundation for any supplemental ,

budget request to Congress for appropriations to assist in-

stitutions, the National Acsociation of College and University

Business Officers, the American Council on Education, and other

asscciations are supporting NCES's effort and urging the insti-

tutions to complete and return the form by September 30, 1978.

The crédibility of the cost figures provided will be reinforcea
~ through. site visits to approximately 20 percent of the institu-
" tions in the sample. \

The purpose of combining “he cost data with a modified update of
the facilities is to give HEW an indication of the physical modi~
fications that will be required to achieve program acccssibility.
The data are expected to yield a "profile" of the physical™plant
of a program-accessible institution, thercby indicating the typi-
cal percentage of plant accessibility for e¢ach category of room
use that accompanies program accessibility. ' ’

At this point, NCES wishes to emphasize that Section 504 wequires
program accessibility and not building accessibility. This survey
is not intended to imply otherwise. To stress this point, the
following paragraph is cited from the policy interpretation of
Section 504 published in the Federal Register, Volume 43, Number
157 on Monday, August 1lky 1978:




Page 2 -~ President

. 4

. The Section 504 regulations were carefully . .
written to require "program accessibility" '
not "building accessibility," thus. allowing
recipients flexibility in selecting the means
of compliance. For example, they may arrange
for the delivery of their services at alternative
sites that are accessible or use aides-or deliver
services to persons at their homes. The regulation
does not require that all existing facilities or
every part of an existing facility be made accessi-~ -
_ble; structural changes are not necessary if other
methods are effective in making the recipient's
services available to mobility impaired persons.
_For example, a-library building in a rural area
with one room and an entrance with several steps

.+ , can make its services accessible in several-ways.
It may construct a simple wooden ramp quiexly and
at relatively low cost. Mobility impaired persons
' . " 'may be provided access to the library's services
through a bookmobile or by special messenger ser-
vice or clerical .aid or any other method that makes
the resources of the library "readily accessible."
_ However, recipients are required to give priority
_ to methods that offer handicapped and nonhandicapped
persons programs and activities in the same setting.

Three copies of the questionnaires have been provided., You may keep

one copy and should forward the other two completed copies to your

State Facilities Commission wiich is coordinating this survey. This

~State agency, which has probab. ' contacted you in reference to this

" survey, will.then forward one copy of the form fo the Higher Education

" Facilities Services, Inc. (HEFS) in Raleigh, North Carolina for processing.
Please note that the survey due date is September 30, 1978, This is -
the date ‘that your completed questionnaire is .due at your State agency.
The short time span for completion is necessary to insure that Congress
receives the cost data by the end of the talendar Yyear. We urgently
request your cooperation. - ‘

-
Any questions can be addressed to me (202-472-5757); the project director,
Mr. Arthur Podolsky (202-245-8392); to the HEFS project director, Mr.
Thomas. H. Hexth (919-733-3266) or to your State agency.
. ) ° " , .
Sincerely,

Rolz M. Wulfsberg

Acting Director
Division of Postsecondary and
Vocational Education Btatistics.




' DEPARTMENT O HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE PLEASE ome no. 3 1-878027 -~
NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS READ APPROVAL EXRIRES' June 79 ‘
o WASHINGTON, D,C. 20202 ' INSTRUCTIONS F ™ 0eTITUTION CODE NUMBER
INVENTORY OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY ] coum e
- PHYSICAL FACILITIES : THIS FORM | 2 DUE DATE _
. fas of September 13, 1978) : Not later than September 30

ftems 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8 MUST be completad by all institutions. If opplicable, complets items 7 ond B. Submit o seporats survey farm for sach of the
campuses or branch campusss of the institutian. I it is impassible 10 pravide ssparota dota for any branch campus, and the datu for thar branch must
be Included in the parent institution’s report, indicate this in ltem 8 below.

J. NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS OF INSTITUTION OR CAMPUS COVERED 4 NAME AND TITLE OF RESPONDENT

BY THIS REPORT (Include city, State, end 2]1P cade) .

5, TELEPHONE NUMBER OF RESPONDENT ‘Ares cods, locel numbet and
extension) '

6. THE INSTITUTION COVERED BY THIS REPORT 1S (Check only one) i

(o) [] A SINGLE-CAMPUS INSTITUTION (b) [, A MAIN CAMPUS (''Porent:’ lnml.uv"lon) WITH ONE OR MORE
BRANCH CAMPUSES AND/OR OTHER CAMPUSES (Spacily in s .
item 8 below)

(c) [] A BRANCH CAMPUS OF A PARENT INSTITUTION (Write {d) [ ONE O THE ADMINISTRATIVELY EQUAL CAMPUSES OF A
the neme ol perent institution’below) : MUL T1-C AMPUS INSTITUTION .

.

7. IF THE INSTITUTION COVERED BY THIS R_EPORT ISINCLUDED IN AN "INSTITUTIONAL SYSTEM', WRITE THE NAME OF THE SYSTEM BELDW.
. » + -

) . f

8. PARENT INSTITUTIONS (As cheched in item 65) SHOULD LIST THE NAMES OF ALL THEIR BRANCH CAMPUSES BELOW. USE THE FIRST COLUMN
TO sHOwW WHETMER DATA FOR ANY Of TMESE UNITS ARE INCLUDED WITH THE DATA FOR THE “"PARENT'' IN THIS REPORT.

Al D
ARE DATA FOR THIS ADDRESS’ +
UNIT INCLUDED IN NAME OF BRANCH CAMPUS AND/OR OTHER CAMPUS
THIS REPORT’ (Clty, Stete, and Z}p cods) Q
\
. ? * v
T ives TCino | .
‘ o .0 s
Cives T'no - .
_YES T
L
f.._ 1
' . DEFINITIONS .
'
2
MULTI-CA S INSTITUTION. An organization beating » * BRANCH CAMPUS. A campus of an institution of higher educa:
resemblance’to an institutional system, but unequivocally designet- tion which is organized on @ relatively permanent basis (i.e., has
ed us a single institution with either of two organizational struce a relatively permanen{ administration), whict offers an organized
tures: (1) an instilution having two or more campuses responsible program of programs of work of at least 2 years (as opposed lo
10 & central administration (which central administration may ormay. | courses), and which is located in @ community different from thas
not be localeq on one of the aAdmlmslrahv‘cly equal c-mpuses) ot in which its parent institution 1s located. To be considered in @
(2) an institution huvnqg a main campu: with one or more branch community different from that of the parent institution, a branch
campuses attached to it,. chall be located beyond a reasonable comMuting distance from the
main campus of the parent institution.
MAIN CAMPUS, In those tnstitutions comprised of @ main cam- . . '
pus and one or mare branch campuses, the main campus (somefimes INSTITUTIONAL SYSTEM, A complex of two or more institu
called the parent instifution) 15 usually the location of the core, tions of higher education, each separately orgintzed or indepen-
primaiy, or most comprehensive program. Unless the institution: dently complete, under the control or supervision of a single admin-
wide or central administrative office for such institutions is teport- istrative body.
ed to be at s different lochtion, the main campuy 18 also the loca- ¢
tion of the central admunistrative office.

NCES FORM 23007, 5/78 T )

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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2 - .
NAME OF INSTITUTION s ' . /(; IINSTITUTION CODE NUMBER
' ' PART A - THE BUILDING INVENTORY . ’
' ) Inaccessible Spdce Whica
Assignable Sguare Feet the Institution Intends *o
Make Physically Accessin:2' "’
e for Section 504 Zompliance
Yecar Line Gross . Purposes
“of 7 No. Squarce C . -
Zonstruction Feet Total ° | Accessible:-|Inaccessible .Total " |Estimated C-st
: - Assignable of .
' : X . : _ . Sgquare Feet |Modifications
— - (1) (2) - (3) . (4) , (5) (6)
Pre-1300 ' 1 - ' ' . )
1900-1930 2 .
1931-1950 3 ) , -
1951-1960 ! .
1961-1970 | s
1971-1974 6 .
1975-Present 7 .
Total . _ ; ' o .
sum (1-7) , o p
‘ 9 lTotal Cost to Implement. Transition Plan S
PART B - ESTTMATED ENROLLMENT QOF MOBILITY, VISUALLY, AMD ACOUSTITALLY IMPAIRLED S'I'(‘DI-}?JTS
. . . : [
. — 75
Number of Students , : :
] ,1 \ ; ‘ - .
£ , Mobility Tmpaircd Visually Impaired | Acoustically Impaired _
' 1. o q2 . . 3. .




# ‘ . ) L ;‘ . . 65

) ' .
[ . - \
I : !

. \I

- NAME OF INSTITUTION ) IINSTITUTION CODE NUMBER

PART C - STUDENT CAPACITY OF INSTI@UTIONALLY OWNED OR OPERATED HOUSING

Number of Beds

1. Total 2. To Accommodate Mobility Impaired Students

PART D - ACCESSIBILITY BY'ROOM USE CATEGORIES ' :

— ’-----T--T--------i-----------------
_ ’ L Assignable Square Feet -
_ ; Inaccessible Space i
Room Use:Category : e ' . ' Which the Institution
" Accessible |[Inaccesgsible ggszggzlig ngéssible
o : for Section 504 .
(1) ' (2) Compliance Purposes (3)
110 Classroom 1 '
210 Class Laboratory 2 )
_220 Special Class Lab 3
230 Ind;vidual Study.Lab} 4
310 Office 5
430 Open Staqk Reading 6
440 Processing Room . 7
" 520 Athletic-Phys Ed ' | 8
525 Athletic-Phys Ed Svc| 9
540 Clinic (non-health) |10 | | ‘
550 Demonstration 11 " | ' _ ’ '
610 Assembly 12 ’
620 Exhibition 13 |
630 Food Facilities |14 ‘
650 Lounge ’ 15 |
660 Merchandising Faqil 16
670 Recreation | ~ 17 .
690 Locker Room 18

L4

© 880 Public Waiting 19 | ] "

bey




' An inventory of physical facilities is an integral part of an

" TNSTRUCTIONS

GENERAL

institution's management system and provides useful information
which influences educational decisions at state and federal levels.
The primary purpose of this survey is to obtain information ‘as to
the accessibility of facilities and programs to handicapped persons,
particularly persons with mobility impairments. This information
will be used in ar attempt to draw a reasonably accurate estimate
of the degree to which people who are mobility impaired can take

advantage of the educational opportunities. provided by colleges
and universities. . ‘

The Regulation promulgated by the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare pursuant to Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 requires that all programs of institutions receiving federal

_financial assistance be .accessible to handicapped persons by

August 2, 1977 im those areas where no structural 'changes are
necessary. If structural changes in facilities are necessary to
achieve program accessibility, such changes must be made by June 3,

1980. This does not mean that institutions can wait until that

date to begin to make.the changes necessary, as they must be com-
pleted as expeditiously as possible. The Regulation does not re-
quire that all facilities be made accessible although many insti-
tutions may find that some modifications of facilities will be
necessary in order to achieve total program accessibility.

The Administration is placing emphasis on voluntary compliance -as

a means of complying with the requirements of” Section 504. To en-
able HEW recipients to comply voluntarily with the Regulation

issued to implement Section 504, a major goal of the Office for
Civil Rights will be to collect data from this survey that can be
used to determine technical assistance needs and establlch ftechnledl
ascistance priorities. This can result in the development of projects,
materials, etc., that will benefit recipients directly in those
areas where technical assistance is most needed. The survey should
also be of immediate benefit to participating institutions in that

it will bring attention to heretofore unperceived access problems
‘and help to identify those physical barriers which will require

financial expenditures in.order to be eliminated. This .information
may in turn serve as a basis for justifying funding requests for
correcting these problems. ¥ o

. The scction on technical terminology (definitions) is designed to

provide .a common basis for determining the accessibility of facil-
ities in this survey., It should be clearly understood that these
definitions are to apply to this survey only and do not represent
the standards for compliance with .the Regulation or serve any other
purpose. They are meant to describe the absolute minimum criteria
for purposesJof this survey only which would permit rcasenable
access to a facility or program by most mobility impaired persons.




- Where funds are expended to construct,modify, or renovate spacéo T

"appropriate criteria. Moreover, it is essential to note that the

‘Please complete this form in duplicate and return it to the

" and Acoustically Impaired Students shows the estimated enrollments

' on any item, ‘contact your state agency or Mr. Arthur Podolsky,

_The terminology defined below is intended to apply to this survey

.

’

to make it accessible, the standdrds-of the American National
Standards Institute (ANSI) or comparable standards may provide

Regulation is not restricted - to mobility impaired persons but

applies to everyone who .is handicapped. °

National Center for Education Statistics, ATTENTION: Facilities
Survey, 400 Maryland Avenue, S. W., Washington, D. C. 20202,

through designated c' ~sels. _ . o
The survey cansists ar parts. ParthA,- The Building Ihventory
shows by age groups the *otal gross area, the amount of assignable
area which is physic accessible, the amount of inaccessible

area which will be m ccessible in order to comply with Section

504, and the estimateu Jsts of these modifications. This part
alsd gives the total cost of implementing the institution's ‘ ‘
Transition Plan. Part B - Estimated Enrollment of Mobility, Visually,

of these three categories of handicapped students as of the begin-
ning of the fall 1978 term or semester. Part C -. Student Capacity
of Institutionally Owned or Operated Housing shows the total number
of students and the number of mobility impaired students which can
be accommodated by campus residences, Part D - Accessibility by
Room Use Categories shows by designated room use .categories the
assignable square footage of ‘accessible and inaccessible space and:
the amount of the inaccessible space which will be made accessible
in oxder. to comply with Section 504.

