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BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

Report To The Congress 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

Weaknesses In The Planning And 
Utilization Of Rental Housing 
For Persons In Wheelchairs 

Rental housing designed for the special needs 
of people who use wheelchairs is scarce. To 
help alleviate the shortage, the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development and the 
Farmers Home Administration, Department of 
Agriculture, established goals for building 
wheelchair-accessible units under some of their 
rental housing programs. However, only a small 
portion of the accessible units were occupied 
by persons in wheelchairs. Also, the goals for 
building accessible units in effect since about 
1970 were set without information about the 
number of people using wheelchairs in the 
United S ta tes  or the demand for such units in 
areas served by the projects. 

HUD and the Farmers Home Administration 
need to take steps to ensure that ( 1  ) housing 
units designed for people in wheelchairs are 
occupied by such persons, (2) valid goals for 
producing wheelchair-accessible units are set 
and met, and (3) information is accumulated to 
determine whether production and occupancy 
objectives are being achieved for accessible 
units. 
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i COMPTROLLER GENERAL O F  THE UNITED STATES 
WASHINGTON D.C. 20548 

B- 19 7 7 5 6 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This report discusses Federal efforts to provide housing 
designed especially for the needs of people who use wheelchairs. 

We made our review to determine whether the Departments of 
Agriculture's and Housing and Urban Development's (HUD's) goa l s  to 
produce wheelchair-accessible housing units were reasonable and 
being complied with and people in wheelchairs were occupying the 
special housing units. HUD provided us official comments on this 
report. However, the Secretaries of Agriculture, Health and 
Human Services, and Education were not able to provide us with 
official comments within the allotted time period. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, Office 
of Management and Budget; and the Secretaries of Agriculture, 
4ousing and Urban Development, Health and Human Services, and 
Education. 

Acting Comqr d l e r  General 
of the Unit d States 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

WEAKNESSES IN THE PLANNING AND 

PERSONS IN WHEELCHAIRS 
UTILIZATION OF RENTAL HOUSING FOR 

D I G E S T  
_ . - - - - -  

Housing units produced under Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
and Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) 
programs and designed especially for 
people who use wheelchairs are not being 
produced efficiently or rented primarily 
to wheelchair users. 

GAO's review of 847 accessible housing 
units produced under six HTJD and one FmHA 
program in eight States showed that only 
27 percent of the units were occupied by 
persons using wheelchairs. Moreover, the 
HUD and FmHA goals for constructing these 
units were based on inadequate data. 

HUD and FmHA did not have essential data 
needed to establish and evaluate policies 
relating to housing people who use wheel- 
chairs, for example (1) the total number 
of accessible units in existence under their 
programs, (2) the number of people using 
wheelchairs who occupy the units, or ( 3 )  
the people's characteristics such as their 
age and income. 

ACCESSIBLE UNITS NOT USUALLY OCCUPIED BY 
PERSONS IN WHEELCHAIRS 

HUD and FmHA did not have information 
available on how many who use wheelchairs 
occupied federally assisted accessible 
housing units nationwide. Only about 
27 percent of the accessible units 
GAO reviewed in eight States--Arizona, 
California, Florida, Indiana, Ohio, New 
Mexico, Pennsylvania, and Texas--were 
occupied by persons using wheelchairs. 
(See p. 9 . )  

Reasons for the limited occupancy of 
accessible units by wheelchair users 
include: 

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report 
cover date should be noted hereon. i CED-81-45  



--HUD and FmHA d o  n o t  r e q u i r e  access ib le  
u n i t s  t o  be o c c u p i e d  by p e o p l e  u s i n g  
w h e e l c h a i r s ;  c o n s e q u e n t l y ,  p r o j e c t  
s p o n s o r s  had d i v e r g e n t  p r a c t i c e s  r e l a t -  
i n g  t o  t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  and p r i o r i t y  f o r  
t h e s e  u n i t s .  

- - P r o j e c t  s p o n s o r s  do n o t  a lways  have 
e f f e c t i v e  o u t r e a c h  programs t o  a d v e r t i s e  
t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of access ib le  u n i t s  
and r e n t a l  a s s i s t ance .  

- - P r o j e c t s  do  n o t  o f t e n  have s e r v i c e s  such  
a s  p e r s o n a l  a t t e n d a n t  c a r e  which p e o p l e  
i n  w h e e l c h a i r s  may need t o  l i v e  
i n d e p e n d e n t l y .  

- - P r o j e c t s  a t  times had r e s t r i c t i o n s  based  
on a g e  o r  a b i l i t y  t o  l i v e  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  
which p r e c l u d e d  c e r t a i n  p e o p l e  i n  w h e e l -  
c h a i r s  f rom l i v i n g  i n  t h e m .  (See p .  11.) 

Regard ing  s e r v i c e s  some p e o p l e  i n  wheel- 
c h a i r s  need ,  t h e  Depar tmen t s  o f  H e a l t h  and 
Human S e r v i c e s  ( H H S )  and E d u c a t i o n  p r o v i d e  
f u n d s  f o r  many o f  these s e r v i c e s  t o  S t a t e s  
t h a t  u l t i m a t e l y  o f f e r  w e l f a r e  and soc ia l  
s e r v i c e s  t o  p e o p l e  w i t h  h a n d i c a p s .  
almost no c o o r d i n a t i o n  e x i s t s  be tween 
(1)  t h e s e  Departments and H U D  and FmHA and 
( 2 )  Federal,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
p r o v i d i n g  t h e s e  s e r v i c e s  t o  p e o p l e  i n  wheel- 
c h a i r s  l i v i n g  i n  H U D  and  FmHA a s s i s t e d  
h o u s i n g  p r o j e c t s .  (See p. 1 8 )  

Al though no r e l i a b l e  s t a t i s t i c s  e x i s t  on t h e  
number o f  access ib le  h o u s i n g  u n i t s  i n  t h e  
U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  o f f i c i a l s  o f  t h e  Depar tmen t s  
of E d u c a t i o n ,  HHS, HUD, and some n a t i o n a l  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  s e r v i n g  p e o p l e  w i t h  handicaps 
t o l d  GAO t h a t  a cces s ib l e  u n i t s  a r e  i n  s h o r t  
s u p p l y .  Because o f  t h i s  s h o r t a g e  and t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  c o n t a i n  s p e c i a l  
f e a t u r e s  n o t  found i n  r e g u l a r  h o u s i n g  
u n i t s ,  GAO b e l i e v e s  t h a t  access ib le  u n i t s  
s h o u l d  be occup ied  t o  t h e  g r e a t e s t  e x t e n t  
p o s s i b l e  by p e o p l e  f o r  whom t h e  u n i t s  
were d e s i g n e d .  
o f  o v e r a l l  HUD a n d  FmHA g u i d a n c e  and 
r e q u i r e m e n t s  r e l a t i n g  t o  a d v e r t i s i n g  and 

However, 

GAO a l s o  b e l i e v e s  t h e  lack  
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selection and assignment of tenants for 
the accessible units has permitted project 
managers to determine policy matters on a 
project-by-project basis. (See p. 2 2 . )  

As a result, GAO found limited occupancy 
of accessible units by wheelchair users, 
people in wheelchairs occupying regular 
units, restrictions which denied housing 
to certain wheelchairs users, and that 
some people in wheelchairs may be unaware 
that accessible units are available to 
them. (See pp. 9, 10, 15, and 20.) 

GOALS FOR ACCESSIBLE HOUSING UNITS 
ARE QUESTIONABLE 

Although HUD and FmHA have established 
specific percentage goals for constructing 
accessible units in elderly and family 
housing projects, they have no (1) studies 
to support using these percentage goals, 
(2) reliable statistics on the number or 
characteristics of people in the United 
States who use wheelchairs, and ( 3 )  data on 
the demand for accessible units in the mar- 
ket areas served by their projects. 
(See p. 2 5 . )  

The first goal, in effect since 1970 for 
m o s t  programs, provides that 10 percent of 
the units in all new HUD and FmHA elderly 
housing projects shall be designed for per- 
s o n s  in wheelchairs. The second goal, 
established in November 1977, provides that 
5 percent of the newly constructed family 
units funded under public housing and 
section 8 programs shall be designed for 
persons with handicaps. (See pp. 28-29.)  

The specific percentages used for the 5 and 
10 percent goals and application of these 
goals to housing projects in all geographical 
areas of the United States may not be 
appropriate. ('See p. 25.) 

Tear Sheet 

In addition, there have been problems in 
getting project sponsors to comply with 
established goals. Only 42 percent of 
the 55 HIJD and FmHA family housing projects 
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in Arizona Florida, and southern California 
where GAO did i t s  analysis complied with the 
5-percent goal. HUD and FmHA field offi- 
cials either were unaware of the goal or 
adequate guidelines implementing the goal 
such as type of unit (accessible or other) 
had not been communicated to them. (See 
p. 2 5 . )  

Although HUD and FmHA have had problems in 
getting project sponsors to construct the 
number of accessible units required by the 
10-percent goal in the past, currently the 
goal is being achieved. (See p. 25.) 

While no reliable data exists to demonstrate 
the need for additional accessible units, 
GAO estimates that an additional 1,359 units 
could have been constructed in 287 elderly 
and family projects analyzed if the estab- 
lished goals had been achieved. HUD and 
FmHA officials in California and Florida 
said they would be achieving established 
goals in the future. (See p. 3 4 . )  

DATA ON THE PRODUCTION AND 
OCCUPANCY OF ACCESSIBLE UNITS 
NEEDED 

HUD and FmHA do not have management infor- 
mation data on the total number of accessi- 
ble units in existence under their housing 
programs, the number of such units occupied 
by people using wheelchairs, or the char- 
acteristics of the people such as their 
age and income. Without such data, it is 
difficult f o r  the agencies to establish 
policies for housing people in wheelchairs 
or to evaluate the effectiveness of program 
operations. (See p.  3 8 . )  

Specifically, the agencies are unable to 
determine nationwide the extent to which 
accessible units are being occupied by 
people using wheelchairs as intended and 
whether sponsors are complying with the 
percentage goals for constructing 
accessible units. (See p. 38.) 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Secretaries of HUD and Agriculture 
should take steps to ensure that rental 
housing for persons in wheelchairs is 
better planned and utilized. (See pp. 2 3 ,  
3 6 ,  and 40 for detailed recommendations. ) 

GAO also recommends that the Secretaries 
of HUD, HHS, Agriculture, and Education 
take steps to help insure that federally 
funded health and welfare services are 
available to some people in wheelchairs 
living in HUD and FmHA projects. (See 
p .  23.) 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

GAO sent draft copies of this report to 
the Secretaries of HUD, HHS, Education, 
and Agriculture to obtain their comments 
on the report. HUD, the only agency that 
provided official agency comments, gener- 
ally concurred with G A O ' s  findings and 
recommendations. (See pp. 23,  3 7 ,  and 41.) 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

- 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HtJD) 
and the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA), Department of 
Agriculture, administer several housing programs which pro- 
vide, in part, assistance in the production and/or operation 
of rental housing units designed especially for the needs of 
persons who use wheelchairs (accessible units). HUD programs 
which provide these accessible units are the sections 8, 202, 
221, 231, and 2 3 6  programs and the public housing program. 
FmHA provides such units under its section 515 program. 
Appendix I contains a detailed description of these housing 
programs as well as HUD and FmHA activities. 

According to the Public Health Service's 1977 Health 
Interview Survey, there are an estimated 645,000 persons who 
use wheelchairs in the United States. These disabled persons 
are often among the poorest of the poor. Many worked only 
a few years before they became disabled and some have never 
been employed. Compared to nonhandicdpped persons, persons 
who use wheelchairs have less employment, lower incomes, and 
at the same time, higher living expenses such as health care 
costs primarily due to their disabilities. 

Both HUD and FmHA have goals that require at least 10 
percent of the units in a newly constructed elderly housing 
project be designed for persons who use wheelchairs. This 
goal has been part of HUD's minimum property standards since 
1966. FmHA adopted FTUD's minimum property standards, includ- 
ing the 10 percent goal, for its section 515 program in 
October 1971. 

In November 1977, HUD established a second goal for 
providing specialized housing units for persons with handi- 
caps in family housing projects. The goal required that at 
least 5 percent of the units in newly constructed family 
housing projects assisted under the public housirrg and sec- 
tion 8 programs be designed specifically for people who are 
handicapped. 

The Chief of the Architect and Cost Branch, Division 
of Multifamily Housing Development, at HUD told us that the 
specialized units referred to under this goal were also 
accessible units for people in wheelchairs. 
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Although t h e  5 -pe rcen t  g o a l  r e l a t i n g  to f a m i l y  p r o j e c t s  
was n o t  p a r t  o f  H U D ' s  m i n i m u m  p r o p e r t y  s t a n d a r d s ,  €IUD i n t e n d e d  
FmHA t o  f o l l o w  t h e  5 - p e r c e n t  g o a l .  HUD h e a d q u a r t e r s  n o t i f i e d  
FmHA o f  t h e  g o a l  by d i r e c t i n g  H U D  f i e l d  o f f i c e  d i r e c t o r s  t o  
a d v i s e  t h e  FmHA S t a t e  o f f i c e s  i n  t h e i r  j u r i s d i c t i o n  of t h e  
g o a l .  

M I N I M U M  PROPERTY STANDARDS RELATING 
TO HOUSING FOR THE HANDICAPPED 

S i n c e  t h e  1 9 6 0 s ,  HUD h a s  had m i n i m u m  p r o p e r t y  s t a n d a r d s  
(MPS) f o r  m u l t i f a m i l y  h o u s i n g  which p r o v i d e  g u i d a n c e  r e l a t i n g  
t o  t h e  p l a n n i n g  and d e s i g n  of  v a r i o u s  t y p e s  of h o u s i n g  pro-  
duced unde r  H U D  programs.  The MPS d e f i n e  t h e  minimum l e v e l  
of q u a l i t y  a c c e p t a b l e  t o  HUD. 

