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AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT, TITLE lll COMPLIANCE
by
Rene D. Kuykendall
Julia O. Beamish, Chair
Housing, Interior Design and Resource Management
{Abstract)

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was signed into law by President George
Bush on July 26, 1990. Title Ill of the Act, Public Accommodations, went into affect
January 26, 1992. The purpose of this study was to examine compliance by firms who
own, manage, or lease buildings.

A study such as this was of great importance for the following reasons: both the
disabled population and building owners, managers, and tenants are affected by this
legislation; the ADA was not developed or intended to be a building code and is being
enforced by the Justice Department; there is confusion in the existence of different
compliahce guidelines and the fact that some of the rulings are not clear or had not yet
been finalized by January 26, 1992.

The specific objectives of the study were to examine the level of compliance, the
compliance process, and the awareness and knowledge of Title Ill as well as the factors
that influenced compliance or non-compliance among facility management professionals.
Data was collected by a mail questionnaire which was sent to a random sample of 500
members of the International Facility Management Association (IFMA) who are employed in
American firms.

According to the returned questionnaires, more than half the respondents reported
their compliance costs were less than $50,000 and signage was the feature most often
altered. Nearly two-thirds of respondents reported they fell into the service category and

just over three-fourths reported that their firms own the building(s) they occupy.



Findings of the study show that legal responsibility motivated respondents most.
Respondents agreed most often with the attitude statements "accessibility is a right” and
"the disabled make a valuable contribution™ and the greatest problem encountered appears
to be the lack of clarity of regulations. Just over three quarters of respondents complied
before the deadline. Most firms are in the process of complying or have fully complied

with Title lll.
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Chapter |
Introduction

The Americans with Disabilities Act {ADA) was signed into law {Public Law 101-
336) by President George Bush during a ceremony on July 26, 1990. The President made
a vow that "[we] will not accept, we will not excuse, we will not tolerate discrimination in
America" {Wodatch, 1990, p. 27).

The ADA is a combination of two paramount pieces of civil rights legislation, The
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Titles Il and VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 were used for coverage and enforcement. Its outlawing of
discrimination due to race, religion, and gender, has been extended to cover the physically
and mentally handicapped under the ADA. The terms and concepts of Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 are used to clarify what comprises discrimination (Wodatch,
1990). |

According to PL101-336, the Act is divided into four major sections which prohibit
discrimination against the disabled in Employment (Title 1}, Public Services (Title Il), Public
Accommodations (Title lll), and Telecommunications (Title IV}. This study focused on Title
HI: Public Accommodations, which went into affect January 26, 1992. Title lil

prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability by private businesses and

other providers of goods, services, or accommodations. It requires

businesses to remave barriers and make reasonable modifications of policies

in order to provide equal benefits to the disabled, unless such changes are

not readily achievable or would result in undue hardship ("Public Law",

1990, p. 68).

Over three years have passed since the January 26, 1992 effective date of Title Ill.
Entities which fall under Title 1li’s requirements for existing buildings were expected to

comply with the guidelines within the eighteen months between the signing of the law and

the date the legislation went into effect. The intention of this study was to examine Title Il
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compliance for existing facilities by firms who own, manage, or lease buildings which fall
under Title Ill requirements.
Justification

A study such as this was of great importance for three reasons. First, there are
two separate groups affected by this landmark legislation; the disabled population and firms
who own, manage, or lease buildings. There is a large population of people who have
historically been discriminated against and have won a huge battle in their fight for
recognition with the passage of the ADA. However, firms which own, manage, and lease
buildings must bear the financial burdens of compliance or be penalized for non-compliance.
Both of these groups have worthwhile goals which must be considered during the
compliance process.

Second, the ADA was not developed or intended to be a building code. Therefore,
it will not be enforced as a building code. This is Civil Rights legislation and is being
enforced by the Justice Department. The ADA does not have an inspection agency, it is
enforced by the attorney general of the United States. Therefore, there are no inspections
taking place by local building inspectors. This process may be confusing for facility
management professionals as they seek to comply with regulations.

Finally, there is confusion in the fact that different agencies have iésued different
guidelines. This has resulted in two different sets of guidelines: the Americans with
Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) and the Uniform Federal Accessibility
Standards {(UFAS). The two are very similar, however, there are some differences. The
UFAS does not include requirements for work areas, and includes differences in required
van spaces, revised handrail heights, and use of alternate toilet stall layouts (Knapp and
Carroll, 1992). It was established, in 1984, to cover all buildings constructed or altered by

federal funds. Under the ADA, the UFAS is considered the "safe harbor" while the ADAAG
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is still being finalized {Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board
[ATBCB],1991). The ADAAG, established by the Architectural and Transportation Barriers
Compliance Board, covers new construction and alterations. The UFAS and American
National Standards Institute (ANSI) standards were the sources from which the ADAAG
was drawn.