'Detailed information required to complete this form, including tech-
nical. terminology and descriptions of each item, may be found in the
Higher [Education Facilities Inventory and Classification Manual, 1973
(hereinafter referred to as "the manual"). 1f you need clarification

National Center for Education Statistics, (202)°245-8392, in #{
wWashington, D. C. " . - '

TECHNICAL TERMINOLOGY (DEFINIfIONS)

only and does not represent the standards for compliance with Section
504. (See paragraph 4 under "General.") < : '

Mobility Impaired Person: any person who nmust uég a standard manual
or electric wheelchair or other assistive device to move from place
to place, or any person who otherwise finds stairs and other similar
physical ¢ tures impediments to movement. o

Visually Impaired Person: any ‘person who has a visual impairment
which, even with correction, necessitates some further accommodation,
regardless of whethér the accommodation is provided by the institu-
tion, ‘an outside source, or, the person.

foe
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Acoustically Impaired Person: any person who has a hearing impair- -
ment which, ‘even witl correction, is of sufficient severity to
necessitatel some accommodation--regardless of whether the accommoda-= .
tion is provided by the institution, an outside source, of the
person--in order for him/her to process oral information. | The term
"acoustically impaired" applies to both deaf and hard of hdaring
perscas. _

Xgﬁ . D | !

Accessible Building: any building which has at least one regular
pedestrihﬁ?@ntrance which meets all of the following criteria. The.
entrance: ™ :

(1) is not obstructed by steps or other barriers that would impede
the movement of mobility ;mpaired persons, :

(2) has a doorway which has a %lear width clearance of at least
o 32 inches, S '
(3) does not have a threshold With an abrupt vertical rise of more
than 1/2 inch, and o

(4) has a door system which a mobility impaired person can operate
. and negotitate. S "

' .

In addition, if the building has toilet facilities,qip must have an.

accessible toilet which gan be used by mobility impaired persons.

If the building does notitave toilet facilities within it, then'a

toilet which can be used by a mobility impaired person must be

located conveniently nearby. If only one toilet facility is accessi- -

wb¥e, it-must belavailable to both males and females.

Toilet Which Car. Be Used By Mobility Impaired Persons: any ‘accessible
toilet facility which was originally designed, or has been sub-
sequently remodeled. in order to make it usable by mobility impaired
' persons. The toilet must contain a stall wide enough to accommodate
"a wheelchair and be equipped with grab bars.

Accessible Room: any room which:

(1) is located within an accessible building,’

(2) is located on an accessible entrance floor or on a floor which

‘ is served by an accessible level change device. An accessible
level change device is any device (e.g., an elevator) which has
a clear width entrance clearance of at least 32 inches; essential
controls no one of which is more than 60 inches from the floor
and which can be operated by a mobility impaired person; anad
sufficient room to permit a person in a wheelchair to enter, to
operate, and to- leave the level change device. o

(3)' can be"reqched through a route which is free of steps and othe
barriers,




. o
P ./ o

{ .
-4- . .

as a doorway with a clear width clearance of at least 32
inches and which does not have a threshold with an abrupt
vertical rise of more than 1/2 inch, and
(5) has at least one accessible station. This does not obviate

. the responsibility of the institution to provide more than

oné station, if more than one station is necessary to accom- -
_modate mobility impaired persons. T T T ‘

Accessiﬂie Station: any station which can be used by a mobility
- impaired\ person in a manner equal.or substantially similar to that
“of a person whose mobility is not impaired. :

_ | . _ :

Station: \the appropriate space, furnishings, and/or equipment to
permit an \individual to participate in the program: to which a room
is assigned, e.g., a desk in a classroom, a workbench in a -labora-
tory, or a\seat in an auditorium. ' :

ww- - ~PART A - THE BUILDING INVENTORY

\

Include in the inventory those buildings under the jurisdiction or
~control of the institution's governing+-board, whether owned or not
activé use or not. |

Exclude from the inventory those buildings located on remote insti-
tutional properties and/or used by relatively small portions of the
student body for only a short period of time each year; investment
properties; hospitals not owned by the institution, even though
some limited research and instruction may be carried on in them;
public schools not owned by the institution but used for practice
teaching; and fé@eral contract research centers.

For purposes of Part A, the year of construction of a building will
be the year in which construction was completed, pr, if one or more
major renovations have subsequently been made, e date of the most
recent major renovation. A renovation is major 1if 1ts cbsts exceeded
50 percent of the replacement cost of the bullding at the time of" the
rgnovation. \ ) : _
\
Data under the column headed "Inaccessible Space Which the Institu-
tion Intends to Make Physically Accessible for Section 504 Compliance
Purposes" should represent the assignable space ;which, based upon
its Section 504 Transition Plan,. the institution plans to make
physically accessibIF by June 3, 1980. Give an estimate (based upon
the Transition Plan)'of the cost to carry out the modifications
necessary to make the space physically accessible according to the
accessibility criteria provided in the preceding Technical Terminol-
ogy section. \ j
On line 9, gilve the total cost of implementing the institution's
Transition Plan. The total cost of implementing the Transition Plan -
may also include modifications or construction not covered by column

f o 69
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PART B - ESTIMATED ENROLLMENT .OF MOBILITY, VISUALLY, AND .
‘ ACOUSTICALLY IMPAIRED -STUDENTS C\\ ! ®

Indicate the number of mobility, visually, and acoustically impaired
students enrolled in the institution at the beginning of E&f 1978
fadl term. ", ~ : - N -
 PART C - STUDENT CAPACITY
OF INSTITUTIONALLY OWNED OPERATED HOUSINQ/

4

The data provided for "Number {(of beds),Abe’E6 Aécomm6date Mobildty .
Impaired Students" should include only b.ds located in buildings and
rooms which are physically accessible and from which a student has*
access to toilet and bath fagilities which can accommodate mobility
impaired persons. 1 4 ' ,

. . . ‘ . ‘ !
This part is restricted to housing for students (as opposed to hous-
ing for faculty, visitors, etc.). "It is intended to measure capacity .
rather 'than enrollment. | | ) - ‘ o

PART D - ACCESSIBILITY.BY ROOM USE CATEGORIES
| \

Information required to complete Part D may be found in the manual i
in Section 2.0: The Inventory Process and in Appendix 6.z: "Standard , °
Room Use Categories. Room use categories which tend to reflect +/
principal program activities were selected for this survey in the
interest of brevity and to reduce the workload involved in the '
compilation of data. ’ “ot

%
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APPENDIX B R

" .. Site Visit Survey Forms | o
: T : DATA SUMMARY SHEET ' " -
] * \ . e ) \
Name of Campus ~ v ’
¢ . . Name of Person(s) Interviewed : :
’ h . - . .
_ A , '
Cumulative Dates of Site Visit ~_to
' - , . AS REPORTED BY THE '
A . o \ /, INSTITUTION SITE VISIT SUMMARY
N 1. ptal Gross Square Feet (line 81) |
2. Total Assignable Square Feet gline 8-2)
. 3. Total Accessible Asignablé Sguare Feet (line 8-3) ‘
7. ’ ‘

4. Total Assignable Square Feet the Institution
Intends to Make Accessible (line 8-5) {;

5. Total Estimated Cost of Mod.ifications for Space the : ! . .
Institution Intends to Make Accessible (line 8-6) : B

\ . . : » ' ?
Provide Justification for Items Appearing on the Campus Facilities Inventory C
", Form 'but’Not on the Student Services Inventory/Evaluation 'Form and/or _
, Academic Program Inventory/Evaluation Form: o

S o ‘ N ' /

a

Is the Cost Estimate for the Total Cost to Implemeht a Campus Transition Plan -

» 3 ) (line: 9) Realistic or Does the Cost Estimate Include Costs for Non-structural -
' - Program Modifications? \ - : '
1 ‘ .
. ‘ Names of Audit Team Member(s)

W




FACILITIES INVENTORY FORM — ONE o ©

CAMPUS ‘ , _ _ B

o , Existing Accessible Space that meets the definition for accessible
" buildings and is equa: in assignable square feet to the total sum for

e line 8, Column 3; Part A as reported on the Building Inventory Form,
. BLDG GROSS NUMBER OF | ASSIGNABLE,
BUILDING NAME # ) SQUARE ACCESSIBLE | ACCESSIBLE NOTES
- FEET FLOORS SQUARE FEET
{
"
’ /

N y |

M
1

S ) P ]
-
' .
a—

) K‘ o

—

Y
Total Assignable Accessible Square Feet Equal to
Line 8-3 on the Building Inventory Form Part A
v




+

CAMPUS

'FACILITIES INVENTORY FOAM - TWO . !

Space the lnstitdtion Intends to make accessibie hased on the criveria’

-

. for accessible buildings which is equal in sesignable square fest to the
total sum Jr line 8 Column § and the total sim for the estimated
cost of modifications by building line 8, Caiumn 8, Part A as reported

on 'the building Inventory Form. ‘

BLDG. | - GROSS #OF |ELEV.
BUILDING NAME 4 | - SQUARE |CESSIBLE| INST.
Sk FEET | FLOORS | REQ.

ASSIGNABLE

'8Q.FT.TOBE |

ACCESSIBLE

ESTIMATED
COST OF.
MODIFICATION

NOTES

L3

]
!

Totals for Assignable Sawi.re Feet and Estimated Cost of
Modification which equals Lines 8-56 and 8-8 on The
Building Inventory Form Part A,




CAMPUS __

< ie

STUDENT SERVICES INVENTORY/EVALUATION FORM

ettt —_

]

TYPE OF STUDENT SER.

BUILDING NAME

BLDG#| A

N

NOTES |

Advisement®

‘| Admissions*

Alumni Activities

Bank

Bookstore

Bowling Alley

Business Office"

Bus Service

Campus Clubs

Copy Machines

Day Care Centers

Financial Aids*

Fietd House

Food Services*

p——— —
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- PREFACE

This workbook is designed to provide information which will enable the user to investigate an
existing building and determine whether a person with a mobility disability can enter and use
the interior spaces required for 504 program accessibility.’It must be emphasized that the -
criteria contained in this workbook, if followed,swould not provide a barrier free environment,
but will insure-that those items which are essential for basic accessibility will be met. These .
criteria are not meant to be used for either modification of existing facilities, nor for new

“ construction; but as shown, can be used solely to measure the existing building, to determine if
it meets the basic’ needs of a mobility disabled- individual. It has been found that the
requirements of these people have the greatest-cost impact on modifications.

o,

In many aréas, the minimum guidelines and criteria’ contained in this book might have a more

. ““Stringent counterpart in applicable local or state regulations. If, on the campus You are

investigating this is the case, these stricter regulations should be substituted on the Site Visit

Survey Form. ie; some state might require that a minimum of two entrances to a building be

~ accessible for fire regulations. This would be exceeding.minimum requirements of this workbook
and should be neted on the Site Visit Form. -

4

 Costs.

As costs are an important part of this survey, we felt it necessary to address this subject in the
preface. oo T, -

Because of the detailed information required and the years of experience required for someone to
make: an accurate cost projection of construction work; we are not attempting to provide
anything more than “ball park” estimates of the modifications needed. We feel that by making the
definition of minimum accessibility criteria clearer and more uniform for the survey, we will obtain
a better overview of the scope of the modifications that are realistically needed.

Where modification work normally would be undertaken by an in-plant staff, a bias has been
introduced to our cost impact figure. Most other costs are weignted to obtain averages from the
high and low inputs for the particular type of modification. If the cost is strictly an in-plant labor
cost, (ie: refoving a bench to make additional space in front of a locker) it has not been included.
When it was felt that an outside contractor would be doing the work, an “overhead and profit”

percenitage was taken into consideration. ' . i

s\

It would be unreasonable to expect those people undertaking this survey to be able to take into
consideration each and every item in the detail required for an actual realstic estimate of the cost
of modification. . .

If the campus has prepared an accurate, detailed cost estimate which covers the same items that
are being reviewed by you: substitution, either in part or in whole shguld be considered as the
fiqures that we are using are averages. Please take caution that eslimates.given to you, do i tact
represent the same items of worw that are indicated in the survey form. I these campuis cost
estimates fall out of the range printed on the survey form, the gaestion of "why™ sh uld e asked of
the campus. The explanation should be satisfactory to the surveyor before replacing the printed
cost in the cost impact column. - ’
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Site -~ | .