The MPS r e l a t i n g  t o  hous ing  d e s i g n e d  f o r  p e o p l e  who a r e  
hand icapped  c o n t a i n  g u i d a n c e  on t h e  s p e c i a l l y  a d a p t e d  h o u s i n g  
n e e d s  of t h i s  g r o u p .  Some of t h e  more i m p o r t a n t  s t a n d a r d s  
a p p l i c a b l e  t o  hous ing  f o r  p e o p l e  who use w h e e l c h a i r s  d e a l  
w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a reas :  

--A p r i m a r y  e n t r a n c e  r e a d i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  t h e  
p h y s i c a l l y  handicapped  s h a l l  be  p r o v i d e d ,  

--An e n t r a n c e  w a l k  w i t h  no s t e p s  o r  s t e p p e d  ramps. 

- -Five p e r c e n t  of t h e  r e s i d e n t  p a r k i n g  s p a c e s  s h o u l d  be  
a r r a n g e d  f o r  p e r s o n s  on c r u t c h e s  o r  i n  w h e e l c h a i r s  
t o  u s e .  

- -Ba th tubs  s h a l l  be  s l i p  r e s i s t a n t  and s h a l l  have  a t  
l e a s t  two g r a b  b a r s .  T e n  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  u n i t s  i n  
e l d e r l y  p r o j e c t s  s h a l l  have  ba throoms d e s i g n e d  f o r  
p e o p l e  i n  w h e e l c h a i r s  t o  use.  

- - A t  l e a s t  one -ha l f  of t h e  1 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  u n i t s  w i t h  
ba throoms d e s i g n e d  f o r  p e o p l e  i n  w h e e l c h a i r s  s h a l l  
have k i t c h e n  equipment  and work s p a c e  and s t o r a g e  
s p a c e  t h a t  i s  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  and u s a b l e  by t h e s e  
p e r  s o n s .  

--Minimum w i d t h s  o f  doorways ,  h a l l s ,  and c o r r i d o r s .  

- - E l e v a t o r s  w i t h  c o n t r o l s  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  p e o p l e  i n  
w h e e l c h a i r s  s h a l l  be p r o v i d e d  i n  b u i l d i n g s  o f  t h r e e  
o r  more s t o r i e s .  

--Each bathroom and bed l o c a t i o n  s h a l l  have  an  emergency 
c a l l  sys t em.  
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The photographs on pages 4 and 5 of kitchens and 
bathrooms specially designed fo r  people in wheelchairs were 
taken during o u r  visits to HUD and FmHA projects. 
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ROLL-IN SHOWER WITH A SEAT, GRAB 
BARS, AND HAND-HELD SHOWER. 

OPEN AREA UNDER SINK, RAISED TOILET, EMERGENCY CALL 
CORD, TELEPHONE AND GRAB BARS. 
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OPEN AREA UNDER SINK AND STOVE, LOWER CABINETS 
AND COUNTER, AND SPACE TO MANEUVER 

OPEN AREA UNDER SINK AND STOVE CONTROLS 
IN FRONT. 



O B J E C T I V E S  S C O P E ,  AND METHODOLOGY 

We focused our review o n  t h ree  main iss i ies :  

--Were people who used wheelchairs occupying 
t h e  s p e c i a l l y  designed a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  
constructed? 

--Were HIJD and FmHA adminis t ra t ive  requirements t o  
cons t ruc t  5 percent of t h e  u n i t s  i n  family p r o j e c t s  
and LO percent  of t h e  u n i t s  i n  e l d e r l y  p r o j e c t s  f o r  
people i n  wheelchairs reasonable and being complied 
wi,th? 

- - D i d  FI'IJD and FmHA have e f f e c t i v e  management information 
systems covering t h e  development and occupancy of 
a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s ?  

Our  review was made pr imar i ly  a t  E-IUD's headquarters  and 
i t s  L o s  Angeles and Jacksonv i l l e  Area Off ices  and a t  F m H A ' s  
headquarters  and i t s  Ca l i fo rn ia  and F lo r ida  S t a t e  Of f i ces .  
HUD's Jacksonv i l l e  Area Off ice  i s  respons ib le  f o r  €IUD 
p r o j e c t s  within t h e  S t a t e  of F lor ida  and t h e  Los Angeles 
Area Of f i ce  i s  respons ib le  f o r  p r o j e c t s  i n  Arizona and 
southern C a l i f o r n i a .  The two FmFTA S t a t e  o f f i c e s  a r e  
respons ib le  fo r  a l l  FmHA p r o j e c t s  loca ted  within t h e i r  
S t a t e s .  

T o  determine whether t h e  5- and LO-percent goa ls  were 
being complied with,  w e  examined t h e  records of 232  e l d e r l y  
p r o j e c t s  ( 1 6 5  HUD and 67  FnFTA) and 55 family p r o j e c t s  ( 3 9  
HUD and 16 FmHP,) loca ted  i n  F lo r ida ,  Arizona, and C a l i f o r n i a .  
These p r o j e c t s  represented a l l  HUD p r o j e c t s  i n  F lo r ida  and 
58 percent  of t h e  HUD p r o j e c t s  i n  Arizona and southern 
Ca l i fo rn ia  approved a f t e r  t h e  5-and 10-percent cons t ruc t ion  
goa ls  became e f f e c t i v e .  Also, we reviewed a l l  FmHA p r o j e c t s  
i n  F lo r ida  and in Cal i fo rn ia  approved a f t e r  t h e  goals  f o r  
bu i ld ing  a c c e s s i b l e  housing u n i t s  became e f f e c t i v e .  (See 
pp. 30 and 3 1 . )  

T o  determine the  e x t e n t  people i n  wheelchairs w e r e  
occupying housing u n i t s  d e s i g n P d  e s p e c i a l l y  for  people i n  
wheelchairs,  w e  analyzed t h e  occupancy of 847 access ib l e  
u n i t s  i n  84 HUD and FmHA p r o j e c t s  i n  e i g h t  S t a t e s .  (See 
P.  9 . 1  

A s  p a r t  of our review, we v i s i t e d  55 of t h e  2 3 2  e l d e r l y  
housing p r o j e c t s ,  ( 3 7  HUD and 18 FmHA), o r  24 pe rcen t ,  p r i -  
mari ly  t o  determine t h e  number of a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  a c t u a l l y  
cans t ruc ted  and who was occupying them. The HUD p r o j e c t s  



visited were selected at random and the FmHA projects visited 
were those with 40 or more units in Florida and 50 or more 
units in California which we identified as containing acces- 
sible units. We did not visit any family projects because 
there were few such projects with accessible units and at 
the time of our visits construction work had just been 
completed. 

In addition, we sent questionnaires to managers of 199 
projects (164 HIJD and 35 FmHA) in s i x  States--California, 
Indiana, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas--which 
had been approved after the goals for building accessible 
units became effective. The purpose of the questionnaires 
was to obtain a broader nationwide perspective of the extent 
to which accessible units were occupied by persons in wheel- 
chairs and to obtain information on the characteristics of 
the people in wheelchairs living in the accessible units. 
Eighty-two of the pro jects--65 ?XJD and 17 FmHA--returned 
questionnaires and 40 had information relating to people 
in wheelchairs. Appendix I1 contains information relating 
to the average age, income, and rent paid by 332 people 
in wheelchairs living in the projects we visited or who 
returned our questionnaires. 

The eight States that were used in our review were 
selected because they were among the States that had the 
highest number of persons with handicaps as well as the 
highest number of HUD and FmHA projects approved for 
construction. 

We met with Department of Education and Health and 
Human Services (HHS) officials to obtain information relat- 
ing to the number of people w h o  used wheelchairs in the 
United States and type of coordination between them and HUD 
concerning the services people in wheelchairs need. We also 
contacted representatives of four national organizations 
which served people who use wheelchairs to obtain their 
views on certain matters presented in this report. (See 
p. 15.) 

We limited our review primarily to Federal efforts to 
house persons in wheelchairs because this was the principal 
type of Federal housing specially designed for persons w i t h  
handicaps at the time of  our review. €IUD also provided 
about 8,200 housing units for persons with various handicaps 
under its section 202 program during fiscal years 1976 
through 1979. All of these units were in projects entirely 
for persons who had handicaps, but most of the units were 
not structurally designed for the needs of the particular 
persons served. Instead, the units were regular housing 
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u n i t s  which p r o v i d e d  a su i t ab1 .e  l i v i n g  env i ronmen t  and 
i n c l u d e d  r e l a t e d  s e r v i c e s  needed by p e r s o n s  w i t h  c e r t a i n  
t y p e s  of h a n d i c a p s ,  s u c h  a s  c e r e b r a l  p a l s y  o r  mental 
r e t a r d a t i o n .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  we d i d  n o t  make an i n d e p e n d e n t  a n a l y s i s  
of t h e  s c a r c i t y  of o r  demand € o r  a c c e s s i b l e  h o u s i n g  u n i t s .  
However, o f f i c i a l s  of  t h e  Depar tmen t s  o f  E d u c a t i o n ,  HHS, 
H U D ,  and some o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  s e r v i n g  p e r s o n s  
w i t h  h a n d i c a p s  t o l d  u s  t h a t  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s u p p l y  o f  acces- 
s i b l e  h o u s i n g  u n i t s  i s  n o t  f u l l y  m e e t i n g  t h e  h o u s i n g  n e e d s  
of p e o p l e  i n  w h e e l c h a i r s .  (See  p .  1 5 . )  

We a l s o  d i d  n o t  compare t h e  c o s t  t o  c o n s t r u c t  w h e e l c h a i r  
a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  w i t h  t h a t  o f  r e g u l a r  u n i t s .  However, we 
o b t a i n e d  s e v e r a l  s t u d i e s  from H U D  o f f i c i a l s  which d e m o n s t r a t e  
t h a t  t h e  c o s t  of a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t  f e a t u r e s  v a r y ,  depend ing  on 
t h e  t y p e  o f  b u i l d i n g  i n  which t h e y  a r e  b u i l t .  For example, 
a s t u d y  made by B a t t e l l e ' s  Columbus L a b o r a t o r i e s  i n  1 9 7 7  f o r  
HUD s t a t e d  t h a t  i f  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 0  p e r c e n t  o f  a new m u l t i -  
f a m i l y  p r o j e c t ' s  u n i t s  a r e  d e s i g n e d  f o r  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  by t h e  
d i s a b l e d ,  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t  would p r o b a b l y  r a n g e  from 
0 . 2 5  p e r c e n t  t o  0 . 5  p e r c e n t  of  t h e  t o t a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o s t  
r e q u i r e d  f o r  r e g u l a r  h o u s i n g .  HUD o f f i c i a l s  t o l d  u s  t h a t ,  
i n  t h e i r  o p i n i o n ,  t h e  c o s t s  of p r o v i d i n g  access ib l e  u n i t s  
ranged  from a b o u t  0 . 3 3  p e r c e n t  l e s s  t h a n  r e g u l a r  h o u s i n g  
u n i t s  t o  0 . 5  p e r c e n t  more. 
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CHAPTER 2 

NEED TO INCREASE THE USE OF 

ACCESSIBLE UNITS BY PEOPLE NEEDING THEM 

Although housing designed for the special needs of 
people who use wheelchairs (accessible units) is scarce 
according to agency officials and representatives of 
national organizations serving people in wheelchairs, 
neither HUD nor FmHA require that accessible units devel- 
oped under their housing programs be occupied by persons 
using wheelchairs or that project managers have effective 
outreach programs to obtain such people as tenants. The 
absence of such requirements has permitted project managers 
to determine the extent people in wheelchairs are housed in 
accessible units on a project-by-project basis. 

As a result, only about 27 percent of the 847 accessible 
units we reviewed in eight States were occupied by people in 
wheelchairs, people in wheelchairs were occupying regular 
units at some of these projects, restrictions which denied 
housing to certain people in wheelchairs existed at some 
projects, and some people in wheelchairs may be unaware that 
accessible units are available. 

MJD and FmHA need to increase the percentage of these 
persons in the accessible units by providing project managers 
adequate guidance concerning the occupancy of accessible 
units and the outreach efforts needed to obtain more people 
in wheelchairs. Since we began our audit, HUD and FmHA pro- 
gram officials have taken certain actions to correct some 
of these problems. However, HUD and FmHA need to take 
additional actions. 

ACCESSIBLE UNITS NOT USUALLY OCCUPIED 
BY PERSONS IN WHEELCHAIRS 

HUD and FmHA headquarters and the field offices we 
visited have no reports which show what type of persons--in 
a wheelchair, ambulatory handicapped, or nonhandicapped--are 
occupying accessible housing units. Consequently, no infor- 
mation is available to determine the extent people in wheel- 
chairs are occupying federally supported accessible housing 
units nationwide. 

To determine, on a test basis, the extent that people in 
wheelchairs were occupying HUD and FmHA assisted accessible 
housing units, we analyzed the occupancy of 847 accessible 
units at 84 HUD and FmHA projects in eight States. We 
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visited 33 HUD and 1 6  FmHA elderly projects with accessible 
units located in Arizona, Florida, and southern California. 
We also analyzed responses to our questionnaire from 3 5  HUD 
and FmHA projects with accessible units located in California, 
Indiana, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas. The 
results are presented in the following table. 