The fact that the ADAAG is not finalized causes further confusion. The DOJ uses
the term "reserved” on several Title il items that are not finalized. These items include
doors, detectable warnings, and illumination levels. Door opening force ‘was not finalized
because of climatic differences in different areas of the country. Requirements on
detectable warnings were finalized at one point but due to controversy were rescinded.
lllumination levels were also found to be not universal across the country and this too was
added to the "reserved” list (DOJ, personal communication, April 28, 1995).

Sensitivity to both groups involved in this issue must be taken into consideration
when examining compliance or non-compliance with Title lil of the ADA. The scope of the
law, its requirements, and the method of enforcement suggest that the response thus far to
compliance by firms may have been confused and fragmented. Analyzing the compliance
by this group may lead to a better understanding of factors that support or discourage the
influence of this historic legislation.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine compliance with Title lll of the ADA by
firms who own, manage, or lease buildings and to determine factors within their firms
which encouraged or discouraged compliance.

Theoretical Framework
The Systems Theory Approach to management will provide a framework for this

study. This approach allows the behavior of an organization to be described both internally
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and externally. The internal environment is the environment within the organization.
Internally, the performance of individuals and groups can be examined. Externally, the
relationship of an organization with other organizations can be observed. The external
environment is the larger system. Through the systems procedure, inputs are taken from
the environment, processed, and outputs are then returned to the environment. The cycle
continues and is repeated (Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly, 1991). See Figure 1.

These inputs are resources such as human resources, natural resources, or
information. The process is the conversion or refinement of the inputs. Outputs are the
changed form of the inputs that were originally put into the system. They are the outcome

of the processing of the inputs. The environment refers to the larger system. The

External Environment

Internal Environment

Human and Products
Non-Human > Inputs i Process ={ Outputs Services
Resources Ideas

Figure 1. Systems Theory Approach (Donnelly, Gibson, and Ivancevich, 1990)

environment not only provides inputs, it accepts or rejects outputs. Therefore,
organizations must be able to adjust to environmental demands.
As applied to the discipline of organizational behavior, managers can use systems

theory to explain individual, group, and organizational effectiveness. For example, if
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workers see an assignment of work (input) as being unfair, they may form a bond
{process), and the resulting output may be the formation of a union. Another example is
that of the automobile industry where people process steel, rubber, plastics, and fabrics.
The output is a completed automobile. Conditions in the external environment have a great
impact on the operation {(Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly, 1991). An organization, within
itself, must be looked at as a group of interrelated parts with one objective in mind. One of
these parts can influence the others. Systems Approach allows coordination

of the goals of the different parts of the organization with the goals of the whole
organization {(Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly, 1990).

. Systems Theory Approach Related to ADA Compliance

We can apply Systems Theory Approach to compliance with Title lll of the ADA
{see Figure 2). Title Ill legislation has made the system begin operation. The background
information on the organization {inputs) being surveyed are introduced into the cycle.
These inputs include: budgeting for compliance in specific years, building features that have
been altered, whether the firm has previously had to comply with accessibility code
requirements, whether the firm owns, manages, or leases facilities, compliance costs,
square footage of the facility(ies), industry sector, and the position of the person filling out
the questionnaire.

The transformation (process) of the inputs involves such items as the firm's
motivation to comply, attitudes and knowledge of the ADA, problems encountered in
compliance, staffing, and timing. (This section of variables within the cycle examines how
the building owner, manager, or tenant processed the inputs.

The outputs are the level of compliance. Specifically, these are non-compliance;

building surveys; compliance plans and priorities; implementation of alterations; some
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facilities fully accessible; and all facilities full compliance. This section of the cycle will

examine what the survey respondent did with their processed inputs.