Although we are not reviewing or surveying the site for this campus visit, there are certain aspects
of the site that we can not ignore if the building is to be considered accessible for programs offered
by the college."Once the.accessible building entrance is chosen, it is important to assure-a person -
with a mobility disability can get to the facility. This path of travel has to originate fraom one of three
places: A vehicular drop-off spot and/or parking spot and/or ‘an accessible path of travel linking
“the subject building with another accessible building. As we are not reviewing these site
considerations, the only responsibility that, you will have wil be to assure that access can be’
 achieved by reasonable modifications to the environment; ie; You would assumne that a building
located at the top of a one hundred foot high hill; with only long steps leading to it; and no vehicular
-circulation access, would not be accessible; even if the building itsel! were barrier-free. k

©
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. ENTRANCE P

SELECTION OF THE
ACCESSIBLE ENTRANCE

When the selection of the accessible entrance is made, several points should be taken into
consideration. The entrance should either be accessible at the time of the inspection or should be
the one most easily made accessible (ie: It would make sense to chose an entrance with one step
rather than chosing one with six steps). In some instances, you might have to evaluate several -
entrances to deterrhine the one which is the best compromise; if the one you have chosen does
not provide accessibility to major parts of the building or might be on the ‘opposite side of the
building from the major exterior campus circulation routes. ' ’

Number and Types of.Eant'ranc-es

At least one major or primary entrance shall be provided when modifying an existing building to
make it accessible to the handicapped. A mhajor or primary“entrance, shall be defined as:

Any access-point to a building,. portion of a building or facility used for the purpose of
entering; but does not include doors to fire stairways, other emergency exits, or doors
used for servicing the building. It shall be reached by an accessible route of travel from a
parking lot, public sidewalk, or vehicular drop-off point. Entrances shall not be placed
where the interior path of travel would lead through hazardous or services areas such as
kitchens, mechanical spaces, trash storage-rooms, shops, ets. '

\)

More than One accessible primary entrance is required if:

o, 1. There are entrances at both the 1st and 2nd
levels of a two story building, with topographical
‘constraints preventing accessible pedestrian
circulation around the exterior of the building;

‘and both floors are required to meet program
accessibility; and there is no elevator in the

: ’ building. . |
. | NOTE: This would only be applicable if there
- , was not any need for accessible internal

circulation between these floors. ie: Classroom
. space und Library space within the same
. ] 4 ermrance  building would not necessarily have to have

‘ ' ' interior circulation between them; but a gym
and a locker room in a physical educational
facility would require an internal.means of
circulation as it would rot be reasonable to
make a student in a wheelchair use an external
circulation path when it was cold or rainy;
especially when they would be dressed in gym
attire.

2. There are areas ‘in the overall building
structure which are-required for program

PEP




accessibility, but can not be reached internally
from the accessible primary entrance; and the
activities which take place in these distinct and
separate spaces within the building do not
require accessible interior circulaﬁgn.

[

More than one accessible entrance per building should be considered (but are not required). if:

1. The mejor accessible pedestrian- apbro‘aches
are at opposite ends of the buiding and the
exterior circulation path is over 200'.

;
3
:
3
:

-
ssesssnsnsnsns
OVER 200

- y ) s | o

PARKING OR VEHICULAR _ 2. The vehicular and pedestrian paths of travel
OROP—OFF POINT are distinct and separate. In this case the second
L entrance to be made accessible might be a

\ service entrance; if this entrance provides the
— entrance  Closest access and care is taken so that the

‘ safety of the handicapped person is insured and
cervice , * the path of travel from this service entrance into
ENTRANGE ‘ . the building is not through hazardous or service

'space, other than.a service corridor.

N . v - \

NOTE: A secondary entrance, such as a side or service entrance may be renovated for use by
_the handicapped when a entrance is ‘provided and the building area accessible from the
secondary entrance is accessible by the primary entrance. No entrance or path of travel for the
handicapped will be through either hazardous or service spgce other than a service corridor.
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- Ramping ghanges of Level ‘ .
"Where there is an abrupt change of level such as steps, a ramp can provide acceés to those in a

+ wheelchair. It is very important thet anytime a ramp is used, it is designed properly, or it in itself
becomes a barrier. Ramps at a minjmum must meet the. following standards: o

e Minimum width of 36" '
. o Slope not to exceed 1 in 12 R
e handrails on one side 32 inches above ramp level extending 1'-0” -
.+ o Surface non slip (especially important in exterior use where water is more
ikely to be) > oLt ‘ Qe e j ©
Where a ramp meets a door (as shown in graghic) ~ . i

(K e The ramp should have level aréas every 30°-0” and should be level at the top
and bottom for a distance of 6'-0” L _ AT
¢ There shall bé no abrupt changes of level greater than %" wherethe rdmp ‘

. meets level areas

NOTE: Where there are abrupt changes of level 1” to 27, the strict requirements set forth
above as to handrails and width are not applicyble; but care should be taken so That thereisn't,
any abrupt drop-off on the sides of the ramp. Any.change of level greater than 1” at a door
must have a level area as shown in the graphic. . . /

b

IR

! .

. ' EXAMPLES OF ACEESSBI.‘E RAMPS ‘ 6 Lov;l Ares o

- e ' STRAIGHT RAMP-

4 Minimum
Level Area

36" Minimum

Extended remp
surface ai edges

.
' ’§§;
Ramp with Flanking Walla 3%
- S \

Handralls are not shown 1gr sake of cllrlty.B'UT at least one |8 required

w - a4
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. -Steps.in Combination with Ramps

«

* The major problem with stairs, for those disabled individuals who can use them, is the projecting

, no'sings'l'hijé;lojecting nosing can catch the foot of a person with aleg brace and cause himto trip.

* But, since wtical circulation using steps is impossible for those with disabilities which cause them

to use wheelchairs, elevators have to be used to satisfy their need to reach upper levels of a
building. In situations where-an elevator is used to reach upper levels, it is not necessary to provide
-, accessible stairs; as you are providing accessibility to both those in wheelchairs and those who can
use stairs’ . :

. Th%“'onlwime that stairs should be modified (for this investigation) is when a ramp is required at

“+ " the entrance that you are making accessible. In this situation, we are only providing two means of
vertical circulation: The Ramp and The Stair. The ramp provides the wheelchair a means of

™ access, but the stairs, if not designed properly, can be a barrier to some people with leg braces

who can not negotiate a ramp. - N

H ¢ No Projecting Nosing/ ~
»" * o Handrails 32" to 34” above the stair tread;
’ S, J ¢ Handrails extend at least 1’-0” beyond the ends of the stairs,

become a hazard themselves)

~

.,

(If they do not
Coo

-

Vertical or Sianted rizser creates no problem

- TRIANGLE SHAPED PIECE

__ {PROJECTING NOSINGS e Spesssnstol

......

OF WOO0D, : ‘v;i @ WHEN RAMPS AND STAIRS APPEAR TOGETHER
THE WIDTH OF THE STAIR ‘ e, E"j'l IN THE SAME CIRCULATION PATH. THE STAIRS
., CAN BE USED ived SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO BE ACCESSIBLE
'TO CORRECT EEEsTassatssog
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Wheelchair Lifts
Wheelchair lifts can be used (local or State Codes permitting) when there isn't enough space

required for a ramp. It is important that they are safe and reliable, There are two types currently
* available. ' '

1. One which operates similar to an elevator-straight.up and down
2. One which travels up a flight of stairs '

10 *




Th’e Entrance Door Itself |

All doors that are in the path of travel leading to spaced required by program accessibility must
at a minimum meet the requirements listed below:

.® Minimum clear opening of 32" ‘ _
‘e Have an accessible threshold which does not exceed %" and is sloped
¢ Have an opening pressure which is not excessive (8 lbs or less)
. ¢ Have useable handles or pulls . =~
¢ Have a minimum level floor area as shown .
¢ If used in a vestibule, have the minimum space as shown
e Have a texture on handle, if the door leads to a dangerdus area

Doors with two leafs are not usable by those with disabilities unless one leaf meets the above
criteria. The only situations where this should be waived would be in a lecture hall or theatre,
where the doors are held in an open position during entering and exiting, or where there are
magnetic fire door hold-openers which would keep the door inan.open position unless thereis a
fire, " > " : ' '

The 8 Ibs of opening pressure is not always obtainable where wind and building pressure
differentials are excessive. In situations as these, it might be required to use power assisted or
power operated doors. You will have to rely on the expertise of the campus physical plant
people, if recommending power operated doors. A

If the 32" clear opening is not met, but the clear opening is reasonably close to 32" (ie. 30%" or
greater) a-“Throw-out or Off-set Hinge” may be used to provide the extra opening space
needed to reach .he 32" clear opening. ‘

[+

Panic hardware is usually placed wel| above the area necessary for measuring the clear '
opening, and should not be taken into consideration unless it projects well below 36" above the
floor. ' ' )

DOORS: MINIMUM CLEAR OPENING
5‘ l1:':%:.::- a ' i

IR
ALL DOORS SHALL
PROVIDE A MINIMUM '

32" CLEAR OPENING

-~ -
-~ -
/ S . -~
~ -,
A ~. P
4 Id

I | At least one leaf of double doors
must meet the minimum clear
opening requirements
\

.
\ L
Clear Opening ‘+

NN
QeeO0s RRIRY

SLIDING DOOR DOUBLE DOORS




12"

MANEUVERING SPACE ON PULL SIDE OF DOOR

174 ,

MINIMUM DIMENSION OF CORRIDOR
WIDTH WITH DOOR OPENING INTO
CORRIDOR

e

B

1 1
T 1

4
1
+

T

MANEUVERING SPACE ON THE PUSH SIDE OF THE DOOR

 ACCESSIBLE AND USABLE VESTIBULES

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR DOORS OPENING IN SERIES

*
| .
. Doors must swing In_same diregtion /
. s
! -
' MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR VESTIBULES WHERE THERE IS
! L : MORE THAN ONE DOOR _ v
. - )
12
-
c
o 99 - .89




%" Mnlm‘um Height §

h)

USABLE HANDLES

~

B

R B i

-
Al

LEVER TYPES

VERTICAL PULL |

NOTE: SMALL ROUND SMOOTH KNOBS ARE NOT CONSIDERED ACCESSIBLE AND ARE NOT ALLOWED ON DbORS
WHERE ACCESSIBILITY IS REQUIRED. '

e

BUILDING® LlNKS :

In some instances the most practlcarand economical solution to rfroviding access to several
buildings might be a building entrance link. As this type of des;gn/constructlon project is .
beyond the investigative scope of our survey, its inclusion should only be considered if the
campus has proposed it and has prepared a cost estimate for the project. . ,'-

It should be listed under the Entrance section on the Site Survey Form and a cross reference
made in the same section of each other building affected; with the cost reference only belng made
to one of the buildings.

13
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.. elevator that will be required to provide safe and accessible transport.

. INTERIOR PATHS OF TRAVEL

“Horizontal Circulation and Spaces
‘Needed for Program Accessibility

Once inside the building it is necessary to provide an accessible path of travel to any and all
spaces required to meet program accessibility. This doe$ not mean that every space in the
building has to be accessible. The first step to take after the building entrance has been
established, is to ascertain which floors of the building have to be accessible. Once this has
been undertaken, a determination can be made to see if these floors are reachable by amobility
disabled person. ' .

. fi .
Within those areas required for program accessibility; floors, hallways, and passageways,

should be barrier-free without abrupt changes of level. Those rooms and spaces needed for"

program accessibility connected to the-hallways shall not be at a difgerent level unless they are

zpropgrly ramped or chairlifts are provided. ‘ .
Floors above and below the entrance level shall be connected by ramps or elevators inorder to

be considered accessible. If these floors are already connected by ramps or elevators; the
elevators and ramps have to meet the minimum requirements listed under the appropriate
criteria section. > - 0

In situations where there are two levels in a building, with two different functians taking place at
each level and each level with its own accessible entrance; then it is not necessary‘to have
interior vertical circulation which is accessible For example: an administration/class room
building has no need for interconnecting interior circulation if both floors are accessible by
external entrances; but a physical education building with locker rooms on one floor and gym
facilities on the other would need internal vertical connectians which are accessible.

Vertical 'Cirqulation — The Elevétdf

Elevators will be needed in many instances for vertical circulation. In new construction or if
there is a need to construct a new elevator in an existing facility; there will be many standards
that should be applied. For this investigation, though, we are only con¢erned with the minimum
“e Size (as shown) . |

® Door shall provide a 32" clear opening

* Elevator shall be accessible to entrance to building

® Space in front of elevator minimum 5° wide by 4’ deep

¢ Height of controls should not exceed 48” with the emergency stop control
- at bottom. Where elevator buttons can be'operated with a reaching stick

the 48" height can be extended to 60”. . :




° Doo: must have either a safety ;hoé or photo-eye or some means to stop
. the door from closing on- a person as he or she is exiting or éntering the

A elevator. : '
o Elevator must |¢ve! within + 1" .

As a general rule of thumb, a 1500 Ib. elevator will provide minimum accessibility for an existing
faci!ity.‘ . ‘ : ! o o :

i the campus indicates that a new elevator is requirgd for a building that you are investigating: a
justification should be obtained and recorded. Many times when asked to justify ‘a new
elevator, e campus realizes that programs can actually be transfered to other buildings or to
the first floor. In other instances it.would be unrealistic to move the programs to other spaces
because of the expense involved. ie: specialized laboratories located on the second and third
floors of a building. e .

!

n J
-~ MINIMUM ELEVATOR CRITERIA

”,
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MRS RO MINIMUM 4’ x §' ; ®o 0 ;
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1 b T — 3 r h
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32" Clear Opening

3

Maximum 48" to be used
without a reaching stick

Maximum 60" lo be
considéred usable with
reaching slick

d ;

NOTE: THE 4'—y’ (54"”) DIMENSION SHOWN AS
THE WIDTH OF THE ELEVATOR CAN BE
REDUCED TO AS LITTLE AS 42" IN EXISTING
ELEVATORS AS LONG AS A PERSON:USING A
WHEELCHAIR DOES NOT HAVE TO MAKE ANY
_TURNS IN'THE ELEVATOR CAR. IN THIS CASE
"THE WHEELCHAIR CAN BE BACKED INTO THE
- ELEVATOR SO THAT THE APPROPRIATE
~ BUTTONS CAN BE PUSHED. IF A 36" CLEAR
OPENING DOOR IS PROVIDED: THE DEPTH OF
THE ELEVATOR CAN BE REDUCED TO 46" IF
THE WIDTH EXCEEDS THE 54" MINIMUM. *

.4'-8" (54")

. o L
THE 4 3" x 4-6" (1500'Ib Elevator) AND 4'-3"x 5'-0" (2000 Ib. Elevator) WILL NOT ALLOW A WHEELCHAIR TO
TURNAROUND. BUT WILL BE ACCEPTABLE AS A MEANS TO COMPLY WITH 504 IN EXISTING STRUCTURES.
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" RESTROOMS

One male and one female restroom shall be provided on the same level as the a¢cessible
entrance; or if there are no restrooms on that level, on the next closest accessible level with
restrooms. If a building currently does not have-restrooms for anybody, it is not necessary\o
provide’them for the handicapped.