Number of accessible units occupied by 

Total People Nonhandicap 
accessible People in with other elderly 
units wheelchairs Percent handicaps persons - Program 

Public housing 54 31 57 12 11 

Section 8 130 45 35 54 31 

Section 202 226 73 32 101 52 

Section 221 143 33 23 56 54 

Section 231 48 14 29 20 14 

Section 236 80 6 8 9 65 

Section 515 166 - 28 - 17 68 - 70 - 
297 - 320 - 230 27 - 847 

'Ipo 
Total 

Only 230, or 2 7  percent, of the 847 accessible units 
tested were occupied by persons in wheelchairs, while the 
remaining accessible units were occupied by ambulatory per- 
sons, All of the housing programs had a very low percentage 
of accessible units occupied by people in wheelchairs, The 
public housing program showed the highest percentage (57) 
and the section 236 program had the lowest percentage ( 8 ) .  

While there were an additional 320 persons with 
handicaps in the accessible units, these persons did not 
need wheelchairs. Undoubtedly, everyone living in these 
projects can benefit from some special features found in 
accessible units such as handrails, lower shelves, and 
controls on the front 0.f the stove. Such features are 
usually found in regular units of elderly housing projects. 
However, the accessible units also contain other features 
which benefit only people in wheelchairs, for example, 
roll-in showers, open space under the kitchen and bathroom 
sinks, and wider doors and hallways. 
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In addition to housing people who use wheelchairs in 
accessible units, we noted that 46 projects had 102 people 
in wheelchairs who occupied regular units. Fifty-three of 
these persons, or 52 percent, were not occupying specially 
designed accessible units because the projects they lived in 
did not contain such units. For the remaining 49 people, 
19 chose regular units because the accessible units were 
already occupied, 18 did not believe the special features 
were useful and/or they occupied regular units prior to 
becoming wheelchair bound and elected to remain in their 
unit, and 3 needed features such as second bedrooms not 
available in the accessible units. 

REASONS FOR LOW OCCUPANCY 
BY PEOPLE IN WHEELCHAIRS 

The main reasons why people in wheelchairs occupied a 
small percentage of the accessible units we reviewed include: 

--HUD and FmHA do not require accessible units to be 
occupied by people using wheelchairs. 

--Most project sponsors do not have effective outreach 
programs to advertise the availability of the accessible 
units and rental assistance. 

--Many projects do not have services which people in 
wheelchairs often need to live independently. 

--Some projects had restrictions which deny certain 
people in wheelchairs the opportunity to live in the 
projects. 

HUD and FmHA do not require 
accessible units to be occupied 
by people needing them 

Although accessible housing units are scarce, neither 
HIJD nor FmHA have a requirement that such units be occupied 
by people in wheelchairs to the maximum extent possible. 

HUD and FmHA officials have not provided adequate 
guidance to project managers concerning the occupancy of the 
accessible units. Consequently, project managers are faced 
with many difficult decisions concerning who should occupy 
the specialized units. The following are examples of situ- 
ations we noted during our visits which involve questions 
concerning the priority of occupancy of the accessible units. 

--Are only people in wheelchairs or all persons with 
handicaps eligible for the accessible units? 
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--Should a separate waiting list of only people in 
wheelchairs or all persons with handicaps be kept for 
the accessible units? 

--rShould an accessible unit be left vacant €or a specific 
time period before renting it to a person not in a 
wheelchair 3 

--If a person not in a wheelchair is occupying an 
accessible unit and a person in a wheelchair applies 
for such a unit, should the person in a wheelchair be 
moved to the top of the waiting list and the person 
not in a wheelchair be moved into a regular unit so 
the person in a wheelchair can occupy the accessible 
unit? 

During our visits to the 49 1/ projects with accessible 
units, we.noted that project managers had divergent tenant 
selection practices concerning the occupancy of such units, 
including the following: 

--Anyone eligible to participate in the housing program 
is eligible to occupy the accessible units at 41 
projects. 

--Only persons with handicaps were eligible for the 
accessible units at five projects. 

--Only people in wheelchairs were eligible fo r  the 
accessible units at three projects. 

Regarding giving priority for selecting persons in 
wheelchairs to fill the accessible units, we noted the 
following practices: 

--Priority was given to people in wheelchairs at 27 
projects. 

--No priority was given; tenants were selected on a 
first come, first serve basis at 16 projects. 

--Priority was given to persons with handicaps regard- 
less of whether the person was in a wheelchair at six 
projects. 

- l/During our review we actually visited 55 projects; 
however, six projects had no accessible units. 

12 



Some managers of p r o j e c t s  f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y  t r i e d  t o  p lace  
t e n a n t s  i n  access iS le  u n i t s  who could make t h e  best use of 
the  s p e c i a l l y  designed f e a t u r e s .  I f  people i n  wheelchairs 
were n o t  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  on  t h e i r  wai t ing l is ts ,  t h e  man- 
agers  s e l ec t ed  people w h o  had o the r  handicaps,  b u t  w e r e  
ambulatory o r  e l d e r l y  people who had d i f f i c u l t y  i n  walking. 

For example, 1 4  HllD and 7 FmHA p r o j e c t s  o u t  of t h e  49 
p r o j e c t s  w i t h  a cces s ib l e  u n i t s  w e  v i s i t e d  had only people 
with handicaps i n  t h e i r  182 access ib l e  u n i t s .  Sixty-nine 
u n i t s  were occupied by people i n  wheelchairs and 113 u n i t s  
were occupied by persons with other handicaps ( t h o s e  who 
w e r e  b l i n d  or deaf who d id  not b e n e f i t  from t h e  s p e c i a l  
f e a t u r e s  of t h e  access ib l e  u n i t s ) .  

Other managers d id  not make any s p e c i a l  e f f o r t s  t o  
e f f e c t i v e l y  u s e  t h e  access iS le  u n i t s .  For example, t h e  
execut ive d i r e c t o r  of one pub l i c  housing a u t h o r i t y  t o l d  u s  
t h a t  he was not concerned about placing persons with no 
handicaps i n  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  because they  w e r e  e l i g i b l e  t o  
be housed under t h e  program and he was making good use of 
t h e  u n i t  merely by t h e  f a c t  t h e  u n i t  was occupied. 

Another HTJD p r o j e c t  w e  v i s i t e d  with 1 6  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  
had 6 people i n  wheelchairs ,  among 1 , 6 0 0  a p p l i c a n t s  on a 
wai t ing l i s t .  None of t h e  s i x  were housed even though they  
were o n  t h e  wai t ing  l i s t  long before  t h e  p r o j e c t  opened 
because they were too f a r  down t h e  wai t ing l i s t .  The r e s i -  
d e n t  manager of t h e  p r o j e c t  es t imated i n  May 1980 t h a t  t h e  
f i r s t  person i n  a wheelchair  on t h e  wai t ing  l i s t  w i l l  have 
t o  wai t  about 6 years  t o  be housed. 

The Chief of t h e  Arch i t ec tu ra l  Branch' Housing Div is ion ,  
i n  HUD's Jacksonv i l l e  Area Of f i ce  t o l d  u s  t h a t  many develop- 
e r s  do not want t o  b u i l d  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  because the  u n i t s  
a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e n t .  During o u r  v i s i t s ,  however, we noted 
t h e r e  was n o  problem i n  r en t ing  t h e s e  u n i t s  al though they  
were not always rented t o  people i n  wheelchairs .  

The u s e  of s epa ra t e  wai t ing  l i s t s  f o r  pe r spec t ive  
t e n a n t s  a l s o  va r i ed .  Only 1 6  of t h e  49 p r o j e c t s  maintained 
sepa ra t e  wai t ing l i s t s  of people i n  wheelchairs for t h e  
a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s .  A l s o ,  t h r e e  p r o j e c t s  had s e p a r a t e  wai t ing  
l i s t s  which included persons with a l l  types of handicaps,  a s  
w e l l  a s  a l i s t  f o r  persons with no  handicaps.  T h i r t y  of thb 
p r o j e c t s  had only  one  wai t ing l i s t  f o r  everyone. 
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Most projects do not have 
effective outreach programs 

- 

Most of the 49 projects with accessible units did not 
have effective outreach programs to obtain prospective 
tenants who used wheelchairs. This situation occurred 
because HUD and FmHA do not require that project managers 
make an effort to get persons who use wheelchairs to apply 
for the accessible units. 

Although nine projects advertised that they were 
accepting applications from the elderly or the handicapped, 
the advertisements usually d i d  not mention that some units 
were specially designed for people in wheelchairs or that 
rental assistance was available. A l s o ,  several projects 
received so many applications before the projects were 
completed that the project managers did not seek additional 
applicants, even though not enough people in wheelchairs 
were on the list to fill the accessible units. 

Only 12 of the 49 project managers had contacted 
organizations serving the handicapped in an attempt to get 
persons with handicaps to apply for tenancy. However, some 
of the organizations contacted were not usually associated 
with people who use wheelchairs. A l s o ,  officials of organi- 
zations serving the handicapped in Jacksonville told us that 
they were not aware that these Federal programs provided 
units designed for persons in wheelchairs. 

Management officials of some projects had made a special 
effort to obtain people who used wheelchairs for the accessi- 
ble units in their projects and had been successful. For 
example, the sponsors of three HUD projects we visited in 
California required resident managers to place people in 
wheelchairs in the accessible units. The resident managers 
were successful in filling all of the 21 accessible units 
available with people who used wheelchairs by conducting 
outreach efforts, including contacting various organizations 
that dealt with people who used wheelchairs. 

To determine w h y  many people in wheelchairs were not 
applying for accessible units, we asked project managers for 
their views on the matter. The project managers generally 
stated one or more of the following reasons: 

--There were not that many people in wheelchairs in the 
area. 

--People in wheelchairs generally stay with families or 
friends . 
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--People in wheelchairs do not want to leave the area 
where they presently live. 

--Older people in wheelchairs generally need other types 
of housing, such as nursing facilities. 

HUD officials told us that they believe these are incorrect 
assumptions. They stated that, in their opinion, the reasons 
why many persons in wheelchairs were not applying for the 
accessible units were those we cited on page 11. Namely, 
inadequate outreach for potential tenants in wheelchairs and 
no requirement to house persons in wheelchairs in the acces- 
sible units. The officials also said that most existing 
accessible housing units are in elderly projects and have 
only one bedroom and thus many families either could not or 
do not want to live in the units. 

As discussed in chapter 3, no reliable statistics exist 
on the number of persons in wheelchairs living in the various 
cities and counties of the IJnited States or on their need for 
federally subsidized housing. Consequently, it is difficult 
to determine how many wheelchair persons are in a particular 
location or whether they need federally assisted housing. 

However, officials of the Departments of Education, 
HHS, HUD and some of the national organizations serving 
persons with handicaps told us that the existing supply of 
accessible housing units is not fully meeting the housing 
needs of people in wheelchairs. The shortage of accessible 
housing units was also pointed out in various research 
papers, including one entitled "Community and Residential 
Housing" prepared for the 1977 White House Conference on 
Handicapped Individuals. 

During our review, we contacted officials of several 
national organizations which serve persons with handicaps to 
determine if they were aware that housing units designed for 
persons in wheelchairs were being constructed under certain 
HUD and FmHA programs and where the units were located. We 
spoke with representatives of the American Coalition of 
Citizens with Disabilities, National Association for Physi- 
cally Handicapped Persons, United Cerebral Palsy Association, 
and the Coalition for Barrier Free Living. These officials 
told us they were aware that such units existed, but did not 
always know where they were located. The officials also 
told us that there are many persons in wheelchairs who would 
like to live in HUD and FmHA assisted housing units, however, 
the officials had no data on the total estimated number of 
people in wheelchairs needing such housing. 
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These officials told us they would welcome the opportu- 
nity to assist HUD and FmHA in an outreach program to place 
people with handicaps in specially designed HIJD and FmHA 
units. They said that their outreach efforts would be 
greatly simplified by having a list of HIJD and FmHA projects 
which contain the name and location of housing projects with 
accessible units specially designed for people in wheelchairs. 

Services often needed by disabled 
persons are not offered in many projects 

In May 1977, before the White House Conference on 
Handicapped Individuals, a former Secretary of HUD said 
that "Housing without services is not adequate housing for 
people with disabilities." She added that she would work 
with the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) L/ 
to develop programs that provide services to HUD-assisted 
projects. In addition, during our review, several. officials 
of organizations serving people with handicaps, including the 
Director of the United Cerebral Palsy Association, told us 
that many people who use wheelchairs require services such 
as personal attendant care, housekeeping, nutrition programs 
providing food, and transportation in order to live independ- 
ently. However, during our visits to the 49 HIJD and FmHA 
projects we noted that services such as personal attendant 
care were often unavailable. 

The lack of services is attributed, in part, to the 
following two reasons: 

1. Neither HUD nor FmHA require their project 
sponsors to provide services to people in 
wheelchairs. 

2. Almost no efforts have been made to coordinate 
federally funded services needed by the disabled 
with federally assisted housing. 

Legislative requirements relating to 
providing services to people with handicaps 

In the past, the Congress has recognized the importance 
of providing special housing-related services to persons 
with handicaps under various laws. However, there is no 

- 1/0n May 4 ,  1980, HEW'S responsibilities were split between 
the new Department of Education and the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 
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legal requirement that project sponsors provide the special 
services people in wheelchairs need. 

For example, the Congress acknowledged the importance 
of housing-related services in section 210(c) of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-383) 
when it amended the 1959 Housing Act (Public Law 8 6 - 3 7 2 )  to 
provide that housing developed under H U D ’ s  section 202 pro- 
gram will be in appropriate support of, and supported by, 
applicable State and local plans which respond to Federal 
program requirements by providing an assured range of neces- 
sary services, including health, welfare, homemaker, and 
transportation for individuals occupying such units. 

The Departments of Education and HJ3S provide funds for 
many of the services persons in wheelchairs need. For example, 
under title XX of the Social Security Act of 1935, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1 3 9 7 ) ,  HHS provides funds to States that, at their 
discretion, offer services that include home management and 
maintenance, transportation, health support, and preparation 
and delivery of meals to the elderly, needy, or disabled. 

The Congress also recognized the importance of coordi- 
nating HUD and HEW services to people with handicaps in 
section 209 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 when it instructed the Secretary of HUD to consult with 
the Secretary of HEW to insure that special HUD projects for 
the elderly or handicapped authorized pursuant to the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 shall provide quality services 
consistent with the needs of the occupants. 

Project managers are not required to provide 
services to r>eox>le in wheelchairs 

HUD and FmHA do not require project sponsors to provide 
services such as personal attendant care, housekeeping, 
nutrition programs providing food, and transportation that 
persons in wheelchairs often need. Likewise, HUT) and FmHA 
have not given project managers any guidance on which feder- 
ally funded services may be available to persons w i t h  handi- 
caps and how to obtain these services. As a result, few 
such services were available at the projects we visited. 

Since there is no.legal requirement that project 
sponsors provide the special services people in wheelchairs’ 
need, the amount of services available at a project usually 
depended on the initiative of the project manager to obtain 
such services. The services offered at some of the projects 
we visited included transportation, housekeeping, and 
nutrition programs providing food. 
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However, even these projects which offered more services 
than others often did not provide the most crucial services 
needed by people in wheelchairs. Representatives of the 
national associations of handicapped persons who we talked 
to consider personal attendant care among the most crucial 
services, but this service was not offered at any of the 
projects we visited. 

Lack of coordination in obtaininq 
services for disabled persons 

Although the Departments of HHS and Education provide 
funds for many of the services people in wheelchairs need, 
almost no coordination exists between them and MJD and FmHA 
concerning providing such services to disabled persons 
living in HUD and FmHA assisted housing projects such as 
those included in our review. 

There have been several FIUD-HEW interagency agreements 
on such services. For example, there is an October 1979 
agreement involving m7D's public housing program and HEW'S 
Administration for Public Services (now part of HHS) under 
which comprehensive social services authorized by title XX 
of the Social Security Act of 1935 are provided to residents 
of public housing projects. 

Also, the Rural Aging Specialist in FmHA's Office of 
Policy Coordination told us that there was one FmHA-HEW 
agreement involving the FmHA congregate housing program 
which provides a variety of services, including meals, 
transportation, housekeeping, and personal care to elderly 
and handicapped residents of FmHA's section 515 projects. 
However, this is a demonstration program which will serve 
only a few persons for 3 years. 

To the extent that persons with handicaps live in the 
HUD and FmHA projects covered by the agreements, they may 
receive these services. However, such agreements have 
generally covered only a small number of projects. Further, 
there have been no overall agreements to provide social and 
welfare services to residents with handicaps living in HUD 
and FmHA assisted accessible units such as those included 
in our review. 

We talked to the following officials responsible for 
coordinating their agencies efforts to coordinate services 
to disabled residents of HUD projects. The Acting Director, 
Office of Community Services, and the Director, Office of 
Independent Living, HUD; the Deputy Director of Intergovern- 
mental Affairs, Yealth Care Financing Administration, and 
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the Chief Program Analyst for Housing and Welfare, Adminis- 
tration for Public Services, HHS; and the Special Assistant 
for Independent Living Projects and the Acting Director for 
Advocacy and Coordination, Rehabilitation Services Adminis- 
tration, Department of Education. These officials generally 
acknowledgeJ that efforts to coordinate HHS and Department 
of Education services with HTJD-assisted housing have been 
limited and ineffective. 

These officials told us that one reason why agreements 
have not been more effective was that HUD and HEW failed to 
include representatives of State and local social service 
agencies. The officials added, that to succeed, these serv- 
ice agreements must include State arid local agencies because 
the Congress has established a delivery system which gives 
State and local governments considerable discretion in admin- 
istering HHS and Department of Education services to the 
handicapped. State and local officials have final decision, 
within broad guidelines of HHS and Education, concerning 
which services are to be offered, the nature and level of 
the services, and the criteria for obtaining the services. 

HUD, Education, and FmHA program officials pointed out 
several other obstacles in their working together with State 
and local social service and welfare organizations to coor- 
dinate housing with the other services people in wheelchairs 
need. 

For example, HUD program officials told us also that 
there are problems inherent in coordination between HTJD and 
HHS since HTJD construction money is committed for up to 40 
years while HHS funds for services are committed for short 
periods of time--3 years. We recognize there can be prob- 
lems due to the difference in which program funds can be 
committed; however, we believe this difference should not 
prevent coardination. In this respect, HUD officials stated 
that it is promoting interagency and State/local coordina- 
tion on a limited basis through the HUD/HHS Demonstration 
Program for housing the chronically mentally ill. 

FmHA officials were also concerned with our assessment 
concerning coordinating housing with the other services 
needed by people in wheelchairs. They believed that we were 
advocating that every FmHA assisted housing project with 
wheelchair accessible housing units was to have the types o’f 
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services offered under their conqreqate housing program. 
(See p. 18). The purpose of our assessment is not to require 
that services be offered similar to the congregate housing 
program. Rather, w e  were advocating that some Department of 
HHS and Education funds allocated to States be directed to 
help some people in wheelchairs living in FmHA and HUD 
assisted housing projects w h o  need certain services. 

Department of Education officials emphasized that 
Education and HIIS can try to persuade, but cannot require, 
State and local governments to spend the funds for some 
specific purpose,. such as personal care needed by persons in 
wheelchairs to live in accessible housing units. The offi- 
cials added that setting priorities is a function of States. 
We recognize that States have the final decision, within 
broad Federal guidelines, on how Education and HHS funds 
will be spent. However, as pointed out by Education and HYS 
officials, the role of State and local governments does not 
preclude these Departments from emphasizing funding of 
services for persons in wheelchairs residing in HUD and FmHA 
projects. 

Some projects had restrictions which 
denied certain persons admittance 

Although HUD and FmHA programs are, by law and Federal 
regulations, to be open to all eligible handicapped appli- 
cants, we noted that 9 of the 49 projects with accessible 
units had restrictions which denied admission to persons 
under age 55 or 62 or who required services such as personal 
attendant care in order to live alone. 

Some projects require all tenants 
to be at least age 55 or 62 

Although non-elderly handicapped adults are generally 
entitled to the same rights and privileges as elderly persons 
under HUD and Fmm housing programs, 3 of the 49 elderly 
projects with accessible units had established admission 
policies that did not admit persons under age 62 and one 
project did not allow persons under 55. These four HTTD 
projects had a total of 61 accessible units of which 14 were 
occupied by people in wheelchairs. 
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Several p ro j ec t  managers to ld  u s  t h a t  one of t h e  main 
reasons fo r  these  l i m i t a t i o n s  is  because c e r t a i n  sponsors 
be l ieve  t h a t  e l d e r l y  persons should not be housed w i t h  
younger persons because of  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t  l i f e s t y l e s .  

We discussed these r e s t r i c t i o n s  w i t h  H U D ' s  Ass i s t an t  
General Counsel for  Low-Rent Housing and Agr i cu l tu re ' s  
Deputy Di rec to r ,  Community Development Div is ion ,  Off ice  of 
General Counsel. They to ld  u s  t h a t  t h i s  p r a c t i c e  i s  pro- 
h ib i t ed  by the var ious laws which au thor ize  persons w i t h  
handicaps t o  be e l i g i b l e  program p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

Some p r o j e c t s  requi re  a l l  t enan t s  
t o  l i v e  independently 

Most of the p ro jec t s  requi re  a l l  t enan t s ,  including 
those i n  wheelchairs,  t o  be ab le  t o  l i v e  without depending 
on p r o j e c t  management for  providing any personal s e r v i c e s ,  
such a s  housekeeping or personal a t t endan t  ca re .  However, 
four H U D  and one FmHA p ro jec t  required a l l  t enan t s  t o  l i v e  
completely independent because t h e  sponsors bel ieved t h a t  i f  
a tenant  needed a s s i s t ance ,  t h e  tenant  should l i v e  elsewhere, 
fo r  example, i n  a nursing home. 

The two o f f i c i a l s  from t h e  H U D  and Department of 
Agr icu l ture  Of f i ces  o f  General Counsel t o l d  u s  t h a t  i f  d i s -  
abled persons a re  e l i g i b l e  program p a r t i c i p a n t s  and a r e  ab le  
t o  secure t h e i r  own spec ia l  s e r v i c e s ,  the  p r o j e c t  sponsors 
cannot l e g a l l y  bar them from t h e i r  p r o j e c t s  a s  long a s  the 
disabled persons can perform t h e  ob l iga t ions  o f  t enants .  

another person t o  l i v e  w i t h  t h e m  t o  perform various personal 
ca re  s e r v i c e s  because almost a l l  of t he  access ib l e  u n i t s  a r e  
one-bedroom u n i t s .  Under c e r t a i n  circumstances,  people i n  
wheelchairs m i g h t  need a two-bedroom u n i t  t o  house themselves 
and another person who a s s i s t s  them b u t  none is  a v a i l a b l e .  
For example, one p ro jec t  manager s a i d  s h e  would allow someone 
t o  l i v e  w i t h  a disabled person b u t  i f  t h e  a s s i s t a n t  i s  not a 
spouse, they would need a two-bedroom u n i t  and t h e  p r o j e c t  
had no two-bedroom u n i t s  designed fo r  people i n  wheelchairs.  

A s p e c i a l  problem a r i s e s  when people i n  wheelchairs need 

FmHA program o f f i c i a l s  be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  s ec t ion  515 
program is l e g i s l a t i v e l y  mandated t o  serve people who can , 

l i v e  independently. However, t he  quest ion as t o  who i s  ab le  
t o  l i v e  independently is d i f f i c u l t  t o  answer. These o f f i -  
c i a l s  expressed the  opinion t h a t  people who need s p e c i a l  
s e rv i ces  such a s  personal a t t endan t  ca re  probably belong 
i n  an i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g  and not i n  F m H A ' s  p r o j e c t s .  
However, r ep resen ta t ives  of na t iona l  organiza t ions  which 
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s e r v e  people who use wheelchairs  t o l d  u s  they b e l i e v e  some 
peop le  i n  wheelcha i rs  who need c e r t a i n  s e r v i c e s  w i l l  be a b l e  
t o  func t ion  e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  F m H A ' s  p r o j e c t s .  

FmHA program o f f i c i a l s  informed u s  t h a t  i n  October 
1 9 8 0 ,  FmHA publ ished r e g u l a t i o n s  which should h e l p  c o r r e c t  
some of t he  d e f i c i e n c i e s  we noted. The r e g u l a t i o n s  p rov ide ,  
i n  p a r t ,  t h a t  occupancy of housing s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  people 
who a r e  e l d e r l y  or  a r e  handicapped is  l i m i t e d  s o l e l y  t o  
those persons .  T h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  a l s o  a u t h o r i z e ,  b u t  not  
r e q u i r e ,  p r o j e c t  sponsors  t o  maintain s e p a r a t e  wai t ing  l i s t s  
of persons  w i t h  handicaps f o r  t he  housing u n i t s  designed f o r  
t he  needs of persons  w i t h  handicaps.  

These FmHA r e g u l a t i o n s  a r e  an improvement; however, t h e y  
may be confus ing  t o  p r o j e c t  managers because t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  
appear t o  lump e l d e r l y  and handicapped persons toge the r  and 
do  riot s p e c i f y  t h a t  people w i t h  handicaps should be housed 
i n  u n i t s  t h a t  were designed fo r  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  handicap. 

CONCLUSIONS 

We b e l i e v e  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  should be occupied t o  t h e  
g r e a t e s t  e x t e n t  p o s s i b l e  by people f o r  whom t h e  u n i t s  were 
designed because a c c e s s i b l e  housing u n i t s  have s p e c i a l  
f e a t u r e s  designed f o r  t h e  n e e d s  of people  i n  wheelcha i rs .  
The o v e r a l l  occupancy r a t e  c u r r e n t l y  achieved a t  H U D  and 
FmHA p r o j e c t s  could be improved i f  H U D  and FmHA r equ i r ed  
p r o j e c t  sponsors  t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  a r e  occu- 
pied by people  i n  wheelcha i rs  t o  t h e  g r e a t e s t  e x t e n t  poss i -  
b l e  and t o  e s t a b l i s h  e f f e c t i v e  ou t r each  programs t o  o b t a i n  
such persons .  The  absence of such requirements  has  per- 
m i t t e d  p r o j e c t  managers t o  determine p o l i c y  m a t t e r s  on a 
p ro jec t -by -p ro jec t  b a s i s ,  inc luding  t h e  e x t e n t  people  i n  
wheelcha i rs  a r e  housed i n  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  
people  i n  wheelcha i rs  may be unaware t h a t  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  
and r e n t a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a r e  a v a i l a b l e ,  and a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  
a r e  being occupied by people not  i n  wheelcha i rs .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  people i n  wheelcha i rs  f a c e  o the r  o b s t a c l e s  
which p reven t  t h e m  from l i v i n g  i n  H U D  and FmHA a s s i s t e d  
a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s .  T h e s e  i nc lude ,  among o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  

- - r e s t r i c t i o n s  which  deny c e r t a i n  persons admi t tance  
because of t h e i r  age or  a b i l i t y  t o  l i v e  independent ly  
and 

- - se rv ices  needed by some people i n  wheelcha i rs  a r e  
no t  a v a i l a b l e  a t  some p r o j e c t s .  
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A rigid policy of denying access to all adult disabled 
persons under age 55 or 62 is not permitted by law. A l s o ,  
project sponsors cannot legally bar disabled persons, who 
are able to secure their own special services, from their 
projects as long as the disabled persons can perform the 
obligations of tenants. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARIES OF HUD, 
H H S  , AGRICULTURE, AND EDUCATION 

To help insure that accessible housing units are used 
by the persons for whom they were designed, we recommend 
that the Secretaries of HUD and Agriculture: 

--Require project managers to give persons who use 
wheelchairs priority for the accessible units. One 
way of accomplishing this is to require project mana- 
gers to maintain separate waiting lists for the 
accessible units and give people in wheelchairs pri- 
ority regardless of when they apply for admission. 