For a restroom to meet accessible design criteria, it must be on an accessible floor and have an
accessible entrance as well as meet the bisic criteria as listed under this restroom section. If
you find existing curtains on the accessible stalls; they shall be acceptableif the stallis 4"-8" long
- by 3'-0” wide and meets all other criteria. This is not a recommended solution, as it does not
provide the same degree of privacy and the curtains become an easy target for vandels but
O.C.R. will accept it as a solution because of the cost. a

For this study, if a male restroom has a stall ‘which meets the minimum criteria lt is not
necessary to modify a urinal also.

* Astoilet seat heights are to be changed in the new ANSl standards: it should not be necessary
to modify seat heights that fall within 17 to 20" above the floor range. .

In large buildings where a disabled person might have to travel an inordinately long distance
horizontally; and if there are severg] male and female restrooms on each floor then
consideration should be given to making addmonal restrooms accessible.

In buildings over 5 stories high, a restroom for each sex should be provided every 5th story.
This is a general rule, but it should also reflect the needs of the college dand the specific building.
This rule of thumb is not meant to be reflective of the time that a disabled person needs to get to

. arestroom, but rather reflective of the number of accessible facilities needed as a minimumin a

modified facility. The time deferential to take an elevator to travel one or ten floors is small.
A Unisex restroom will also be acceptable if it meets the appropriate criteria and:

1. It is acceptable by local or State code
2. It is usable by everyone, not only the disabled

o

17 T




The Entranceway

N

L3

¢ The restroom entrance door must have at least a 32" clear opening —

- (seg doors)

¢ The internal passageway must be similar to one of those shown below.

¢ There should b
oOr area exisfs.

'

48" Mini

HALLWAY

RESTROOM

e g,

mu
\§
- £
" VESTIBULE §

" Wall or toliet partition

-

s

/

HALLWAY

~ VESTIBULE
’ "RESTROOM

?

RESTROOM

42" Minimum

*%

MALLWAY

a rlace in the restroom where 5-0” x 5’-0” level clear

Y

Je




.+ . TheToilt Stal

o Stall door mlmmum of 32" clear opemng
o Stall door: swing out (¢urtains in existing sltuatlons only)
o Stall size: “a” 3'-0” wide by 5°-6." long -
. or “b" 5°-0” wide by 5°-0” long .
L G’rab bars: “a” — mounted horizontally both sides
“b” L-shaped horizontally grab bar
° Tonlet at: 17” to 20” above floor level

NOTE: An existing curtain is acceptable jf the stall is a.;;linimum of 4'-8" long
by 3-0" wide and meets the rest of the criteria.

£

T—\/"

“..' S
L Y
T [ LI p)
rgg '
3 )
! % £ 1 ‘
R 36" L:SHAPED
’ \ 'g 5 GRAB-BAR
“_ " ¢ 7T, . , *
a !i g b
]Y :9 ’ t
! '9 R e
y 4 ' 32" Clear
: ' Opening Door -
Door minimum '
" 32" Clear Opening

This is the only ecceptable dimension

e 1-1'"" DIAMETER | .
. 1'!,“ . . B PO

—— - _f_*_ . . K] -
FROM WALL . ‘ . R

"‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ¢

Z ' GRAB-BAR HEIGHT 32" 10 32"

7

7z, = N .

4 Kl -

/ v Iy

2 4 17" to 20" Top of Seat Height *

. :' 0 o
Z

GRAB-BAR
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Lavatones and Restroom Acc;essones SN

[ 4
2 ” - i : . ¢ - “
.o Top of Lav: 30" to 34 o N
¢ Height under apron or lavatory 27l/ to fo— %
® Accessible-handle for faucet: (as s Le LT :
¢ Towels and Dispensers 40” above the ﬂoor (as shown) .
¢ Drain pipes protected or msulated o - .
. Mmow mounted so that bottom is no higher than 40" above ‘the ﬂom ‘
-y . — - ' . .
r ] * .
. ! - ‘. . : .
) ’ ~ ' . THESE DESIGN TYPIFY FAUCETS THAT CAN
' .\ BE'OPERATED WITH IMPRECISE HAND ,
N > MOVEMENT o
. M c
) . ,
‘ ¢ , ‘ )
. 434" Maximum . H , )
| . N
427" ”Inlmum .
a ¢ ! ) .{-\—‘/ ’
. <; \\{
-
‘ . - ’
* D ' d ' I [y
. Paper cuo dispenser . Hr.Towel part of ) Sanjtary napkin o ‘
- <11, thus unit not. Paper towel vending machine *
Electric .hand B .‘ acceptable ’ dispenser
drying | | Towess Provide alternate . 1 Trash disposal unit
equipment ——=1| means for hand umn:" . .
—_— e —_— .__".’X~'3_9._ -_-_..E] —— b e - MNNS.__.. —= f -
. -] o J o TOwELS : v
- AL IO Light switch ) [ TRASH :

°

HIGHEST OPERABLE PART SHALL BE
CENTERED ON OR BELOW ‘0"

40" Maximum
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L e T «: The Shower
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There 'arg two types of shower Jalls;'that are useable by the disabled. The first is a roll-in

.. shower: This type must nophave any water retaining curb. The person usipg this type of shower

stall takes either the wheelchair or a’special shower chair into the shower. The shower stall
-must, in~th\ns,ca'se bedargeNpough to contain the wheelchair. The controls should be inreach as
shown and the. §pace in front of the shoer should contain ample room for maneuvering.

The second type ¢f shower whig;his‘:&sc@ ibleisdhe Sﬂy 30" stall shower where adisabled .
person will transfer to a fold down or permanent seaf. Ingthis case the shower can have a water
retaining curb; but this cyrh §hould«l;e.nohigher thdn 24serthat the foof rests of the wheelchair
can clear the curb whent¥ansféring to and from th& seat o -
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The Drinking Fountain S

Renel and urinary excretory systems function optimally when people are in an upright posifion
and moving about. People in'wheelch :irs are deprived of this ability, and have their excretory
functions, adversely affected. Their kidneys excrete larger than normal amounts of minerals
and salts. Therefore, it is very important that large amounts of fluids be taken throughout the
" day to dilute the urine and decrease the likelihood of bladder and kidney illnesses; as well as
urinary track infections, whichis akiller of paraplegics and quadriplegics. Waterfountains and
coolers are not luxuries to disabled people.

If there are existing drinking fountains: a cup dispenser can be attached for use by those who
cannot use the drinking fountain. This will work only if the fountain has a level area where the
cup c. n be placed and if the control for the fountain is easily ‘'operated. If the above cannot be
met, then the.drifking fountain wilKhave to meet the following criteria to be considered

accessible: 2

e Height of spout above the floor: max. of 36~
e Controls up front (lever or easily pushed button)
e Spout up front I :
. ® Operated by hand or foot and hand.. :
' o If located in recess (see graphics) : ®

* " In this investigation if tHere.are no existing drinking fountains, you do not have to provide one .
solely for the use of the disabled. - ‘ '

If the existing drinking fourtain meets all but the height requirements, the campus can lower it
_ and meet program accessibility. ' : . ‘ )

. ) . . Ty L L . r
The best location for an accessible drinking fountain would be near the actessible restroom.
There should be at a minimurh, the same number-of accessible drinking fountains as there are
accessible restrooms (one per male and female restroom). - °

o

aslly Used ‘Push Buttons
or Levers For Op‘flﬂo:io e : .

\ o — e
¢ .
g B
VI . 24" Minimum
. IF FRONT OF FOUNTAIN IS
U NOT FLUSH WITH OR SUIGHTLY
"""" E PROJECTING INTO CORRIDOR:
S : ‘ THEN RECESS HAS TO BE '
___.:J i , LARGER 38" Mlnl{n::fn .
2" 10 %"

DRINKING FOUNTAIN - ; ' Front Sloped
$SPOUT 32" to 36 2

Above the Floor Level
~




'SPECIAL SPACES'

r-/

Although these spaces ‘and facilities are not specifically specified in ANSI; basic criteria of
‘movement and space neéeds have been applied to these specialized spaces, so that they too will be
accessible to the needs of the mobility impaired. As these spaces represent a major part in the life
of both students and staff they are important inclusions when making a campus programatically

accessible.
[
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- Areas of Assembly

Assembly areas (Performing Arts; Spectator Areas in Physical Education Facilities; Lecture
Halls: Auditoriums; etc.) should have spaces for handicapped people using wheelchairs.

* Minimum Number of

Capacity of Assembly Space " Seating Spaces for Wheelchairs
‘ 0-75 . 2 Spaces
75-300 ' 3 Spaces
over - 300 | 3 + 1 for each additional 100

The above are minimum provisions. If the campus has an existing population needfora higher
amount of space, then use that number when filling out the survey form.

Any assembly area which is to be considered accessible should meet at a minimum the -
following criteria: 4 L

¢ Door(s) to space must meet minimum criteria set forth under doors

e Seating area has to be level

e Space size 36" x 48" : .

e The areas set aside for wheelchairs should not block ingress and egress
of others '

The location of positions for people in wheelchairs must be on level floor.

Liy




SEATING LOCATIONS IN AREAS OF ASSEMBLY

Stage or Lectern

—

Exit / - Ealt
y  Wheelchalr Ares Wheelichalr Ares

ap—
Wheeichair Area . \_?m.ﬂch.lr Ares
e.u,\ Whesichalr Ares / -
< Lad B )

L ~ POTENTIAL WHEELCHAIR SEATING LOCATIONS




| Sleep/Siudy Areas

The sleep/study area is a very important place for any student, as he or she will spend a great

deal of time here. It is important that this area be especially well planned for the disabled
student. Regulation 504 states that the disabled student ‘chould be afforded the same "
opportunities for housing that other students are given. Every dormitory room need not be
accessible, but a reasonable selection of living arrangements must be available to the
handicapped student. It is also important that a ghetto not be created in one dormitory, but ;
rather that a selection of housing be made available. In considering the choice of housing,care ~ -
should be taken, so that a mobility handicapped student is not assigned a room where the

student would be required to travel long distances to classroom and other campus facilities or

be required to regularly cross hazardous areas of vehicular traffic, railroad tracks or areas of

freight delivery.

o

The minimum number of beds for this study, that should be made accessible is based on the

following:
A - Peak need experience over the last few years: and/or o
B = At least two bedrooms in the following types of living styles; male, female

and coed
nhe followmg criteria should be followed:

¢ Entrance door has at least a 32" . clear opemng
~ oA clear space of at least 5’ x 5’ somewhere in the room for maneuvermg ’
or turning
¢ The closet should be accessnble . ;
® An accessible rest -oom should be available
° Any doors in the room Ieadmg to bathrooms or other spaces should meet
: minimum criteria.
= ¢ Light switches and controls should be within accessible reach

NOTE: The above minimum requirements as to the number of beds does not mean that if a
campus meets this minimum it can turn away a handicapped student because there isn't an
accessible bedroom. The campus would have to make additional,space available.

27
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Libraries

.}{J

It would be unreasonable to assume that all. books and publication resources of the library can
be put within the reach of a disabled person using a wheelchair. In light of this, it is assumed that
library personnel will be responsible for much of the program accessnbnhty required in this
building type. The most important criteria are as follows:

® The entrance to the Library must not be tl';rough a tumstyle or other
device which would restrict entry by a disabled person.

o Special resource rooms set aside for a disabled student with special
equipment must be on an accesmble level of the library. '

a s

Physical Education Facilities |

2 \

Physically Handicapped individuals, especially those in wheelchairs, frequently do ‘not get ‘
adequate amounts of exercise in normal daily activities. Therefore, it is particularly important
that certain physical education programs and facilities be made available. These are:

A — The Swimming pool ¢

B — Exercise Areas’

C — Gym : . .

D — Locker. Rooms and Showers - /

As a disabled student will be both participating and viewing activities that take place in this
building, itis important that access is provnded in both these areas. The cntena checklist should
include: '

e Access to Pool : .

® Access to Exercise Area. .

® Restrooms (both public and locker areas including shower)
¢ Appropriate spectator seating . - .

¢ Access to Exterior Facilities

N
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Spaces for Eating

The most important aspect iS entrance to these facilities. As many colleges have controled access
(turnstyle) it is important that alternate equal access is provided to the disabled student. This
might mean that the tumstylz will have to be remaved or the student be allowed other entrance.
As the campus.can provide a disabled student with waitress service, the counter does not
necessarily have to be accessible. The tables should be arranged so that there is access in and out
of the dining hall for the wheelchair; this is something that can be arranged easily by the campus.
At least several. tables should be desiyned (as shown) to accomodate a person seated ina
wheelchalr : .

1

TURNSTYLES ARE NOT ACCESSIBLE
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o - . Laboratories

Because of the many ways that a campus can provide “program accessibility” to'a disabled
student, (eg: student nartners, modifying lab stations, etc) it is important that when surveying'a L
laboratory, concentrat'un is placed on gettinginto and around the laboratory and the identifying of

at least one area in the lab which has enough ievel floor space so that a wheelchair can be
maneuvered to an existing lab station (which car: be lowered and modified if necessary). The
following criteria should be taken into consideration: W ‘

/e Laboratory is located on accessible level

® Any local or State codes should be considered if it effects the physical
layout of the lab. . ©

e Entrance Door meets_minimum clear opening criteria

e A student in a wheelchair can get to all apparatus inthe lab, although allitems
might not.be within his or her reach '

e There is a level area within the lab or at an existing station which could
be modified to meet the requirements of a disabled student. )

- . ) . .