--Establish procedures for project managers to use to 
advertise the availability of accessible units and 
rental assistance, including contacting public and 
private organizations serving people in wheelchairs, 
to obtain greater participation of people who use 
wheelchairs. 

--Identify those elderly projects which do not admit 
non-elderly disabled persons or which require 
persons to live totally independent and notify the 
project sponsors that the restrictions must be 
removed. 

To help insure that federally funded health and welfare 
services are available to people in wheelchairs living in 
HUD and FmHA projects, we recommend that the Secretaries of 
HUD, HHS, Agriculture, and Education work with State and 
local social service and welfare organizations to coordinate 
housing with the other services people in wheelchairs need. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

We obtained official oral comments from NTJD. The 
Department of Education, H H S ,  and FmHA chose either to not' 
comment on the report or requested that their oral comments 
not be treated as official agency positions. 

HUD generally agreed with our recommendations and has 
taken certain actions since we began our audit to correct 

23 



these problems. They pointed out that F I U D ' s  proposed regu- 
lations relating to nondiscrimination based on handicaps 
pursuant to section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
provides additional guidance to project managers. The pro- 
posed regulations require that project managers make every 
reasonable effort to encourage occupancy of accessible 
units by a qualified person with a handicap who requires the 
accessibility features of the unit. 

HUD officials told us that low occupancy of accessible 
units by people in wheelchairs has been a problem area at 
H U D  for a long time and needs to be resolved. They told us 
they planned to use our report to support program changes 
t h e y  believe are needed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PROBLEMS I N  SETTING AND 

A C H I E V I N G  PRODUCTION GOALS FOR 

A C C E S S I B L E  H O U S I N G  

Neither HUD nor FmHA has made an a n a l y s i s  t o  determine 
the  e x t e n t  t h a t  a market e x i s t s  fo r  access ib l e  u n i t s .  Never- 
t h e l e s s ,  they have es tab l i shed  s p e c i f i c  percentage goa l s  fo r  
cons t ruc t ing  such u n i t s  i n  e l d e r l y  and family housing proj-  
e c t s .  HUD and FmHA have no (1) s t u d i e s  t o  support  t h e  use 
of t hese  percentage goa l s  fo r  cons t ruc t ing  access ib l e  u n i t s ,  
( 2 )  r e l i a b l e  s t a t i s t i c s  on t h e  number of people i n  wheel-  
c h a i r s  i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of such 
persons,  and ( 3 )  d a t a  on t h e  demand for  access ib l e  u n i t s  i n  
the  market a r e a s  served by t h e i r  p r o j e c t s .  

While H U D  and FmHA a re  c u r r e n t l y  requi r ing  p r o j e c t  
sponsors t o  implement t h e  10-percent e l d e r l y  h o u s i n g  wheel- 
cha i r  cons t ruc t ion  goa l ,  they a r e  not requi r ing  sponsors t o  
f u l l y  comply w i t h  t h e  5-percent family housing goa l .  
about 4 2  percent  of the 55 HUD and FmHA p r o j e c t s  i n  Arizona, 
F lo r ida ,  and southern Ca l i fo rn ia  included i n  our review had 
complied w i t h  the goal .  T h i s  occurred because HUD and FmHA 
f i e l d  o f f i c i a l s  e i t h e r  were not aware of t he  goal  or  adequate 
gu ide l ines  implementing the goal such a s  type of u n i t ,  
( a c c e s s i b l e  or  o t h e r )  have not  been communicated t o  them. 

W h i l e  the  present  goal of cons t ruc t ing  access ib l e  u n i t s  
f o r  5 percent  of t h e  u n i t s  i n  every family p r o j e c t  may not 
be appropr i a t e ,  t he re  i s  a need t o  s t rengthen the  implemen- 
t a t i o n  of g o a l s  t h a t  a r e  e s t ab l i shed  on t h e  b a s i s  of housing 
needs of people i n  wheelchairs. 

Whi l e  H U D  and FmHA have had problems i n  t h e  p a s t  i n  
g e t t i n g  p r o j e c t  sponsors t o  cons t ruc t  t h e  number of accessi-  
b le  u n i t s  required by t h e  10-percent goal p r imar i ly  because 
t h e i r  f i e l d  o f f i c e  o f f i c i a l s  were unaware of t h e  goa l ,  
c u r r e n t l y  t h i s  goa l  i s  being achieved. 

Only 

ACCESSIBLE H O U S I N G  GOALS 

The s p e c i f i c  percentages used fo r  t h e  5- and 10-percent 
goa l s  and applying these  goa ls  uniformly t o  housing p r o j e c t s  
i n  a l l  p a r t s  of  the  United S t a t e s  may not be appropr ia te .  
The H U D  and FmHA o f f i c i a l s  we spoke t o  were unable t o  provide 
u s  w i t h  s t u d i e s  which supported the  use of these  percentages 
fo r  t he  goa l s .  
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Although the 10-percent goal for establishing accessible 
units has been in effect for about 10 years for most HIJD and 
FmHA programs, these agencies still lack vital information on 
people in wheelchairs such as their 

--total number in the United States , 

--geographic location, 

--age and income, 

--rent paid, and 

--need for housing and other services. 

HUD and FmHA program officials agreed with our assess- 
ment that they need to gather nationwide housing related 
data for people who use wheelchairs. The HUD and FmHA 
officials said the data could be used to establish and 
evaluate policies relating to housing people in wheelchairs. 

Prior to 1978, HUD did not attempt to gather personal 
and housing related data concerning people with disabilities 
in the United States. Instead, HIID based its policies on 
the experiences of various States and other nations which 
already had existing programs for housing the disabled. 

Since 1978, HUD has initiated three attempts to obtain 
statistical data concerning the Nation's disabled popula- 
tion. While various information about the disabled popu- 
lation of the United States has been gathered, HIJD has 
collected no data or information specifically relating to 
people who use wheelchairs or their need for housing. 

HUD decided to collect data on the Nation's disabled 
population and their housing needs by adding a Housing Modi- 
fication Supplement to the 1978 HUD-Census Annual Housing 
Survey. The Annual Housing Survey is one of I ITJD ' s  most 
important sources of housing data and HUD uses the data to 
evaluate, target, and monitor its programs. Although the 
draft version of the Housing Modification Supplement did 
contain a question concerning whether the respondent was in 
a wheelchair, this question was deleted from the final docu- 
ment. We asked several J3UD officials why the question was 
deleted but they were unable to tell us the reason. The 
deletion resulted in a lost opportunity to obtain various 
data relating to people in wheelchairs such as age, income, 
household size, etc. 
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HUD also gathered data on the housing needs of people 
with disabilities from the 1978 Census-Social Security 
Administration Disability Survey. This survey provides data 
on economic, social, and health characteristics of both dis- 
abled and nondisabled persons. HUD added several questions 
to the 1978 survey but did not ask for data relating 
specifically to people in wheelchairs. 

Also, in 1978, HUD obtained information on people with 
disabilities from the 1976 Census Survey of  Income and 
Education. This survey gathers information on income, public 
assistance, and disabilities. However, the survey contains 
virtually no housing data, and the data that is available 
does not show information on people in wheelchairs. 

The Public Health Service, Department of Health and 
Human Services, has information on certain characteristics 
of people who use wheelchairs in the United States; however, 
the information is available only on a national basis. 
Appendix I11 shows the number, income, age and living 
arrangements of people in wheelchairs. 

IIUD AND FmHA REQUIREMENTS 
RELATING TO HOUSING FOR 
THE HANDICAPPED 

Besides the minimum property standards relating to 
construction quality, sponsors of new HUD and FmHA elderly 
rental housing projects must build at least 10 percent of the 
units specifically for people in wheelchairs. Sponsors of 
new HUD family housing projects financed with section 8 or 
public housing funds must construct at least 5 percent of the 
units for the handicapped. 

In addition, HUD and the Department of Agriculture are 
developing regulations concerning nondiscrimination against 
persons with handicaps which will generally require that 5 
percent of the units in federally assisted family rental. 
housing projects be accessible to or adaptable for the 
physically handicapped. 

There are no studies to support using these specific 
percentages as goals. HUD officials agreed with our assess- 
ment that nationwide data should be collected and the goals 
should be evaluated for appropriateness. FmHA program offi-r 
cials also agreed that nationwide data would be useful for 
policy decisions, and that they preferred to identify the 
demand for the accessible units in the immediate areas in 
which the FmHA project is to be located as part of the 
market analysis done for each project, The officials said 
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FmHA could establish procedures to require project sponsors 
to contact organizations serving people in wheelchairs to 
get an estimate of demand. However, the officials added 
that State laws sometimes require a certain percentage of 
housing units to be built for persons with handicaps and 
such laws would have to be considered in determining the 
number of special units to build. 

The FmHA officials also pointed out that FmHA's policy 
is to have its section 515 housing units occupied by people 
living in the vicinity of the project. Thus, FmEIA needs 
information relating to the people in wheelchairs living in 
the area near the project and not information for the whole 
county. 

Percentaae aoal aDDlicable 
to MUD and FmHA elderly projects 

The l0-percent goal was first applied in 1963 to Y U D ' s  
section 231 program. The HUD directive establishing the goal 
stated: 

"Fixtures in bathrooms of approximately 10 percent 
of the living units of each type shall be arranged 
and space provided to permit a wheelchair to he 
maneuvered into position for transfer of person to 
water closet or bathtub, or to use lavatory while 
seated in a chair." 

In October 1966, HUD issued the first MPS for housing 
for the handicapped. These MPS applied only to elderly 
projects constructed under FHA-insured programs, and as 
such included elderly housing projects insured under the 
section 221 and 236 programs as well as section 231 program. 
This publication stated: 

"Fixtures in bathrooms of at least 10 percent of 
the living units of each type shall be arranged 
and space provided to permit access and use by a 
person in a wheelchair." 

The 10-percent provision was first made applicable to 
the public housing and section 202 programs in Yay 1970. 
The provision later applied to new elderly projects 
constructed under HUD's section 8 program which was author- 
ized by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 
(Public Law 93-383). 

MUD'S  current MPS (1973 edition, as revised) contain 
the same bathroom fixture requirement as the 1966 MPS. 



However, t h e s e  MPS were amended i n  1976 t o  p r o v i d e  t h a t  a t  
l e a s t  o n e - h a l f  o f  t h e  1 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  u n i t s  w i t h  ba th rooms  
d e s i g n e d  f o r  people i n  w h e e l c h a i r s  s h a l l  have  k i t c h e n  equip- 
m e n t  and work and s t o r a g e  s p a c e  t h a t  i s  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  and 
u s a b l e  by p e o p l e  i n  w h e e l c h a i r s .  

515 p r o j e c t s  approved  s i n c e  Oc tobe r  1971 ,  t h e  d a t e  FmHA 
a d o p t e d  H U D ' s  MPS f o r  t h i s  program. 

The 1 0 - p e r c e n t  p r o v i s i o n  a l s o  a p p l i e s  t o  FmHA s e c t i o n  

P e r c e n t a g e  q o a l  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  HUD - 
f a m i l y  p r o j e c t s  

o f f i c e s  t h a t  it had e s t a b l i s h e d  an  o b j e c t i v e  o f  p r o v i d i n g  
f a m i l y  h o u s i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  t h e  hand icapped  under  t h e  
s e c t i o n  8 and p u b l i c  h o u s i n g  p rograms  d u r i n g  f i s c a l  y e a r  
1978.  The n o t i c e  i n s t r u c t e d  t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e s ,  where p r a c -  
t i c a b l e ,  t o  r equ i r e  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  5 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  u n i t s  i n  
each newly c o n s t r u c t e d  f a m i l y  h o u s i n g  p ro jec t ,  f o r  which 
c o n t r a c t  a u t h o r i t y  is r e s e r v e d  d u r i n g  f i s c a l  y e a r  1978 ,  be 
d e s i g n e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  t h e  h a n d i c a p p e d .  HUD i n t e n d e d  
t h a t  FmHA a l s o  comply w i t h  t h i s  g o a l  whenever H U D ' s  s e c t i o n  
8 f u n d s  were used w i t h  FmHA's s e c t i o n  515 p r o j e c t s .  Accor- 
d i n g l y ,  HUD h e a d q u a r t e r s  in formed i t s  f i e l d  o f f i c e  d i r e c t o r s  
t o  a d v i s e  t h e  FmHA S t a t e  o f f i c e s  i n  t h e i r  a r eas  o f  H U D ' s  
o b j e c t i v e  and encourage  FmHA t o  comply w i t h  t h i s  r e q u i r e m e n t  
when d e v e l o p i n g  s e c t i o n  515 h o u s i n g  p ro jec t s  w i t h  a n y  sec t ion  
8 f u n d s  t r a n s f e r r e d  f o r  t h e i r  u s e .  

I n  November 1977,  BUD h e a d q u a r t e r s  n o t i f i e d  i t s  f i e l d  

I n  November 1978 ,  HUD i s s u e d  a second  not ice  c o v e r i n g  
f i s c a l  y e a r  1979 f u n d s  which was b a s i c a l l y  t h e  same a s  t h e  
1977 n o t i c e .  The 1978 n o t i c e  was s t r o n g e r .  I t  s a i d  t h a t  
f i e l d  o f f i c e  managers  s h a l l  a d v i s e  FmHA t h a t  t h e y  m u s t  com- 
p l y  w i t h  t h e  5 - p e r c e n t  g o a l .  I n  J a n u a r y  1980 ,  H U D  i s s u e d  
a t h i r d  n o t i c e  c o n t i n u i n g  t h e  5 - p e r c e n t  p o l i c y  f o r  f i s c a l  
y e a r  1980 f u n d s .  

The 5 - p e r c e n t  g o a l  a s  i t  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  s e c t i o n  8 
program became a F e d e r a l  r e g u l a t i o n  ( 2 4  C F R  880.202 ( f ) )  
e f f e c t i v e  November 5 ,  1979.  The r e g u l a t i o n  s t a t e s  t h a t  new 
s e c t i o n  8 p r o j e c t s  f o r  n o n - e l d e r l y  fami l ies  a r e  r e q u i r e d ,  
where p r a c t i c a b l e ,  t o  have a t  l e a s t  5 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  h o u s i n g  
u n i t s  d e s i g n e d  f o r  and . a c c e s s i b l e  t o  p e o p l e  w i t h  p h y s i c a l  . 
h a n d i c a p s .  Al though HUD h a s  n o t  y e t  i s s u e d  a F e d e r a l  r e g u l a -  
t i o n  c o v e r i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  h o u s i n g  program,  t h e  C h i e f  o f  t h e  
A r c h i t e c t  and C o s t  Branch ,  D i v i s i o n  o f  M u l t i f a m i l y  Housing 
Development ,  t o l d  u s  t h e  5 - p e r c e n t  g o a l  f o r  p u b l i c  h o u s i n g  
was pe rmanen t .  
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Proposed goals applicable to 
HUD and FmHA family projecG 

HUD and the Department of Agriculture are in the process 
of developing regulations relating to nondiscrimination 
against the handicapped as required by section 504 of the 
Qehabilitation Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-112). 

W D ' s  proposed regulations contain a provision requiring 
that a minimum of 5 percent of all units in new multifamily 
housing projects shall be accessible units and an additional 
2 percent shall be built for people with disabilities but 
who are not in wheelchairs. 

Agriculture's proposed regulations provide that recip- 
ients which operate multifamily rental housing projects 
receiving assistance from the Department shall construct at 
least 5 percent of the units or one unit, whichever is 
greater, to be accessible to or adaptable for people with 
physical handicaps. The proposed regulations allow for an 
exception if a market survey, approved by Agriculture, shows 
that a different percentage is appropriate: however, at 
least one unit in every project shall be for the physically 
handicapped. 

EXTENT OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE 
10-PERCENT ELDERLY HOUSING-AL 

Neither RUD nor FmEIA had nationwide statistics by which 
we could determine overall compliance with the 10-percent 
goal. To determine the extent of compliance with the 10- 
percent goal on a test basis, we compared the number of 
accessible units that were built or planned in 232 HUD and 
FmHA housing projects with the minimum number of accessible 
units that should have been built under the goal. The HUD 
projects were in Arizona, Florida, and southern California 
and the FmHA projects were in California and Florida. We 
divided the projects into three time segments--projects 
approved before 1975, projects approved and completed from 
January 1975 to January 1980, and projects in the process of 
construction as of January 1980. 

HUD and FmHA were not requiring project sponsors to 
comply with the 10-percent' goal before 1975. Only 4 proj- 
ects, or about 6 percent, of the 71 HUD and FmHA projects 
approved before 1975 and applicable to the 10-percent goal 
had the required minimum number of  accessible units. The 
compliance rate was 3 percent for HTlD projects and 20 percent 
for FmHA projects. Further, 62 of the 71 projects had no 
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accessible units and 5 had less than the required number of 
accessible units. 

During the 5-year period ended January 1980, the 
percentage of projects complying with the 10-percent goal 
improved. Compliance with the goal reached about 66 percent 
for the 100 projects approved and completed during the period 
January 1975 to January 1980. The compliance rate was 7 3  
percent for HUD projects and 55 percent for FmHA projects. 
Twenty of the 100 projects had no accessible units and 14 
projects had less than the required number of accessible 
units. 

As of January 1980, HUD and FmHA elderly projects in 
the process of construction generally were complying with 
the 10-percent goal. Fifty-five, or about 90 percent, of 
the 61 projects in the process of construction as of January 
1980 were in compliance with the 10-percent goal. About 98 
percent of the HIJD projects and 71 percent of the FmHA proj- 
ects were in compliance. Only two projects had no acces- 
sible units and four other projects had a total of only 
nine accessible units less than required by the goal. 

WITH 

The HUD L o s  Angeles and Jacksonville Area Offices were 
not requiring project sponsors to comply with the 5-percent 
goal because HUD field officials were uncertain about how to 
implement the policy. In addition, HUD intended that FmHA 
adopt the 5-percent goal, but FmHA's California and Florida 
State Offices were not following the goal because the 
responsible HUD field offices did not inform them of the 
pol icy. 

To determine the extent of compliance with the 5-percent 
goal on a test basis, we analyzed the number of accessible 
units constructed or planned for 13 HIJD public housing proj- 
ects and 26 section 8 assisted projects in Arizona, Florida, 
and southern California. HUD approved all of these projects 
between October 1977 and January 1980. 

Only 17 of the 39 HUD family housing projects, o x  44 
percent, had the minimum number of accessible units required: 
Twenty-one projects had no accessible units and 1 had only 
one accessible unit less than required. 

Although FmWA family projects were not subject to 
the 5-percent goal, we reviewed the extent that accessible 
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units were being constructed in FmHA's projects during the 
time €IUD's goal was effective. During this period, FmHA's 
California and Florida State Offices approved 16 family 
projects. Only six projects, or about 38 percent, were 
in compliance with the goal, and 10 had no accessible 
units. 

REASONS FOR 
NONCOMPLIANCE 

During our review, we asked officials in HUD's Los 
Angeles and Jacksonville Area Offices and FmHA's California 
and Florida State Offices why they were not fully enforcing 
the 5- and 10-percent goals. Their responses follow. 

Ten percent goal 

HUD's Deputy Director for Development and the Chief 
Architect of the Housing Division in its Jacksonville Area 
Office informed us that the area office began requiring 
sponsors of elderly housing projects to comply with the 10- 
percent goal in about 1974 when they became aware of HUD's 
minimum property standards (1973 edition) which contained 
the goal. The Chief Architect said the Jacksonville Area 
Office was aware of the goal before 1974, but the goal was 
n o t  treated as a requirement until the minimum property 
standards were issued. The officials told us that waivers 
are not granted and if an elderly project contained less 
than the number of required accessible units, it was an 
oversight; 

HUD's Chief Architect of the Housing Division in its 
Los Angeles Area Office informed us that the area office 
began to implement the IO-percent goal in 1974 when it 
received the minimum property standards (1973 edition). 
The Acting Executive Assistant to the Area Manager infor- 
med us t h a t  before this time the area office was not 
enforcing the 10-percent goal. 

FmHA's Architect in its California State Office told us 
that they adopted the 10-percent goal in 1974. Neither the 
Architect nor the Rural Housing Specialist in FmHA's Florida 
State Office knew when the 10-percent policy was adopted. 

Five percent goal 

HUD's Los Angeles and Jacksonville Area Offices were 
not requiring project sponsors to follow the goal because 
the offices were uncertain about how to implement the goal. 
FmHA's California and Florida State Offices were not following 
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the  goal a t  the  s t a r t  of our review i n  January 1980 because 
HUD had not n o t i f i e d  FmHA o r  i t s  two S t a t e  Off ices  of t h e  
goa l .  

s e n t  t o  the f i e l d  merely informed t h e  HUD f i e l d  personnel 
t h a t  there was a 5-percent goal b u t  d i d  not  provide them 
adequate guidance on how t o  implement t h e  goal .  We be l i eve  
the  most confusing p a r t  of t h e  no t i ces  was t h e  provis ion 
saying the goal was appl icable  "where p r a c t i c a b l e , "  and 
consequently,  t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e s  d i d  not know u n d e r  what 
condi t ions  they should requi re  sponsors t o  comply. 

The f i r s t  two FIIID no t i ces  concerning t h e  5-percent goal 

H U D ' s  J acksonv i l l e  Area Off ice  had problems concerning 
how t o  implement the  5-percent goal and t h e  Acting Director  
of t h e  Housing Division wrote t o  HUD headquarters  i n  J u n e  
1979 t o  ge t  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  Novemher 1978 no t i ce .  
The memorandum asked severa l  ques t ions ,  inc luding  what 
housing programs with sec t ion  8 subs id i e s  were included i n  
t h e  5 percent  handicapped requirements and what type of u n i t  
should be considered a handicapped u n i t .  T h e  memorandum 
also gave poss ib l e  answers t o  the  ques t ions  asked. The 
o f f i c e  wanted t o  know i f  headquarters  agreed w i t h  t h e  pos- 
s i b l e  answers o r  whether changes were necessary,  

I n  August 1 9 7 9 ,  t h e  Di rec to r ,  Off ice  of Multifamily 
Housing Development, a t  HUD headquarters  responded saying 
it i s  not poss ib l e  t o  r ep ly  t o  t h e  June memorandum by 
agreeing with the  answers t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c  ques t ions  and t h a t  
no gu ide l ines  had been i s s u e d .  H U D ' s  A u g u s t  memorandum a l s o  
appeared t o  minimize t h e  importance of the  5-percent goal 
because t h e  memorandum s t a t e d  t h a t  " T h e  n o t i c e  referenced 
contained n i n e  pages of i n s t r u c t i o n s  on u s e  of funds and 
only a short paragraph on housing f o r  t h e  handicapped." T h e  
memorandum d i d  emphasize t h a t  t h e  5-percent goal was t o  be 
followed "where p r a c t i c a b l e "  and only t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e  mana- 
ger can determine i f  it i s  p r a c t i c a b l e .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  t h e  
Acting Direc tor  of t h e  Housj-ng Divis ion a t  the Jacksonv i l l e  
Area O f f i c e  bel ieved t h a t  they  could not  r e q u i r e  de1:elopers 
of family p r o j e c t s  t o  comply w i t h  the  5-perceiit qoa l .  

HUD's a rea  o f f i c e s  i n  C a l i f o r n i a  and F lo r ida  had not  
n o t i f i e d  t h e  corresponding FmTlA S t a t e  o f f i c e s  of t h e  5- 
percent  goal as of t h e  s t a r t  of our review i n  January 1980. 
Afte r  we brought t h i $  mat ter  t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of agency 
o f f i c i a l s ,  HUn's Jacksonvil . le Off ice  n o t i f i e d  FrnHA's F lor ida  
S t a t e  o f f i c e  of the 5-percent goa l  on March 1 0 ,  1900. T h e  
Chief of Rural. Housing a t  FmHA's C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  Off ice  t o l d  
u s  t h a t  they had not been n o t i f i e d  of the  5-percent goal  a s  
of J u l y  1 6 ,  1980,  but t he  o f f i c e  has not had any s e c t i o n  51s 
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p r o j e c t s  approved  w h i c h  used H U D ' s  f i s c a l  y e a r  1 9 8 0  s e c t i o n  
8 f u n d s  and t h u s  t h e r e  was no need f o r  HUD t o  n o t i f y  t h e m .  

FmAA's S t a t e  O f f i c e  D i r e c t o r  i n  C a l i f o r n i a  and i t s  
Chief  of Rura l  Housing i n  F l o r i d a  t o l d  u s  t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  
implement  t h e  5 - p e r c e n t  p r o v i s i o n  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  However, 
i n  A p r i l  1980 ,  F m H A ' s  D i r e c t o r  of  M u l t i f a m i l y  Housing t o l d  
u s  t h a t  BUD d i d  n o t  n o t i f y  FmHA h e a d q u a r t e r s  of t h i s  
r e q u i r e m e n t  and t h a t  FmHA would have t o  s t u d y  t h e  m a t t e r  
f u r t h e r  b e f o r e  d e c i d i n g  w h e t h e r  t o  f o l l o w  t h e  5 - p e r c e n t  
g o a l .  However, A g r i c u l t u r e  is i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  
r e g u l a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  n o n d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  a g a i n s t  t h e  hand i -  
capped which h a s  a p r o v i s i o n  r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  5 - p e r c e n t  of t h e  
r e n t a l  u n i t s  i n  m u l t i f a m i l y  p r o j e c t s ,  o r  one  uni t - -whichever  
is g r e a t e r - - b e  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  o r  a d a p t a b l e  f o r  t h e  p h y s i c a l l y  
h a n d i c a p p e d .  

A D D I T I O N A L  ACCESSIBLE UNITS 
COULD HAVE BEEN B U I L T  

To  assess t h e  a f f e c t  o f  noncompl iance  w i t h  t h e  5-and 
1 0 - p e r c e n t  g o a l s ,  w e  compared t h e  minimum number o f  acces- 
s i b l e  u n i t s  t h a t  cou ld  have been c o n s t r u c t e d  under  t h e  two 
g o a l s  w i t h  t h e  number o f  such  u n i t s  a c t u a l l y  c o n s t r u c t e d  o r  
p l anned  t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  t h a t  
c o u l d  have  been  b u i l t .  Our compar ison  i n c l u d e d  t h e  232 
e l d e r l y  p r o j e c t s  and t h e  55 f a m i l y  p r o j e c t s  which were sub- 
j e c t  t o  t h e  5- or 1 0 - p e r c e n t  g o a l s  and l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  
j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  HUD's Los Angeles  and J a c k s o n v i l l e  Area 
O f f i c e s  o r  F m H A ' s  C a l i f o r n i a  and F l o r i d a  S t a t e  O f f i c e s .  