Lab Station

. i
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e v —
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A Existing Work Station g -
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH EDU("ATION AND WELFARE
National Center for Educational Statistics -

SITE VISIT SURVEY FORM

INVENTORY OF
COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY PHYSICAL FACILITIES

‘ CAMPUS

- BUILDING

" DATE BY




" Criterid

N

Existing Co dition - . Cost Jmpact -

Estimate ,

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- ENTRANCE

(Entrance which is accessible or the one most
essly made accessible)

EXISTING CONDlTlQN
. STEPS Number of Risers

EXISTING RAMP
(See Below for Criteria)

Ra mp {IF REQUIRED) |

Munmym Width (36°)

Slope (not greater than 1.12)

Handrail (One side / 32" / exiension)

Surface (Non-shp)

Upon meeting door ('Levell area 5° X 5°) , ’
Level Areds (At Ton , Bottom and every 307

No Abrupt Change of Level (Where ramp meets

level areas)

Steps

f1f 1 combrnation with Ramp)

Non Projecting Nosing

Handrails (One side / 32°' / extensions)

Wheelchair Lifts

(1t permtted by local code)

-

JOU—

|
|
!

|

.
o~

|

. | .
|
1

S ' T

NOTE: IF IN DOUBT ON ANY CRITERIA REFERTO W?RKBOOK
y : .

e

WDDOD RAMP: $75 / LIN. FT.

>

1" — 2" ENTRANCE RAMP: $100
CONCRETE RAMPS:

1-3 STEPS
4-6STEPS  $ 3,000

7+ STEPS  $10,000

i DR )
| $155 / LIN. FT, DF RAMP
INCLUDING LEVEL AREAS
WHICH ARE PART OF HAMP

{1t the area to be ramped 5 greater than
10 Steps - use the $155 / L Ft Cost.
i l Multtipty the number of inches vertical

i

$ 1,000

drop 1n the area to be ramped by this
tiqure)

HANDRALLS: $30 / Lll\yf

R

NOSINGS:

| TO CORRECT EXISTING:

l $50/RISER [6° WIDE STAIR]
|
|

HANDRAIL: $30 / LIN. FT.

b e -

t

NEW STEPS:$500 PER STAIR {Max. 5 Risers}

+

WHEELCHAIR LIFTS:
$3.000/INSTALLATION

L R e _T
|
i

i

.‘r—-u—-——fhfl——‘hw-‘ ——

PAGE TOTAL:
| . 1
!
S U
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T

& )
,  Criteria . Extistir‘ig Condition . Cost Imnact Estinfate .
ENTRANCE - ™
{Entrance which 1s accessible cr the one most < ! ’ | Y
‘easily made accessible) ——— . v i oo ) :
t *NOTE: IF IN DOUBT ON ANY CRITERIA REFER TO WORKBOOK ¥
, . * '

; * EXISTING CONDITION

. STEPS Number of Risers

" EXISTING RAMP
(See Below for Criteria)

il . Ramp e ne‘oumeo)

.
MunurnumPWIdth (36")

Sloge (not graater than 1 12} -
Handrail (One side / 32" / extension) )
Surtace {Non sl'ﬂl )

Upon meeting (:!our {Level area 5 X 5')

Level Areas (At Top , Bottom and every 30"

No Abrupt Change of Level (Where ramp meets

—_——————— e —— — -

leve! areas)

| St

| Steps
l (1t tn combination with Rarmp)
f Mon Projecting Nos g

Handra's (One side / 32 ! extensions)

>

' Wheelchair Lifts

’ ) It permitted b\ir local codel

.

¢

.

4

L

£
g

|
|

camrus DISTRACT
LA19

L}

HANDRAILS: $30 / LIN. FT. 1

To y

- .-.,.__.{ -

WOOD RAMP: $75 / LIN. FT.

1”2 2" ENTRANCE RAMP: $100
CRETE RAMPS:

-3 STEPS
4-6 STEPS
7+ STEPS

$ 1,000
$ 3,000

OR

$155/ LIN. FT. OF RAMP ,
INCLUOING LEVEL AREAS !
WHICH ARE PART OF RAMP

{11 the area to be ramped 15 greater than '
10 Steps  use the $155 7 Lin Fr Cost
Muttipty the number of nches vorticyl '
drop it the Brea ro be ramped by this Q *.l .
tqurel 7

i

4—-? f‘&,aoo -
$10,000 ) . .

NOZINGS:, '

TO CORRECT EXISTING :

$50/RISER {6° WIDE STAIR) }

' — (
HANDRAIL:,$30 / LIN. FT. | .
!

NEW STEPS: $500 PER STAIR (Max. 5 Rusers)

WHEELCHAIR LIFTS
$3.000{/INSTALLATION

PAGE TOTAL"
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Criteria

4

Existing Condition

Cost Impact’ .

Entrance Con't.

Width (32" Clear Openiy)
Accessible Threshold (Less Than '%4')
Op;ning Presz&u!e '
Accessible Handles ~

N Leve’I F]oov' Area

Veitibule ( Cistance between Doors)

Power Operated (!f opening pressure
can not be met)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric .
4

Entrance Door

‘ [ 4
M L]

. ANDPROVIDE NEW DOOR: -USE $3,000

 PROVIDE SWING-CLEAR HINGES ON

EXISTING EXTERIOR DOORS AND
VESTIBULES NOT MEETING ANY
OF THE REOUIREMENTS: USE
$8,000 / ENTRANCE

v

TO WIDEN AN EXISTING ENTRANCE

EXTERIOR DOOR: USE $250

NEW HANDLE HARDWARE $100 / DOOR
NEW THRESHOLD: $75 / DOOR
NEW CLOSER: $150 / DOOR

N
POWER OPERATOR ADDED TO .
EXISTING DOOR: USE $1,600 / s
DOOR
111 Campus climatic conditions
prevent the use of a manual
closer use this higure)

CAMPUS
S WAY

-

Pl

TOTAL ENTRANCE DOOR

TOTAL PREVIOUS PAGE

K3

> 1 ENTRANCE TOTAL

. »

.

Bl

BUILDING




° Criteria - .

Entrance Conr't.

Entrance :Door

Width (32 Clear Opening) ,
Accessble Threshold (Less Than )
Oprning Wessure , o
Accessible Handies *
Level Floor Area
» Vestibute { Distance between Doors)

Power Operated (It openiny pressure

can not be met) -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y

Existing Condition

4 it SR

BXISTING Doog.
OK BuT ~

WINDS HiGH
. ON CAMPYS

Lost .
L (Eo \ IrmpactA T
EXISTING EXTERIOR OOORS AND
VESTIBULES NOT MEETING ANY

OF THE REOUIREMENTS USE
$8.000 / ENTRANCE w
TO WIOEN AN E XISTING ENTRANCE

AND PROVIDE NEW OOOR  USE $3.000

Estimate *

PROVIOE SWING CLEAR HINGES ON
EXTEQOR DOOR USE $250

NEW.HANOLE HARDWARE $100 / DOOR

NEW THRESHOLD  $75 / OOOR

) .
‘ NEW CLOSER: $150 / DOOR .,
L4
WER OPERATQR ADDED, TO , » N
' EXISTING DOOR’ USE $1,800 / ‘ boo
> 000R . '
. ' [ Campus clanate conditions |
B preveat the use of g manyat
[AY v - ser yse they Fgues | I
. - . ’
+
—— v . - - -« - ce e L
& /.
; ‘. | S—
TOTAL ENTRANCE DOOR | 'b 00
” 10T AL PREVIOUS PAGE P 3.3”
4
y ﬂ' ==
) . D 1 , ENTRANCE TOTAL 4|ﬂ00 ,
, S
3
. , |
» ) , »
[ ! ’
. . Do
‘l - .
). ‘
1 . v
] ] [ e ————
- " " B
camis DISTREY - wuiome A- Pg. T of 9
. {
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! - —— p .
i . . . . - L
- H ., . . ' e 4 ~ N
Criteria o Existing Condition Cost Impadt Estimate
M < f
RES}I ROOMS o | | -
- Al - T~ - {I -
. MEN W MEN UNISEX IC/rcIe One} - .
- 3 . ° N
FLOOR. ° “ N ) , .
' ¥ \ ' WIOENING EXISTING OOOR: f
® En"ancewav { Door 32* Clear Opening) L 3 USE $500 / DOOR’ v
< . : TO ENL.ARGE PASSAGEWAY: ’ -
e Internal Passzgeway (Meets critergl) L U‘g_s_ngqo_l__ﬁ_QSSAGEWAY .
Toilet Stall (One stail per restroom) ' . : TO CORRECT OOOR & PARTITION i
¢ Tolet Stal per - L /| use: s30dsTALL {
Door 32" Clear opening / Swing out . y " 7O CORRECT-O00R WIDTH ONLY: ?
) . ' ‘ ‘USE; $150/ STALL | .

Size (a or b) . . .| SEAT RISER: USE $60 / TOILET L
: : NEW GRAB BARS: $125 / STALL '

Grab Bars {Horizonta!) . - NEW TOILET: $750 /.TOILET ‘ o

E)

. * Toilet Seat ( 17" to 20") j
Y A Y
@ Lavatory (One per restroom)

27,'/1" to 30" under apron.

' . Yop ot Lavatory 30" o 34" N
' Accessible’ Faucet

Drain Pipe; Covered -

REMOVE DOOR,— REPLACE WITH"
. CURTAINS: $50 ISTALL (GAMPUS. | .

. - 0PTION) * o b=

REPLACE FAUCET ANO PROVIDE
DRAIN PROTECTION: $100/ LAVATORY
‘ 1] .
TO ADJUST HEIGHT OF EXISTING .,
. LAVATOIRY" $200 / LAVATORY "
. (Y “ -‘

.

‘ NEW LAVATORY: USE $750 f LAV

-

{ ' . b »
' - . ) ¥ ] R
@  Agcessbries  (Within reach per criteria) R A IF ACCESSORIES WAVE TO BE LOWERED: .
. USE $200 / REST ROOM
Towels ‘and Dispensers , A ? . . ’ : . o
'Y Mirror ‘ . PROVIDE NEW MIRROR: $75 / MIRROR /‘
. - y - s M S d 2
Showet L\ * 1
L] ! N . ‘
® , Shower (If applicable) N , MODIFY CURB: USE $300
h Roll . \ . .
Jotn | NEW SHOWER: USE $ 2,000 ‘ ‘
Transfer .Type, ’ !
. | 2N ' -
M . |
- ll
. 4 LT 2 i
! TOTAL RESTROOM: |
, | e UDING DRINKING FOUNTAINS) l .
CAMPUS Pg.___of

i

-

PP

BUILOING'' ) e




Criteria

Exnstmg Conu.tlon

RESTROOMS

WOMEN UN'SEX (Circle Onel
floon |'®T ‘

] Entranceway ( Door 32" Clear Opening)

(] tnternal Passageway (Meets criteria) N
®. Tulet Stall (One stall per rcsllroom’
Dogpr 32 Clear opening
Size (a or b
Grab B;lrs tHarizontal)
“To.tet Seat | 17 to ?0;')
e Lavatory (One per restroom)

27" to 30" under apron
Top of Lavatory 30" to 34"
Accessible Faucet

Dran Pipes Covered

® Ncceories (Within caach per cnitena)

Towels and Dispensers

Mirror
Shower

e Skower ({f apphcable)

Rolln

Transter- Type

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

O
/
i
|
|
1

Swing out ”°

PP, TS - i
- - - .

Cost Impact Estimate
T T ’ T o T S
’ -
>
. !
e e A e e e e o e [ U U
' : T~ WIDENING EXISTING DDDR.
___USE $500 / DOOR_ LW

T

USE $1,000 / PR

“pagnmion ouw
30“ DoorR-
24"

NeEDS GRAD

! USE. $150/STALE -
i - .

TO CORRECT DOOR & PARTITIOM

CT ODOR WIDTH DNLY

| REMOVE DOOR - REPLACE WITH |,

| CURTAINS: $50 / STALL (CAMPUS.

—1 oprion

© REPLACE FAUCET AND PROVIOE

' ORAIN PROTECTION. $100 / LAVATDRY
<

TO ADJUST HEIGHT DF EXISTING
i LAVATDRY: $200/ LAVATORY.

NEW LAVATORY: USE $750 / LAV

——h e e e -

—_—

' |F ACCESSORIES HAVE TO BE LOWERED
USE $200 / REST ROOM

b — - e

\#1s

PROVIOE NEW MIRROR: $75 / MIRSDR

|
I
[ -
'i
|
3

CAMPUS Dﬁm\cf'

123

.

MODOIFY CURB: USE $300
. w

NEW SHOWER: USE $ 2,000

Sy

Y

2 . .
. \\ "TOTAL RESTRODM

{INCLUDING I)HINK ING FOUNTAINS!

(. - - . .. -

’ ‘A" J .