While  no r e l i a b l e  d a t a  e x i s t s  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h e  need 
f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s ,  we est imate  t h a t  an  a d d i -  
t i o n a l  1 , 2 5 1  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  would have  been  c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  
t h e  232 e l d e r l y  p r o j e c t s  i f  t h e  1 0 - p e r c e n t  g o a l  had been  
f u l l y  implemented .  The s e c t i o n  236 program had t h e  l a r g e s t  
number o f  a d d i t i o n a l  w h e e l c h a i r  u n i t s  ( 8 0 7 )  t h a t  s h o u l d  have  
been  c o n s t r u c t e d .  T h i s  program had o n l y  1 p r o j e c t  w i t h  
a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  o u t  of  t h e  t o t a l  4 4  s e c t i o n  2 3 6  p r o j e c t s  
i n c l u d e d  i n  o u r  r ev iew.  The  s e c t i o n  202 proyram had more 
a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  c o n s t r u c t e d  t h a n  was r e q u i r e d  by t h e  g o a l :  
however ,  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  programs had l ess  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  
t h a n  r e q u i r e d .  

We estimate t h a t  an a d d i t i o n a l  108  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  
would have  been  c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  t h e  55 H U D  and FmHA f a m i l y  
h o u s i n g  p r o j e c t s  i n c l u d e d  i n  ou r  r e v i e w  i f  t h e  5 - p e r c e n t  
g o a l  had been  f u l l y  implemented.  
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MOST ACCESSIBLE UNITS 
HAD ONE BEDROOM 

The 10-percent goal was the only HUD and FmHA goal for 
developing housing units for persons in wheelchairs until 
November 1977 when the Secretary of HUD established the 
5-percent goal for new public housing and section 8 family 
housing projects. Thus, almost all of the accessible units 
completed and occupied at the time of our review in January 
1980 were one-bedroom units located in elderly housing 
projects, while a critical need exists for such units in a 
variety of sizes in family projects, according to HUD 
officials. 

There were 924 accessible units in the 93 elderly 
projects with accessible units that w e  visited or that 
returned our questionnaires. About 96 percent of the 924 
units had one or no bedrooms which are the usual sizes for 
elderly units, Only about 4 percent of the units had two 
bedrooms. Thus, almost all of the accessible units 
included in our review would be available for only people 
in wheelchairs with one or two members in the family. 

In a May 1977 news conference before the White House 
Conference on Handicapped Individuals, the Secretary of HUD 
announced several decisions concernincj HUD's commitment to 
Americans with disabilities. The Secretary announced HUD's 
plans to establish the 5-percent goal and stated that it 
would be HUD's first major commitment to the non-elderly 
disabled. 

As in the elderly projects, most of the accessible 
units in family projects contain only one bedroom. Prior to 
HUD's January 1980 notice concerning the 5-percent policy, 
there was no criteria available to HUD field offices that 
required project sponsors to build different size bedroom 
units for people with handicaps. This January 1980 notice 
did point out that units for persons with handicaps should 
reflect the same distribution as the total units in the 
project. For example, in a 100 unit project comprised of 
40 two-bedroom units and 60 three-bedroom units, a total of 
5 units would be designed for the handicapped. Two of the 
5 units would be two-bedroom units and 3 of the units would 
be three-bedroom units. . 

There were 21 family housing projects with accessible 
units included in our review. We noted that 115, or 79  
percent, of the total 145 accessible units had ODE! bedroom. 
There were 27 units that had two bedrooms and 3 units 
that- had  three 'bedrooms. If HIJD and FmHA implement- the 
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instructions in HUD's January 1980 notice, there will be an 
increase in accessible units with two or more bedrooms in the 
future. Thus, more people in wheelchairs who are members of 
moderate sized families will be able to occupy an accessible 
unit. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Although HUD and FmHA have established percentage goals 
for developing accessible units, they have no reliable sta- 
tistics on the number of people using wheelchairs in the 
United States or on the characteristics of such persons, for 
example, their geographic location, age, income, family size, 
and need for federally subsidized housing. A l s o ,  they have 
no information to determine if a market exists for accessi- 
ble units in the area serviced by the housing projects they 
support. HWD and FmHA need to have such information to 
determine if a market exists for accessible units and whether 
policies relating to housing the handicapped adequately 
respond to such a market. In addition, nationwide goals do 
not take into account the need and demand for accessible 
units in different localities. 

Also, we believe that the problems in getting project 
sponsors to fully comply with the 5-percent goal are due 
mainly because adequate implementing guidelines have not 
been effectively communicated to the field offices. While 
we recognize that the present accessible housing goals are 
not supported by studies and may not be appropriate, there 
is a need to strengthen the implementation of whatever goals 
a market analysis for accessible units indicates is needed 
in family housing projects. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARIES 
OF HUD AND AGRICULTURE 

To establish effective policies relatinq to the need 
and demand of housing for people in wheelchairs and to 
assure that all of the accessible housing units called for 
by HUD and FmHA goals be constructed, we recommend that 
the Secretaries of HUD and Agriculture take the following 
actions. 

--Require that the Annual Housing Survey be used 
periodically to gather data relating to people in 
wheelchairs, such as the total number in the United 
States and their geographic location, age, income, 
family size, and need for federally subsidized 
housing. 
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--Eliminate the nationwide 5- and 10-percent goals and 
establish geographical (e.g., local or regional) 
goals for constructing accessible units in family 
and elderly projects. 

--In approving projects, determine whether the 
geographical goals as established are realistic by 
doing a market analysis of the demand for accessible 
units at each project. 

--Establish adequate criteria for project sponsors to 
use to implement the goal for constructing accessible 
units in family projects. Such criteria should 
include guidance on the type of unit (accessible or 
other), number of bedrooms in the unit, and under 
what circumstances exceptions will be allowed. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

HUD agreed with our recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 4 .- 

NEED TO HAVE THE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

COMPILE DATA ON THE DEVELOPMENT AND 

OCCUPANCY OF ACCESSIBLE UNITS 

N e i t h e r  HUD nor  FmHA have d e f i n i t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  
t o t a l  number and l o c a t i o n  of  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  b u i l t  under  
t h e i r  h o u s i n g  programs,  on t h e  number o f  these  u n i t s  o c c u p i e d  
by p e o p l e  i n  w h e e l c h a i r s ,  o r  on c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  s u c h  a s  t h e  
a g e ,  income, f a m i l y  s ize ,  and r e n t  p a i d  by t h e  p e o p l e  i n  
w h e e l c h a i r s  b e i n g  housed .  

Wi thou t  such  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  t h e  a g e n c i e s  a r e  a t  a d i s -  
a d v a n t a g e ,  as n o t e d  i n  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r s ,  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  
p o l i c i e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  hous ing  p e o p l e  who use w h e e l c h a i r s  and 
i n  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  w i t h  which such  p o l i c i e s  
have  been  implemented.  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  a g e n c i e s  a r e  u n a b l e  
t o  d e t e r m i n e  n a t i o n w i d e  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which such  u n i t s  a r e  
b e i n g  o c c u p i e d  by p e o p l e  i n  wheelchairs a s  i n t e n d e d  and 
whe the r  s p o n s o r s  a r e  complying w i t h  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  g o a l s  f o r  
c o n s t r u c t i n g  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s .  The re  i s  a need f o r  HUD and 
FmHA t o  have  e x i s t i n g  management i n f o r m a t i o n  s y s t e m s  keep  
t rack o f  t h e  number, l o c a t i o n ,  and occupancy  o f  t h e  accessi-  
b l e  u n i t s  c o n s t r u c t e d  and t h e  t y p e s  o f  p e r s o n s  occupy ing  
these u n i t s  so  t h a t  n a t i o n w i d e  p rob lems  c a n  b e  i d e n t i f i e d  
and c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  t a k e n .  

HUD and FmHA program o f f i c i a l s  t o l d  u s  t h a t  t h e y  b e l i e v e  
t h e r e  is a need  t o  have  management i n f o r m a t i o n  s y s t e m s  c o v e r  
t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  and occupancy o f  w h e e l c h a i r  access ib le  u n i t s .  
FmHA o f f i c i a l s  a l s o  t o l d  u s  t h a t  w h i l e  t h e y  d o  n o t  have  i n f o r -  
m a t i o n  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  time on t h e  t o t a l  number o f  a c c e s s i b l e  
u n i t s  under  t h e  s e c t i o n  5 1 5  program o r  on t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
o f  t h e  p e r s o n s  occupying  t h e  a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s ,  FmHA w i l l  b e g i n  
g e t t i n g  c e r t a i n  p r o d u c t i o n  and occupancy  i n f o r m a t i o n  by a b o u t  
Augus t  1 9 8 1  from i t s  m u l t i f a m i l y  h o u s i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  s t a t u s  
t r a c k i n g  and r e t r i e v a l  sys t em which i s  under  deve lopmen t .  

HUD AND FmHA HAVE NO SYSTEMS 
FOR IDENTIFYING WHICH PROJECTS 
HAVE ACCESSIBLE UNITS ' 

HUD and FmHA d o  n o t  have management i n f o r m a t i o n  d a t a  
which i d e n t i f i e s  w h i c h  of t h e i r  h o u s i n g  p r o j e c t s  have  u n i t s  
d e s i g n e d  f o r  p e r s o n s  i n  w h e e l c h a i r s .  As a r e s u l t ,  o f f i c i a l s  
a t  t h e  HUD and  FmHA f i e l d  o f f i c e s  w e  v i s i t e d  d i d  n o t  know 
which p r o j e c t s  had a c c e s s i b l e  u n i t s  o r  how many a c c e s s i b l e  
u n i t s  were i n  t h e  p r o j e c t s  l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e i r  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  
Such i n f o r m a t i o n  a l s o  was n o t  a v a i l a b l e  a t  HUD and FmHA 
h e a d q u a r t e r s .  

38 



Some architectural plans showing accessible units were 
available at the HUD and FmHA field offices we visited, but 
plans sometimes were unavailable because they were sent to 
storage and a few plans we examined were not always in 
agreement with what was actually constructed. 

In addition to using such a system to monitor compliance 
with the 5- and 10-percent goals for developing accessible 
units, the system could also be used to help accessible 
housing outreach efforts. 

As discussed on page 16, representatives of national 
organizations serving the handicapped informed us they would 
like to cooperate with HUD and FmHA in helping people in 
wheelchairs apply for the accessible units. In order for 
such cooperation to materialize, the organizations would 
need to know the following: 

--name and location of the project, 

--number of accessible units and bedroom size, 

--types of services available, 

--when the units would be available for occupancy, and 

--amount of monthly rent. 

To be effective, management information data would have to 
be compiled on the above items, and HUD and FmHA would have 
to disseminate this information to public and private 
organizations which serve wheelchair persons. 

Present HUD and FmHA reports for most housing programs 
contain some of the information needed for an effective 
management information system for accessible units. The two 
agencies could modify existing reports to gather the data 
needed but not now collected. 

HUD AND FmHA DO NOT MONITOR THE 
OCCUPANCY OF ACCESSIBLE UNITS 

HUD and FmHA do not collect data on who occupies acces- 
sible units they assist. Consequently, the two agencies do 
not know what percentage of the accessible units constructed 
are occupied by persons in wheelchairs, persons with other 
handicaps, or persons with no handicaps. 

We attempted to obtain data on the occupancy of 
accessible units at HUD headquarters and at its Los Angeles 
and Jacksonville Area Offices and at FmHA headquarters and 
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its California and Florida State offices. Yowever, such 
data was not available. To obtain data on who is occupying 
accessible units, it is necessary to contact the individual 
housing projects. 

Information relating to who is occupying accessible 
units is needed to determine how successful NUD and FmHA 
have been in providing housing for people who use wheel- 
chairs. If certain projects have a low percentage of people 
in wheelchairs in the accessible units, FIlJD and FmFlA offi- 
cials could examine the reasons for this situation and take 
action to increase the number of people in wheelchairs in 
the projects. However, such management actions are not 
available alternatives if agency officials are not aware 
that problems exist. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The absence of information on the number, location, and 
occupancy of HUD and FmHA assisted accessible units could 
contribute to the low percentage rate of people in wheel- 
chairs occupying accessible units. Also, if information 
concerning the availability of accessible units was compiled 
and disseminated to public and private organizations serving 
people in wheelchairs, more people in wheelchairs may be 
applying for accessible units in HIJD and FmHA assisted 
housing projects. 

Without such basic information, HUD and FmHA are unable 
ko monitor accessible housing activities to achieve production 
and occupancy goals or identify nationwide problems. 

_- RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARIES 
OF HUD ANDAGRICULTURE 

In order for HUI) and FmHA to have adequate information 
on which to establish and implement policies concerning the 
production and occupancy of accessible units, we recommend 
that the Secretaries of HUD and Agriculture: 

--Have the management information systems compile data 
on the number of accessible units constructed and 
the number and characteristics such as the age, 
income, family size, and rent paid by the people in 
wheelchairs living in assisted units. 

--Periodically compile directories of projects with 
assisted accessible housing units which contain 
information on location, number of bedrooms, rental 
costs, services available, and availahility for 



occupancy and disseminate the directories to organi- 
zations serving people who use wheelchairs so they 
can assist people seeking this type of housing. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

HUD agreed with our recommendations. 
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DESCRIPTION OF HUD AND FmHA HOUSING ACTIVITIES 

AND PROGRAMS INCLUDED IN OUR REVIEW 

A brief description of HUD and FmNA housing activities 
and programs included in our review follows. All of these 
programs provide some housing units specially designed for 
people who use wheelchairs. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

HUD was established by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Act (Public Law 89-174) in 1965. HIJD is 
the principal Federal agency responsible for programs con- 
cerned with housing needs and improving and developing the 
Nation's communities. 

In the housing area, HUD administers subsidized or 
unsubsidized programs that provide either direct loans or 
Federal mortgage insurance for the construction or rehabili- 
tation of single family or multifamily housing units. W D  
a l s o  provides rent subsidies to low-income persons who cannot 
afford standard private housing. The program's principal 
purpose is to provide decent, safe, and sanitary shelter and 
a choice of living places. 

EllJD's field operations are carried out through a number 
of regional, area, and insuring offices. 

Section 8 program 

The section 8 program (42  U.S.C. 1437f), established 
by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (Public 
Law 93-3831, provides subsidized rental housing to low and 
very low income individuals or families. [Jnder this program, 
the tenants pay between 15 and 25 percent of their incomes 
toward the total apartment rent. YUD pays the difference. 

The program is currently the major means of providing 
federally subsidized housing to households with incomes too 
low to obtain decent housing in the private market. Under 
the section 8 existing housing program, RUT3 authorizes 
public housing agencies (PHAs) to enter into contracts with 
Owners of existing housing for a specified number of units 
to be leased by eligible households. Also, E-IIJD sometimes 
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contracts directly with developers of new or substantially 
rehabilitated housing that lease housing units to eligible 
f ami1 ies 

Generally those families with incomes no higher than 80 
percent of median income for the area in which they live, 
adjusted for household size, are eligible for section 8 pro- 
gram assistance. Thirty percent of the units leased under 
the program must be rented initially by households of very 
low income, defined as earning no more than 50  percent of 
area median income, adjusted for household size. 

As of September 30, 1980, about 929,100 housing units 
were occupied by tenants being assisted by the section 8 
program. 

Public housing program 

Pursuant to the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended, HUD conducts a low-rent housing program ( 4 2  U.S.C. 
1437b) whereby decent, safe, and sanitary rental housing 
units are made available to low-income families that cannot 
afford standard private housing. The program is administered 
at the local level by PHAs. The PHAs have responsibility 
for planning, acquiring, and managing the low-rent housing 
projects, subject to applicable laws and contractual 
relationships with HUD and the local government. 

Government's participation in the program and for protecting 
the Government's financial interests. HUD financially 
assists the PHAs by (I) making loans for developing new 
housing projects, ( 2 )  making annual contributions to PHAs 
for paying the principal and interest on bonds and notes 
sold by PHAs to obtain funds for developing the projects, 
and ( 3 )  paying operating subsidies to PHAs. 

HUD is responsible for administering the Federal 

As of September 30, 1980, about 1.2 million units were 
available f o r  occupancy under the low-rent public housing 
program. 

Section 202 program 

The section 202 program (12 U.S.C. 1701q), introduced 
as part of the Housing Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-372), 
provides direct Federal long-term loans for the construction 
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of housing for the elderly and handicapped. The program 
was intended to serve elderly and handicapped persons whose 
incomes were above public housing levels but still 
insufficient to secure adequate private housing. 

From 1959 until it was phased out in favor of other 
programs--principally the section 236 program--in 1970, the 
direct loan program provided loans at a 3-percent interest 
rate to non-profit and limited dividend sponsors. 

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 
reinstituted the section 202 program and revised the loan 
interest rate to approximate the Treasury's cost of borrow- 
ing to finance the program. The Housing Authorization Act 
of 1976 changed the loan interest-rate formula to the aver- 
age interest rate of all interest-bearing obligations of the 
United States forming a part of the public debt, plus an 
amount to cover administrative costs and probable losses. 

All projects receiving loans under the revised section 
202 program must have at least 20 percent of its units under 
the section 8 program. Thus, eligible low-income tenants 
will not pay more than 25 percent of their incomes for rent. 

The original section 202 program produced about 45,000 
units during its 10 years of operation. Some section 202 
projects in process when the section 202 program was being 
phased out were converted to section 202/236 projects. About 
28,300 units were produced under this combined program. As 
of September 3 0 ,  1980, construction f o r  about 71,500 units 
has been started under the revised section 202 program. 

Section 221 program 

added to the National Housing Act by the Housing Act of 1954 
(Public Law 83-560), is designed to meet the needs of low- 
and moderate-income families, as well as families displaced 
by urban renewal or government action. 

The section 221 program (12 1J .S .C.  171511, which was 

Under the section 221 (d)(3> and 221 (d)(4) programs, 
HUD is authorized to insure loans to construct or suhstan- 
tially rehabilitate multifamily rental or cooperative housing 
projects. Units financed under both programs now qualify for 
assistance under the section 8 program if they are occupied 
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by eligible low-income families. Currently, the principal 
differences between the two programs are that: 

--Hun insures 100 percent of project value under 
section 221 ( d ) ( 3 )  but only 90 percent under 221 
(a) ( 4 )  

--The 221 (d)(3) program is for non-profit, limited- 
dividend, or cooperative organizations while the 
221 ( d ) ( 4 )  program is for profit-oriented sponsors. 

Through September 1980, the section 221 (d)(3) program 
had insured 353,442 units for about $5.6 billion and section 
221 (d) ( 4 )  program had insured 511,709 units for about 
$11.4 billion. 

Section 231 program 

The section 231 program (12 U.S .C .  1715v), which w a s  
authorized by the Housing Act of 1959, provides Federal 
mortgage insurance for rental housing for the elderly and 
handicapped. The program insures loans made by private 
lenders to profit and non-profit corporations to build or 
substantially rehabilitate housing. 

The program initially benefited the relatively higher 
income segment of the elderly population because it was an 
unsubsidized program. However, some occupants of section 
231 projects are now able to get rental assistance through 
the section 8 program. 

Through September 1980, HUD has insured a cumulative 
total of 65,318 housing units in the amount of about $1.1 
billion. 

Section 236 program 

The Housing and IJrban Development Act of 1968 (Public 
Law 90-448) authorized the section 236 program (12 U.S.C. 
17152-1) under which multifamily rental and cooperative 
housing units would he provided to low-income families. 

Under this program, BUD insures privately financed 
mortgage loans for constructing or substantially rehabili- 
tating multifamily housing projects and pays, on behalf of 
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the mortgagors, the mortgage insurance premiums and the 
interest on the mortgage loans over 1 percent. 

Basic rent under the section 236 program is the rent 
necessary to recover housing operating costs, construction 
costs, and profit for a limited-dividend project financed 
under a mortgage with a 1 percent interest rate. The 
monthly rent for each unit is either the basic rent or an 
amount equal to 25 percent of the tenant's adjusted monthly 
income, whichever is greater. However, a tenant cannot be 
required to pay more than the fair market rent established 
for the unit. 

The H,ousing and Community Development Act of 1974 
authorized a program of subsidies for low-income families 
w h o  occupy section 236 units and who currently are required 
to pay a basic rent which exceeds 25 percent of family 
income. 

From its enactment in 1968 until its suspension in 
1973, the section 236; program was the Federal Government's 
major means of providing assistance in the construction of 
multifamily housing. AB of September 30, 1980, HUD had 
insured a total of about 463,500 units for $8 billion under 
this program. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

FmHA was established by the Farmers Home Administration 
Act of 1946 (Public Law 79-731). FmHA administers a variety 
of grant and loan programs relating to housing and rural 
development. 

FmHA makes direct loans to construct or repair single 
family or multifamily housing units as well as guarantee 
loans. FmHA also has a rental assistance program which 
reduces the rents paid by low-income families living in 
FmHA-financed rental projects to no more than 25 percent of 
their adjusted incomes. 

FmHA's field operations are carried out through its 
State, district, and county offices. 
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Section 515 program 

Under the section 515 rural rental housing program 
( 4 2  U . S . C .  1485) FmHA makes rental or cooperative housing 
loans to individuals, corporations, partnerships, and public 
entities to provide rental housing for low- and moderate- 
income families and the elderly or handicapped. The loan 
funds can be used to construct new housing, purchase new or 
existing housing, or repair existing housing for rental 
purposes. The maximum repayment period is 50 years. 

Low-income residents of section 515 projects who pay 
over 25 percent of their income may, if funds are available, 
be eligible for HUD's section 8 rental assistance payments 
or FmHA's rental assistance program. 

As of September 30, 1980, FmHA had made loans of about 
$4.1 billion for about 224,000 housing units under the 
section 515 program. 
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AVERAGE AGE, INCOME, AND RENT PAID BY PEOPLE 

- IN WHEELCHAIRS IN PROJECTS WE REVIEWED 

As part of our review, we obtained information from 
project managers on the age, income, and rent paid by 332 
people in wheelchairs who were occupying housing units sup- 
ported by HUD and FmHA in eight States. These units were in 
elderly projects in Arizona, California, and Florida and in 
the 82 projects in California, Indiana, New Mexico, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, and Texas which returned our questionnaires. 
Of the 332 people in wheelchairs, 230 were living in special- 
ized accessible housing units and 102 were living in regular 
housing units. 

Average person in a wheelchair 
is aae 66 and is afemale 

The average age of the people in wheelchairs occupying 
the units is 66 .  About 65 percent are age 62  or over and 
are classified as elderly persons while 35 percent are non- 
elderly. About 62 percent are female. Although the projects 
are classified as elderly projects, there is a considerable 
representation of non-elderly persons in wheelchairs in the 
specialized units which illustrates many sponsors do allow 
non-elderly persons with handicaps to occupy the units. In 
fact, 28,  or about 9 percent, of the 321 people in wheel- 
chairs for which age information was available were age 40 
or younger. 

About 91 percent of the people in wheelchairs lived 
alone. Those who did live with someone lived with a 
relative. 

_. Amount and source of income 
of people in wheelchairs 

Most of the people in wheelchairs are receiving income 
assistance from the Social Security Administration and have 
very low annual incomes. 

About 69 percent of the people using wheelchairs for 
which we had income data had annual incomes below $5,000 and 
97 percent had annual incomes of $10,000 or less. The 
smallest annual income was $1,515 while the largest annual 
income was $16,309. 
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In addition to social security, the main sources of 
income were pensions and interest. Only four persons were 
working f o r  wages, and the highest total income of one of 
these persons was $9,360. 

People using wheelchairs 
paid low rents 

While people in wheelchairs generally had very low 
incomes, they were paying low rents because most of the 
projects in which they were living had federally subsidized 
loans or had rental assistance available for occupants with 
low incomes, 

The average rent for all people in wheelchairs was $91 
per month. The lowest average rent of $76 per month was paid 
by tenants in section 8 projects while the highest average 
rent of $117 per month was paid by persons in section 236 
projects, 
was $295 for a section 221 unit. One tenant in a section 515 
project, who had a very low income, paid no rent. 

The highest rent paid by a person in a wheelchair 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS - 

APPENDIX 111 

IN THE UNITED STATES WHO USE WHEELCHAIRS 

The statistics in this appendix are from the Public 
Health Service's (Department of Health and Yuman Services) 
1977 Health Interview Survey. However, the information is 
available only on a national basis. 

Number of persons 
in wheelchairs 

About 3 percent of the U.S. population, or about 7 
million persons, have physical disabilities which restrict 
their mobility and require the use of wheelchairs, crutches, 
braces, or walkers. Of these persons, an estimated 645,000 
are in wheelchairs. 

Most persons in wheelchairs 
have low incomes 

The following compares the annual family incomes of 
persons who use wheelchairs with those who do not. 

Annual 
family 
income 

In a wheelchair Not in a wheelchair 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Less than $7,000 272,000 49 42,245,000 22 

$7,000-$14,999 152,000 27 63,157,000 33  

$15,000-$24,999 87,000 16 54,258,000 28 

17 - 3 2  , 528 , 000 .- $25,000 or more 42 , 000 8 

Total (note a) 553,000 100  192,188,000 100 

- a/Not all persons responded to the question asking for 
the amount of family income. 

The above table shows that people in wheelchairs make up 
a disproportionate share of the Nation's poor. For example, 
49 percent of the people in wheelchairs have annual family 
incomes of less that $7,000, while only 22 percent of the 
persons not in wheelchairs have incomes that low. On the 
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other hand, only 24 percent of the people in wheelchairs had 
annual family incomes of $15,000 or more compared to 45 
percent of the persons not in wheelchairs. 

Appendix 11, page 48, shows that about 97 percent of.the 
people using wheelchairs in the housing units included in 
our review had annual incomes of $10,000 or less. 

Most persons in 
wheelchairs are elderly 

The following table shows a breakdown of people in 
wheelchairs and those not in wheelchairs according to various 
age groups. 

In a wheelchair Not in a wheelchair 
Number Percent Number Percent E22 

IJnder 45 163,000 25 146 I 367 , 000 69 

45 to 64 148,000 23 43,209,000 21 

21 , 932 , 000 10 65 and over 334,000 - 52 - 
Total 645,000 100 100 

As the above table shows, elderly persons age 65 or over 
represent about 52 percent all of persons who use wheel- 
chairs, while elderly persons represent only about 10 per- 
cent of those persons who do not use wheelchairs. Also, 
about 2 percent of all elderly persons use wheelchairs. 
Appendix 11, page 48, shows that the average age of the 
people using wheelchairs in the units included in our 
review was 66. 

Most persons in 
wheelchairs live with 
relatives 

The following table shows the various living arrange- 
ments of people in wheelchairs and those not in wheelchairs. 
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Living In a wheelchair 
arranaement Number Percent 

Alone 84,000 13 

With relatives 554,000 86 

1 With nonrelatives 7,000 

Total 645,000 100 

_I_ 

A s  shown above, about 86 percent of the, 

Not in a wheelchair 
Number Percent 

17,077,000 8 

190,434,000 90 

3,997,000 2 - 
211,508,000 100 

people in wheelchairs 
live with relatives. Only 13 percent lived alone. Con- 
versely, a s  stated on page 48, about 91 percent of the people 
using wheelchairs in the housing units included in our review 
lived alone. Less than 1 percent of the people in wheel- 
chairs lived with nonrelatives which compares to what we 
found in our review. 

(382180) 
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