BUILDING

i

|
|

t




, - Criteria _ . Existing Condition

_ Cost Impact Estimate
I B R . | ‘ T |

Drinking Fountains | | | o

I — | ‘ ) - i
DRINKING FOUNTAINS i
. . A4 \ l
| ’ v
. 4 | \ A
o Height of Spout . . TO LOWER EXISTING FOUNTAIN:
‘ USE $200 / FOUNTAIN ,
. ®  Controls up. front . : ' INSTALL NEW DRINKING FOUNTAIN l |
. . SDOU‘ up "on‘ s ' USE: 31.0001 FOUNTAIN } ;
: . PROVIDE CUP DISPENSER: ' !
®  Operated by hand or hand and toot $25 / DISPENSER ! v |
®  Recessed Area { See Criteria) , | '
%
ty
e
A : ‘
' #
I,
« !
' ’ L)
’ ' ; e |
. N f N
1 .
. |
. ' p ‘ ]
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Criteria " E isting Condition ‘ ‘Cost Impa;:t g Estima.té’

— - S B e *‘-“1
[ ] [ ] « . y [ ] 4 . ' '
Drinking Fountains 7 — A -

DRINKING FOUNTAINS

aﬁ'ﬂk\t’a '“7{' 3 NG FOUNTAIN: ’
e of s FOUNTAIN) | "IN
. Comrols”up tront . ; m wm ;

Spout up front” . S?OT mg.

Operated by, hand or hand and foot wP

INSTALL NEW DRINKING FOUNTAIN

U IN
PROVIDE CUP DISPENSER: .
$25 / DISPENSER

Recessed Area ( See Criteria) ' Lt
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: { ALL FLOORS SHOULD BE IDENTIFIED AS FQLLOWS 00 SUB BASEMENT /08 BASEMENT /01 FIRST FLOOR
. N " 02SECOND FLOOR / 0¥ THIRD FLOOR /7 ETC.)

T

INTERIOR CIRCULATION

HORIZONTAL [Hallways. Passageways and Floorsi

Are all the tloors level throuqh out ? :1f not hist those {requ/red for program accessihiiity)
which tequite ramps or wheelchair 1ifts to make them level, YSee appropr/uu' znwna for cost/

ERIC

. »
A ruText provided by Eric

’ FLOOR : RECOMMENDATION ‘ COST IMPACT ESTIMATE:
- e L JREEERRE R wA.-_-_-A-,I,,,H__‘ 9 A
| i
. ‘ '
. ‘ b :
! ‘ { |
g | | !
| ‘ t ]
. i \ !
o oo 1 Total: Horizontal Circulation \
L S NS PSR
! DOORS LEADING INTO SPACES REQUIRED FOR PROGRAM ACCESSIBILITY .
‘ Intenor doors leading to spaces which are needed tor program accessibility must meet the
f folluwmg culena
e N T T T l
I @  Wudth {327 Clear Ovemng ) I NEW ACCESSIBLE OOOR: REPLACE
i . » " EXISTING DOOR USE: $600 / DOOH 1
I Accessible Threshold (" or iels) I
! | ADD LEVER HAROWARE: ?
LR Opening Pressure l $80 / DOOR '|
!
| @  Accessihle Handle (Per Critena) i REMOVE AND REPLACE EXISTING 4 ,
J : . i© THRESHOLD: $60 / DOOR ‘
® Level Floar Area (Per Critena) ‘ |
| ‘ | | PROVIDE SWING CLEAR HINGE:
| @ Vestibule {(Distance between Doors) $150 / OOOR 1
T__., J— - J— . _ " VN R e e - A 1 e gm e { -~
{ List the Room Number of Ooors no? meeting the above criteria . i . ' ”
! Nrw Doors Required Doury tor Swing Cear,Hinge Accessibls Threshord Misc ~ ‘ |
v ! .
‘ ‘ | .
- 1
‘l Total: Interior Doors !
f , - . . |
| . ’ 1 - g PAGE TOTAL i 4
" K CAMPUS e BUILDING , Po. _ _of
o . l ‘o ‘\, ’ T \«
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{ALL FLOORS SHOULO BE /OENT/F/ED AS FOLLOWS 00 SUB BASEMENT - 08 BASEMENT /01 FIRST FLOOR
02 SECONO FLOOR * 03 THIRD FLOOR / E rci

- . e et

INTERIOR CIRCULATON |

HORIZONTAL (Hallways, Passageways and Floors)

Are all the floors level through out ? 1t not hist those frequired for program accessitulity) ' _
which require ramps or wheeichair- lifts to make them level. /See appropriate criterta fur cost] ) ) '

FLOOR o RECOMMENDAﬂON o _COST'IMPACT .+ ESTIMATE

e

2 WUeLS - guret AT
Wwwer - 4 “I’IPS Yo .

C UPPER.  RECOMMEND GITHER
RAMP OR curn.t.tﬁr

O

DOORS LEADING INTO SPACES REQUIRED FOR PROGRAM ACCESSIBILITY

L ‘ o L Tf)ff!l_:_i_iorazonlal Circu|al|o_n . E;Lwo -

Interior doors leading to spaces which are needed for program accessibility must meet the
following critena.

@ Width ( 32 Clear Opening )

EXISTING DOOR USE: $600 / DOOR
OACceSsnble Threshald (%' or less) *‘

. _ ,» . ‘ '
¢ NEW ACCESSIBLE DOOR: REPLACE ‘3 boo o
)

ADD LEVER HARDWASE:

Opening Pressure ’ h $80 / DOOR ’

Accessible Handle ‘(Per Critena) REMOVE ANd REPLACE EXISTING

THRESHOLD: $50 / DOOR A Z / 00

PROVIDE SWING CLEAR HINGE :
$150 / DOOR _ F v . 300

Level Floor Area (Per Critena)

Vestibule (Distance bet

-

ist the Room Number of
New Doors Required Doors tor Swing Clear Hinge Accessile Threshold

/02 202 /] /22
104 209 176 232
_ Pace rofAL ‘-7! 000

/0‘ 208 .
_Ghors Zhoons  Zvews !
mwn BUILDING ”A” Py. s.of-z, -

ors not mesting the above criteria

| ~ Totak: lnlerlor Doo'r; # ? 000 +
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Criteria C * Existing Condition ‘ ; ' 4 " Estimate

Interior Circulation Con’t. )

Elevators

ELEVATOR: JUSTIFICATION:

In this building; are there any non. accessible floors which will have' to be made 'lctmsible
10 that the mnit\mon can mest 5047 If so, describa the special needs and mmly them d
an elevator will be required to meet this multi level access.

NEED FOR NEW ELEVATOR .

JUSTIFICATION ‘ ) o ) "

NEW ELEVATORS:
2 STOP ELEVATOPS $40,000
HIGH RISE: $25,000/FLOOR SEHVED
v, \ .

* ELEVATOR (Existing) )

MOVE PANELS: $1,000/CAR
@® Existing Use (Pass./Freight) s 8 ’

MOVE CALL BUTTONS: $175/BUTT!
Floors Served (08,01,02,03,04 etc.) v $175/BUTTON

INSTALL SAFETY SHOE: $500/CAR
4

PHOTO EYES: $1,500/CAR
Doov Size (Mihimum 32" Clear Opening) $

[ ]
®. Size (See Criteria)
[
o

May be entered on floor leve! of accessume : ) “ NEW CAB IN EXISTING SHAFT:
enlrance ! USE $15.000

ax

" @ 2 Space in tront of elevator (See Criteria)
@  Button Heght Range

' ®  Emergency Control Location
® Door ‘Safety (See Criteria)

® - Levelng (See Criteria)

>3 INTERIOA CIRCULATION TOTAL:

.

CAMPUS BUILDING
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Criteria : > . Existing Condition ‘ Cost Impact Estimate

Interior Circulation Con't.

Elevators b
ELEVATOR JUSTIFICATION:

- 3 In this buildmg are there any non-agcessible floors which will have to be made accemble hb m&

‘so that the institution can meet 504? If 30, describe the special needs and justify them if

an elevator will ﬂe required to meet this multi-level access. N 3 9"0? mg
NEED FOR NEW ELEVATOR : NEEDED

JUSTIFICATION ' ‘ o ]

. SREIMITED, WSS On 213 FACORS ! S
| : §
N

CAT TO MOvE \ABs MoRE THAR "2 sror etevas
| ELEWTBR.

HIGH RISE

. TQ& g éa’srwa | )
ELEVATOR (Existing) : ' e —— | “‘ /)000
. MOVE PANELS: N
o D te ‘j;*;’;';g";m | %ﬂ"f- - et £ 123
oors serv ——— ! BuT |I”$ | INSTALL SAFETY snb © S0d
Size (_See Critena) v mn 5 Cb .. | .

PHOTO EYES: $1,500/CAR
Doar Size (Minimutm 32" Clear Opening} | :

|
O !
May be entered of flodr fevel of accessible | MD m W i :g:’ (;Ail;:):oEXISTING SHAFT: .

entrarnce f

Space n fropt of elevator (See Criteria)
Button Height Range
E€mergency Control Location )

Door Safety {See Criterva)

.Levelmg (See Crvteria)

ety

" INTERIOR CIRCULATION TOTAL. ’ q‘ dl;’

S N -_— . . ‘__l -— - —— —— [
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Cniteria

Existing Condition

« Cost Impact

Sl AT 5

Estimate

SPEC|AL SPACES

AREAS OF ASSEMBLY

N .
o

SLEEP/STUDY AREA

LIBRARY / EATING SPACE / ETC.

PHYSICAL EDUCATION

LABORATORIES

o

-

¢

REMOVE SEAT ANO PROVIOE LEVEL
AREA IN STEPPED PORTION OF
ASSEMBLY SPACE .

USE: $500 / SEAT

" TO MODIFY EXISTING DORM ROOM

SWITCHES, AND CLOSETS
USE $2,300

FROM STANOARD INCL, DOORS, -

REMOVAL OF TURNSTYLE AND
REPLACEMENT WITH ELECTRONIC
DETECTION DEVICE

USE $1,500 o

POOL LIFT INSTALLED:
USE $700 i

a

s ekl

CAMPUS

l)"

MODIFY EXISTING STATION
USE $200 / L.F. OF COUNTER
PROVIDE NEW STATION
USE $1,500
PROVIDE NEW MOUBILE
LAB STATION
. USE $500 -

TOTAL

BUILDING™

Pg._.. of




Criteria z:

Coit__l Impact

‘SPECIAL SPACES

L]

AREAS OF ASSEMBLY

.

'SLEEP/STUDY AREA ~ .

.

; REMOVE SEAT AND PROVIDE LEVEL .
AREA IN STEPPED PORTION OF
ASSEMBLY SPACE

USE" $500 / SEAT

e e — —

TO MODIFY EXISTING DORM ROOM

"' FROM STANDARD INCL, DOOF.S, . |

SWITCHES,’AND CLOSETS
e USE $2,300 .2

l »

~

-

LIBRARY / EATING SPACE / ETC.

4

: "AEMOVAL OF TURNSTYLE AND
| REPLACEMENT WITH ELECTRONIC
{ DETECTION DEVICE

USE $1,500

PHYSICAL EDUCATION ‘.

— e o —

/ USE $700
/

/

i

}

|

; POOL LIFT INSTALLED:
! ;

|

1

.

=

f
| ReEavirep
p )
. ° . ‘ L ‘
LABORATORIES l .
' .
‘ | .
|
B
' " [
.
f
. .
— - PR F

CAMPUS Dlsmlcr
13l

Mom&'exusrwc STATION
200 / L.F. OF COUNTER

1
!
| provive New sTaTiON

USE $1.500
PROVIDE NEW MOBILE

’ LAB STATION_ - ,

USE  $500 .
i :
b e
! . |
l >4 yoraL T
|
1 .

R

BULDING Al c




'CAMPUS TABULATION SHEET

BUILDING

1
ENTRANCE

2
REST ROOMS

Date of Survey

3

INTERIOR
CIRCULATION

By

. " 4 ‘
'SPECIAL SPACES

BUILDING TOTAL

g

CAMPUS TOTAL




CAMPUS TABULATION SHEET

.
-8
o 2

[

?

{ - / Camplus D\s‘rg‘ér COLLE& | 'l’)atg ?o'f Su;vﬁ'z_lﬁ, 'By w"m
' , ' 1 2 3 . ' 4 1
BUILDING ENTRANCE REST ROOMS c.'RNcTUEL",{(T)%N SPECTAL SPACES | BUILDING TOTAL| .
. ” | 3 o '
Buioine A" ‘{.4 qoo0 ¥ s25 £ 9 025 4 200 /5 ,;/fo of
. . "
/ |
X v
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135




Appendix

" DEFINITIONS OF ‘BUILDING AREAS

<

\

1. GROSS AREA: &/ : : N

. Al Definition: "The sum of the floor areas of the building included
.o within the outside-faces of exterior walls for all stories, or
areas that have' floor' surfaces.- : .
" B. Basis for Measurement: Gross area should be computed by measuring
from the outside face of exterior walls, disregarding cornices,.
_pilasters, buttresses, etc., which extend beyoud the wall face.
Measured in terms of gross square feet (GSF). L e

C. Description:” In addition ta all the intérnal floored spaces
.. obvigusly covered above, gross area should include basements .
. (exgzpt unexcavated ‘portions), attics, garages, enclosed porches, .
~ penthouses, mechanical-equipment floors, lobbies, mbzzanines, gl
: balconies (inside or outside) utilized for operational functions, )
- ~ and corridors, provided they.are within the outside fac§51ines of
. e the buiiding. Roofed loading or shipping ptatforms should be .
included, whether within or outside the exterior face 1ines of . * .
the building., - Stairways,-elevato? shafts, mechanical-service shaﬁpgé
and ducts are to be counted as gross area on each floor through. /’A»';z
which. the shaft passes. - ' %y/

NS
//t ;
T
' . s o A,/
‘“ : D. Limitations: Exclude open courts.and light wells, or pontions,oté//

upper floors eliminated by rooms or lobbies: that rise abave §jng1 ,
floor ceiltng height. ' o . s

! /
/

»

q 8/ Source: Federal Constf@ction,Counci]‘Techhica1 Report No. 50 (Publ..1235),
Classification of Building Areas, National Academy of Sciences,. Building
Research Advisory Board. ' :
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. , | Appendix - | ‘Definition of Building Areas (Contin.ad)

2. - ASSIGNABLE AREA:

A, Definition: The sum of all areas on all floors of a buildin
assigned to, or available for assignment to, an occupant, 3.
including every type of space functionally usable by an’ occupant:
(excepting those spaces defined in appendix 6.5-as custédial,
circulation, mechanical, and structural areas). o,
Bacis for Measurement: A1l assignable areas should be computed
by measuring from the inside finishes.of surfaces which form the
boundaries of the designated areas.. Do not include unusable areas
having less than 6'6" clear head room.

Description: Included should be spate subdivisions for offices,
cTassrooms, laboratories, seminar and conference rooms, libraries,
file rooms, storage rooms, etc., including those for special *
purposes (e.g., auditorium§, cafeterias; TV studios, faculty and -

- student locker and shower ‘rooms, maintenance and repair shops ,
garages) which can be put to useful purposes in accomplishing
the institution's mission. , ' :

. - Limitations: Deductions should not be made for necessary building
colymns and projections. '
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Appendix Definitions of Building Areas (Continued)
Figure 12, » Assignable area
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Appendix * Definition of Building Areas (bontinued)'

NONASSIGNABLE AREA: That portion of the building area not avai]ab]e
for assignment to bu11d1ngnoccupants but necessary for general operation.
By definition, nonass‘gnable area consists exclusively of: circu1ation.

custod1a1

3.1

mechanical, and structura] areas.

CIRCULATION AREA:

A.

Definition: Required for physical access to some subdivision
of space whether directly bounded by partitions or not.

BaS1s for Measurement: Should be computed by measuring- from
the inner faces of walls or partitions which enclose horizontal
spaces used for such purposes. Deductions should not be made
for necessary building columns and minor projections. Do not
include unusable areas having less than 6'6" clear head room. .

Description: Should include but not be limited to corridors,
elevator shafts, escalators, fire towers, stairways, loading .
platforms, elevator lobbies, and tunnels and bridges.

Limitations: ‘When determining corridor areas, only horizontal

.spaces required for general access should be included -- not

aisles used only for circulation within office suites,
auditoriums, or other working areas. Deductions should not
be made for necessary building columns and projections.
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Appendix - Definition of Building Areas (Continued)

Y

Figure 13. Nonassignable area: Circulation area
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e Appendix Definitionlof Building Areas (Continued)

3.2 CUSTODIAL AREA:

A. Definition: The sum of &11 areas of a building used for its.
protect1on, care, and maintenance.

B. Basis for Measurement: Should be measured from the inside
surfaces of enclosing walls or permanent partitions. Deductions
should not be made for necessary building columns and minor
prOJections Do not include unusable areas- with less than
6'6" clear head room. - e

C. 'Descr1ption "Should include such areas as trashrooms, guargrooms,
custodial rooms, cus 3d1a1 1ocker rooms, and custod1a1 supply

D.¥ Limitations: Should not include central physica] plant shop
. areas, nor special-purpose storage or maintenance rooms, such
as .linen c1osets and maid rooms in residence halls.




Appendix _Definitibn. of Buildiny Areas (Continued) -

-

Figure 14. Nonassignable area: Custodial area
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Appendix  Definition of Building Areas (Continued) ..

3.3

-MECHANICAL AREA:

-

A. Def1n1§1on That portion of the gross area des1gned to house

mechanical equipment, utility services, and nonprivate toilet
facilities. ' .

Basis for Measurement Should be computed by measur1ng from the
nner faces of the walls, partitions, or screens which enc]ose
such areas. -Do not 1nc1ude unusab1e areas with less than 6'6"

--clear head room.

: _Descr1ptlon Shou]d include, but not be limited.ta,-mechanjcal

areas ir central utility plants, air-duct shafts, boiler rooms,
fixed mechanical and electrical. equipment.rooms, fuel .rooms,
mechanical-service shafts, meter and comnunications closets,
service chutes, stacks, and nonprivate toilet rooms (custodial
and public).

LimitatiOns: Deductions should not be made for necessary
building columns and projections.

h-olqy
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Appendix Definitions of Building Areas (Continued)
Figure 15. Nonassignable area: Mechanical area
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Appendix ~ Definitions of Building Areas (Continued)

3.4 STRUCTURAL AREA: 9/

. A. Definition: Should be construed to mean that portion of the
. gross area which cannot be occupied or put to use because of
structural building features. -

‘B. Basis for Measurement: Precise computation by direct measurement
Ts not contemplated under these definitions. Should generally
be determined by assuming it to be the residual area after the
assignable, circulation, custodial, and mechanical areas have. .
been subtracted from the gross area.

C. Description: Examples of building features normally classified .
as structural area are exterior walls, fire walls, permanent
. partitions, and unusable areas in attics, basements, or com-
parable portions of a buiiding. : '

" 9/ Referred to as “construction area” in TR-50 (see footnote 8).

o 134
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Appendi x Definition of Building Areas (éont‘inued)
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Figure 16. Nonassignable area: Structural area
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Appendix

GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS NOT ELSEWHERE DEFINED

BUILDING: A roofed structure for permanent or temporary shelter
of persons, animals, plants, or equipment.

BUILDING DATA: Descriptive -characteristics of a building, such as
gross area, assignable area, condition, ownership, estimated
rep]acement cost, and year of construction. ‘

BUILDING INVENTORY:. A statistical description of buildings, including
both building and room data as defined below.: o e -
FACILITIES: Aﬁy physical structure or space required by the institution
for the performance of its .programs and related activities. ,

. S

. HEGIS: Higher Educatiop General ‘Information Survey conducted by the
. National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the U. S. Office of
Education. . S
ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: The basic component of the organizational structure
of.a college or university. Usually referred to as a department, but-

including both academic units (English Dept., Physics Dept., etc.) and
admi?istrative units (Office of the President, Registrar, Physical Plant,

etc.). ' ' . R

PCS: Program Classification Structure developed by the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) at the Western Inter-
state Commission..for Highel Education (WICHE) in Boulder, Colo. 7
PROGRAM: -.A set of-dctivities which are collectively designed to °*
“achieve a well-defined objective or set of objectives within the
institution. ~° v ) :

. PROGRAM CATEGORY: For this manual's purposes, a classification of

similar or related activities by discipline area or major function.
ROOM DATA: Descriptive characteristics. of assignable intérior
spaces of a building, including standard room-use categories,
institutional organizational units, standard programsxagg/giéggam
'category,éodes;-assignab]e floor areas, and.(in some instances)
numbers of stations. ' |
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APPENDIX D

List of Persons Consulted in the Development of the Survey Instrument

+ Gary Alexander )
Office of Financial Management
Olympia, Washington

Richard Andarson

Director for Spectal Programs

Association of Physical Plant N
Administrators r -

Washington, D.C.  **

James Bennett :
Special Assistant to the Deputy Director
DHEW*/Office for Civil Rights

. Washington, D.C.

Yvonne Beseler )
National Schogl Public Relations -
" Asspciation

Arlington, Virginia

Frank D. Brown
Associate Director for Financial Affairs
Commission on Higher Education
- Montgomery, Alabama
(replaced by Allen S, Zaruba as Project
Director)

Clifford C. Coles

“Section 504 Coordinator
North Carolina State University
Raleigh, North Carolina

T. Byron Collins
Georgetown Unjversity
Washington, D.C.

La Verne Collins
. Office of Management .md Budgc
Washmgton, D.C.

Patricia Conway

Director of Iederal Prograins

lowa College Aid Commission

Des Moinvs, lowa

(replaced’ by Nedrick Johnmn as Project
Direutor) .

John I'. Corrozi

Executive Director

Postsecondary Fducation ¢ ummission
Wilmington. Delaware .

Jay A. Croxtord

Assistant Director

State Building Board

Salt Lake City, Utah

\ {

Denis J. Curry

Deputy Coordinator for Pu\tsuonddl’v
Education

Olympia. Washington

*

"*Denotes U.S. Departinent of Health. [~.du‘c'atioﬁ'nnd Welfare:

-

Q

Richard L, Davison

Executive Director |
Postsecondary Education Commlsswn
Bismarck, North Dakota

Rebecca Fitch .
DHEW/Office fot Civil Rights

‘Washington, D.C.
" Gordon R, Flack .

Facilities' Development
Texas College and University System
Afigtin, Texas '

-
William L. George
Georgetown University .
Washington, D.C. :

William H. Gilmore

Assistant Director

North Carolina State Commission on
Higher Education Facilities - '

Raleigh, North Carolina '

Charles 1. Griffith
Director
State Plaaning Commissions Program
Bureau of Migher and Continuing

Education
DHEW/Office of Education IR
Washington, D.C,

<

Charles Gruhl

Facilities Planning

I dmonds-Everett Community College
Everett, Washington : L

Lawrence D. Haber

Office of Federal Statistical POllLy and °

Standards
U.S. Department of Commerce
Washingt(,m. D.C.

“Thomas Heath

Project Director
Higher Lducation Facilities Services, Inc.
Raleigh, North Carolina

Shelly Hill

U.S. Departiment 4f Energy
Washington, D.(J.

David Huerta

DIEW/Office for Civil Rights /
Washington, D.C., '

Steven (. Hychka

Executive Director

Energy Task Force

Nationlil Association of Cyllege and
University Business Offic

‘Washington. D.C. . "

49

L

Y

.

David M. Irwin
Executive Vice President
Washington Friends of Higher Education
Olympia, Washington ;
X

Hobart Jenkins
Assistant to President
Centralia College
Centralia, Washington

Jackie ) ohnson

Financial Analyst

Council for Postsecondary Educauon

Olympia, Washington

Dennis Jones -~ "

Associfte Director

National Cehter for Higher Education *
Management Systems

Boulder, Colorado

Bill Julius ~
Capital Budget Officer !
State Board for Commumty College

Education X
Olympia, Washington _

. Donald R, Kolb ,

Administrative Services Manager )
Spokane Community™ Cgll‘;e y °
Spokane, Washington C
Harry Lane -

US. Department of Encrgy
Washington, D.C.

Charles Le¢ '

‘Committee for Full Funding of

Education Programs . y
Washlngton, D.C. '

‘Charlcs 1 Llctwller

‘Maryland Department of State Planmng
Annapolis, Maryland ° Coe

Wayne Loomis g
Director for Facilities Planning -

Eastern Washington University
Chcyney. Washingtaon

.Thon as I McAnallen'

Chief -

Academic Facilities Branch
Division of Training and Facilitics o
DHEW/Office of Education
sthfngton‘.D C ’

Geri Mcz\lle

Bureau of Edhcation for the Handltdpptd
DHEW/Office of Eduumon
sthington D.C

137




(o - T s T T T TTrm e e e

- o . !
Raul Mertins ) : - Robert R. Reid
“* Acting Chief - Treasurer
University and College Surveys and "Whitman Callege
A Studics Branch , Walla Walla, Washington
DHEW/National Center tor Fducation '
Statisties . )
. Washingtdn, D.C. Coordinator’ ’
: . Business Affairs )
Office of the Council of State College
and University Presidents
Olympia, Washingtyn

Bill Robinson :

Al Moussean
Space Analyst<lacilities Planning
. Washington State University
. Pullman, Washington

. Kris,Robinson
C. Guil Norris ‘ Space Analyst b
k.xecutive Coordinator L Evergreen State College , .

Council for Postsecondary Educaton Olympia, Washington
Olyinpia, Washington . ' !
. ' 5 ' : Leonard Romney '
Norma Olsonoski : - Staff Associate,
Dircetor National @nter for Higher Education
Space Planning and Analysis . Management Systems
University of Washington 4 Boulder, Colorado
Secattle. Washington ! p
' ‘ _ ®ane N, Ryland' -
Richard J. Petersen Diregtor
@6urvey Director
University and ‘ollege, Surveys and
Studies Branch
DIFW/National Center tor |3 duutlun .

Boulder, Colorado

Maurice k. Salani

’ . Raleigh, North Caralina
Arthur Podolsky, ' '
University and College Surveys

—and Studtes Brandh’
l)lll'\\'/Nutlunul Center tor Fducation
Statistits '
Wasluyngton, D.C.

William B. Sllvm
‘Louisiana Board of chvnts
Baton Rouge. Louisana

Harry Sladich
Assistant to Presideat
Gonzaga University
Spokane. Washington

. Alan Povey
b xecutive Secretary .
Advisory Counctl on Higheo 1 duzation

Baltunore, Maryland . . Mike Smith

*  Iasabled Student Association

Bob Rawer University of Washington

- Buddinngs and Grounds Supervisor Segttle, Washington
Fdmonds Communty College
Lynnwood, Washigton J/ .
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SHEAQ/NCES Communication Network '

,_ St.mwu . Sceretary/Tredsurer
© Wastihgton,D.C. Ihgher Education tacilities Services, Ine.

' Charles L. Wheeler (Chalrman)

Paul E. Smith .

Administrative Assistant . .
Skagit Valley College
Mount Vernon, Washiugton ¢

James L. Solgmo
Commission on Higher Education * |
Coluinbia, South Carolina

Nathan Walker -~ . -
Direetor of Personnel

Pacific Luthern University -
Tacoiny, Washington. .

" atherine Wallman
)fice of Federal Statistical Pollcy and
Standards ° .
U.S. Department of Commerce <

Washington, D.C.
as Tbon P

Executlvé Director
Hl),hcf Education Facilities Servu.es, Inc
Ral,clg}h Nérth Carolina

chrJ Whitcomb -
Ohio Board of Regents
Columbas, Ohio
(replaced by Richard Norman as Pro;ect
Dir¢ctor and Executive Director)

Rolf Wulfsberg

Assistant Administrator for Research and.
Analysis

DHEW/National Center for l:duuatlon
Statistics

Washington, D. C

‘Debblc Yeager
DEEW/Office for Civil nghts
Washington, D.C. s

Floyd I, Young

Dean of Instruction
Peninsula College

Port Angeles, Washington

"

71




-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i Stephan Cotler** ' Education Division
Jack Armstrong Accessibility Project Director
Director of Admnistrative Services - State University Construction Fund, Stacey Gidcumb
Colorado Comnugsion on Hhigher * New York Secretary
Education . Indiana Commission for Higher
2 . ) Ldward J. Coyle* - . *  Education .
Willlam S, Barnhidl** .z ’ K Vice Chancellor o
‘Regron VI Representative Oklahoma Stae Regents for Higher “ Thomas Gleason*
DHEW®***/0ftice of I'ducation l-idu"catiun Budget and Management Analyst
. . Wisconsin Higher Kducational Ald‘i
Norbest K. Baumpart** Ilomw Crandell . Board - -
Region VI Representative . Principal Higher Education Spcualm' '
DHEW/Office of Lducation California Postsecondary Education . Art Goldsmith** “
. ) ' ' - Commission Region 1V Representative
David M. Berlin® : ) DHEW/Oftfice of Education
Coordinator ol Facilities Analy sis Lewis Crum** ' . ce
Virginta C ouncl of Higher | dueation Region VIl Representative ', David Goodwin )
; . \ DHEW/Otfice of IFducation . Research Associate
"Rubert Bowman** \ -, “ ' Virginia Countil of Nigher Education -
Asustant Director \ Jessica D' Antonio*
¢ Arizena Cosoassion tor Postsecondar “Region HI Representative ' Jack R. Grisham
Fducation . DHIW/US. Ottice of I'ducation Region 111 Representative
v ‘ ’ DHEW/Office of Fducation
Kenneth A, Brunner : Kathleen Delehanty
Lormer Acting Regtonal Contmisstoner Program Otticer Murray Haberman
(retured) New Jersey Departinent of Higher Assuciate Governmient Program Analyst
Regon 1V, DHIW ‘Otfice of 1 ducation Lducation o Calitornia Postsecor ' ary Education
Cominission
James Bysselle : Sherman Dutton* .
Fxecutive Dircctor o Consultant © Willie Hagen : i}
New ll.nmp\hm Postsecondary ' Virgima Community College System - Statt Associate fur Research .

John R. ¢ amn Regron 11§ Representative Leshic Hale
Lormer Assistant Director tretired ) DHEW/ULS, Ottice of I ducation Planning Rescarch Assistant
“Otfice of Space Unhzation. / ) / West Virginia Board of Pegents
Udnveraty ot Hhnos at Urbang Rex Fngebretson /
Assistant to Chancellor for Planming /
' University of Nebraska at Omaha
¢ . s
" *ind not .uuml .uudnt trnntg sesston, was i inemnber o an audit team. ’
**Did net conduct an audit, ? _ /

APPENDIX E , .
List o; Auditors Trained and Site Visit Teams

~ . - '

Garv Alexander X Nat Lo,hcndu“ . Robert Feldman -
Crpital Budget Otficer . JAnstitute for Lduuuonal Leadership - Fiscal Officer
Wnshlngton Offuce of ¥ lnanual o ellow . Massachusetts Board of nghcr
Management !)HE\V/Nutiunaj Center for kducation Education '
. . ' Statistics -, : ‘
Richard Alterman . Gordon Flack
Research Associate . “John Catton* Head, Division of Campus Planning and \
Florida Department of tducation “Senior Administrative Analyst - - Physical Facilitics Development i
- Univeesity of California System Coordinating Board, Texas College and

quualé Ammirati University Systein

Facilities Planner Woodrow. Clark y

Office of Space Utilization, l'ormer Director of Planning . © Williamn S. Fuller o

City University of New York ‘ Mississippi Postsecondary Education Executive Director

' : Plghning Board _ Nebraska Coordinating Commission for

Richard Anderson . o ’ . . - Postsecondary Education

Directur of Special Programs ' - Lrank Cottman , -

Associativn of Physical Plant - Fiscal Associate Robert A. Gibbs ’
Administrators of Uanersltlts . Ohio Board of Regents Principal Program Budget An.alyst

and Colleges California Department of Finance,

Fd.acation Commission Connecticut Board of Higher Education

Juseph Daurendat

St Dhenotys U S, lh-p.ulm‘t of Health, Idueation and Welfare.




Bert Hartsuiker*
Supcrvisor for Preventive Maintenanee
* Ramapo College of New Jerséy

Thomas H. Heath** !
Project Director

Higher Education Facilities Services, lm..
North Carolina

Charles Hempstead

Assistant Director for Capital Projects/
District Organization :
{llinois Community College Board

I. Patrick Henry**

Principal Education ¥ acilities Planner
Boatd of Resents,

University o California

‘Don Heslop**
Region X Represemative
DUHLEW/Office of Education

" Landru.n Hickman
Director of Faciities -, :
Texas College and University Svitem

Janet Hotland o
Budget Officer
ldaho Board of tducation

)
Jumes Homan
_Higher Fducation Consultant )
Michigan Department ot Educatign

Alvn Hooten

Assistant Vice President for Financial
Atfairs _ L

Boise State Unwversity. 1daho .

Robert Hurley ‘

Assistant Director tor Physical Facitities !

‘Kentucky Council on Higher Fducation

Louis M. lrons** ' \
Region V Representative :
DHEW/Otfice ot Lducation \ !
John James ¢ l
Director of Institutional Research |
Mississippl Valley State University

bR Jobe* ‘

Chairman :

Mississippt Postsecondary b duutmu
l‘l.mnmg Board

Act C. Johnson

Associate Construction Analyst

Chancellor's Ottice, Californng Commu-
nty ('nl!cge System

Jacquehin M. Johnson

L inancial Analyst ’

- Washington Council tor Postsecondary
Fducation

Nuednick M. Johnson |
Ditector ot Federal Programs
lowa College Ad Camntission

Robert W. Johnson
Ascistant Directy for Campus Planning
Ramapo College of New Jersey

L. E. Klatt

Architect

Colorado Office of State Planmnv and
Budgetmg

James F. K‘unkle

Rescarch and Statistics Specialist

Vermont Office of State Planning and
Budgeting

Stanley Koplick*:

Dlrettut of Budget .

Missouri Department of Higher
Education

William D. Kramer

Associate Commissioner for Planning

Indiana Couimission for nghu
Kducation

‘.Vilflam H. Lovejoy

Information Systeras and Fiscal Officer

Board of Trustees, Nebrraska State
«Colleges

Henrn Lucey

Associate in Facilities Planning

Office of Postsecondary Research, State

Education Department New York

Clara Luna**
Region {1 Representative
DHEW/Office of Education

Carl Lutz*

Deputy Commissioner

Indiana Lunumsslun for Higher Education
Willie L. Malone

Dircctor of Physical Plant

Mississjppi Valley State University

* Arthyr E. Mancl

Dire¢tor of Campus and Building
Plannmg
Office of Facilitics Planning, Oregon
/ State System of Higher Education
/

Terry Martin %
Financial Specialist

‘Maryland State Board for UHigher

liducation

Thomas Matthews*

" Staft Associate

Connecticut Board of Higher Education

. Sue Mebade

Assistant Director

Center for Fducation Statistics,
Kentucky Council on Higher
Iducation -

Y oung Moore
lacilitics Planning Director
University of South Dakota

Mary Alice Moulton

Assistant Director for Goveinmental ‘t
Relations

Iilinois Board of Higher Education ’

A .

Irene M. Nomejko

Research Technician

New-Jersey Department of Higher
Education

Richard Norman*
Director of Financigl Management
Ohio Board of Regents

Lloyd Nygaald
Assistant Commissioner ,
North Dakota Board of Higher Education

Dorothy Payne** -
Region 1X Representative

_DHUW/Office of Edugation

-Richard Petersen

Project Officer 4
DHEW/Naiional Center for Education
Sgatistics

Ethelyn Poorman*

Consuitant

Arizona Commission for Postsecondary
Education

John Poorman

Supervisor

Facilities Planning Depanment
University of Arizona

Peg Forter*

Consultant
Michigan Bu:eau of Vocational

. Rehabilitation :
Wayne Price ‘

Associate Provost
Stanford University, California

James Prindiville

Director of Facilities and Interstate
Programs

Wisconsin Higher Educational Aids
Board )

Jack Probasco
Facilities Planning Officer
Ohio Board of Regents

Joan Racki
Rescarch Associate for Capital Budgets
linois Board of Higher Education

?
Craig Roloff -
Architect
Facilities Planning Departiment,
Montana State University

Mitchell Rubinstein
Research Assistant
Minnesota Hizher Bducation
Coordinating Board




‘Susan Rustad

Research Associate L
Minnesota Higher Lduumun
Coordinatir;; Board

|

|

, |

Edward Ryan '

- Consultant ‘

Department of Education and ¢ ultuml
Services, Maine

Elsie Ryan

Consultant

Departinent of Education and Cultural’
Services, Maine

Maurice E. Salani

Facilities Planning Project Officer

North Carolina Commission on Higher
Education Facilities

Lowell G. Salmon

Facilities Specialist

Maryland State Board for Higher
Education

Hans Schickele*

Principal Architect

Board of Regents. University of
California

Steve Schroeder

Architect

Olﬁu: of Space Pldnmng Syrduusc
““University New York

Lvelyn Schwartz* °

Region {1l Representative
. DHEW/Office of Education

James A, Schwarte

Fact'itics Progran Coordinator

Offic for Sp.uc Management and
Development, State University
of New York

Philbip Sharpe
Estunator
Algbama State Building Commission

Dorothy Shukn
Rescarch Assistant

Massachusetts Board of Higher Education

Bob J. Sikes

University Facilitics Planner

California State University and College
System

James Solomon

Goordinator for Facilities Planning

South Carolina Commission on Higher
Education

Richard Stephan
Training Consultant

Higher Fducation Facilities Services, Inc.
- North Carolina

~Richard J. Tedder**

Staft Associate for Facilities Review
Connecticut Board of Higher Education

tric Thrower

Research Assistant

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education

. Susanna Velasco
_ Staff Services Analyst

California Postsccondary Education -
Comimission

Judy Vickrey

Associate Director of Fiscal Affairs

Missouri Department of nghc
Education

Delia Vorhauer

Highet ¥ducation Consultant

© Michigan Department of Education

Glen Waggoner

Assistant Vice President for
Administration

Columbia University, New York

Dons Wakeland

Associate Director for Information
Services

Universitv of New Mcxu.o

Richard C. Waldner

Adminisirative Assistant

Physical Plant Office. South Dakota
State University

Grace C. Ward**

Region | Representative

DHEW/Office of Education

John Westine

Research Coordinator

Oregon Educational Coordinating
Commission

.
1}
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Charles L. Wheeler**

Executive Director

Higher Education Facilities-Scrvices, Inc.
North Carolina .

Blair Whitney*
Assist: nt Director of Academic Affaus
" llinois Board of Higher Education

John Wild*
Director of Student-Loans
lowa College Aid Commission

* Joanne Winship

Architectural Barriers Consultant *
Wermont State Buildings Division

William F. Winslow

Coordinator '

Office of Physical Facilities, Rensselaer
Po!ytcchnic l'nstitute, New York |

Willis Ann Wolff#*
Executive Director %
lowa College Aid Commission

Rolf Wulfsberg**

Acting Dijvision Director /

Division of Postsecondary and Vocational
Education Statistics.

DHEW/Nativnal Center for hducauon

Y Statistics

\
W. B. Wyatt*
Deputy Director

Alabamd State Building Cummlsslon

"Allen Zambu
Staff Assistant for Financial Affairs
Alabama Comynission on Higher
Education ~\_
AN
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~ APPENDIXF .

. Regional Distribution of States B
I North Atlantic Il, Great Lakes and Plains til. Southeast IV. West and Southwest
1. Connecticut ' 1. WWinois 1, Alabama 1. Alaska
2. Delaware 2. Indiana , 2. Arkansas 2, Arizona
3. District of Columbia * 3 lowa it 3. Florida 3. California
4. Muine 4. Kansas 4. Georgia 4. Colorado
S. Maryland 5. Michigan 5. Kentucky " 5. Hawaii
6. Massachusetts 6. Minnesota 6. Louisiana 6. ldaho
7. New ampshire 7. Missouri 7. Mississippi 7. Montana
. 8. New Jersey 8. Nebraska " * 8. North Carolina " 8. Nevada
9. New York 9. Norih Dakota ) 9. South Carolina 9, New Mexico
10. Pennsylyania 10. Ohio 10. Tennesse: 10. Oklahoma
11. Rhode Island 1. South Dakota 11. Virginia 11. Oregon
. 12. Vermont 12. Wisconsin 12. West Virginia . 12, Texas
. ' , 13. Utah
, , [ 14, Washington
- : 15. Wyoming
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