External Environment

Internal Environment

INPUTS PROCESS OUTPUTS

Compliance Budget Motivation No Compliance

Building Features Attitudes [Building Surveys
Title 1l Previous Codes Knowledge Plans/Priorities Accessibility
BEe ) =xa —>] =
Legislation Management Status Problems Implementation
Compliance Costs Staffing Some Accessible
Square Footage Timing All Accessible

Industry Sector

Position in Firm

Figure 2. Adaptation of Systems Theory

These elements of the internal environment, inputs, processes, and outputs, make
up the cycle which is the system. Current legislation, Title Ill of the ADA, is the element in
the external environment which made the cycle start operating. Accessibility of public

accommodations is the objective of the system.
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Objectives
The following were the specific objectives of the study:
1. To examine the awareness, knowledge, and understanding of the ADA among
facility management professionals.
2. To determine the level of compliance, if any, among firms represented by the facility
management professionals.
3. To determine the factors that influenced compliance among the firms represented in
the sample of facility management professionals.
Limitations
The major limitation of this study was the possible unwillingness of the survey
respondents to reveal pertinent information about their organization for fear that they may
be turned over to the Justice Department depending on their level of compliance.
Confidentiality was stressed so that the survey questions would be answered with honesty
which was imperative to the outcome of this research. Another limitation is the possibility
that due to the method and population used for sample selection, few firms which fall into
the category of "small businesses” may have been identified.
Key Words
According to Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (Woolf, 1981), a handicap is "a
disadvantage that makes achievement unusually difficult." In these days of "political
correctness”, the word "handicapped” is no longer encouraged and "disabled” is favored.
Disability is defined as "the inability to pursue an occupation because of physical or mental
impairment” (Woolf, 1981). The following is the ADA’s 1990 definition of disability, with
respect to an individual:
"a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the

major life activities of such individual, a record of such an impairment, or being
regarded as having such an impairment {Orrick, 1989, p. 292).”
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Alteration - a change that affects or could affect the use of a building or facility, such as
remodeling, renovation, rehabilitation, historical restoration, changes or rearrangements in
structural parts or elements, or extraordinary repairs. (Building Owners and Managers
Association Internatiohal [BOMA], 1991).
Commercial Facility - a facility intended for non-residential use by a private entity whose
operations affect commerce (office buildings, warehouses, factories, and other buildings in
which employment may occur). A commercial facility is built for a private business and its
employees. It is possible for part of a building to be a commercial facility and part to be a
public accommodation (BOMA International, 1991).
Good Faith Effort - a positive compliance effort as opposed to demonstrating a lack of
willful, intentional, or reckless disregard for the law.
Readily Achievable - easily accomplishable and able to be carried out without much
difficulty or expense. Whether an action is "readily achievable™ is determined on a case by
case basis. |

However, the following factors are to be considered:

-the nature and the cost of the action needed.

-the overall financial resources of the site or sites involved; the number of persons

employed at the site; the effect on expenses and resources; or the impact upon the

operation of the site.

-the geographic separateness and the administrative or fiscal relationship of the site

or sites to any parent corporation or entity.

-if applicable, the overall financial resources and size of any parent corporation or

entity.

-if applicable, the type of operation of any parent corporation or entity. In addition,

each barrier removal action need not be considered in complete isolation when
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determining what is readily achievable. The costs of other barrier removal actions
may be considered as another factor when determining if a measure is readily
achievable. (BOMA International, 1991)

Public Accommodation - a private entity that owns, leases (or leases to), or operates a

place of public accommodation (BOMA International, 1991).

Undue Burden - "significant difficulty or expense.” The following factors are considered:
-the nature and cost of the action needed.
-the overall financial resources of the site{s) involved; number of persons employed;
the effect on expenses and resources; the impact upon the operation of the site.
-the geographic separation and the administrative or fiscal relationship of the site(s)
to any parent corporation or entity.
-if applicable, the overall financial resources and size of any parent corporation or
entity.
-if applicable, the type of operation of any parent corporation or entity (BOMA
International, 1991).

Small Business - a business having gross receipts less than $1,000,000 annually and 30 or

fewer full-time employees (Day, 1992).
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Literature Review
Who are the Disabled?

Approximately 43 million people, or 17% of the United States population, has one
or more disabilities (Herman Miller, Inc. 1992). The new meaning of disability encompasses
conditions that were not traditionally included in the definition such as cancer, heart
disease, diabetes, HIV, tuberculosis, drug addiction, alcoholism, and learning disabilities. It
is estimated that 14% of Americans have some sort of "activity limitation™ and that one-
third of all families have a member who is disabled. "Seventy percent of all Americans will
at some time experience a disability that prevents them from climbing a flight of stairs”
{Herman Miller, Inc. 1991, p. 5). By the year 2000, it is estimated that one-third of the
United States’ population will either have a disability or be over age 65. Even healthy
people face the affects of aging such as gradual loss of sight, hearing, dexterity, and
mobility (Herman Miller, 1991). The breakdown by physical disability in the United States
includes: blind, 1.7 million; visually impaired, 13 million; communication
difficulty, 2.5 million; hard of hearing, 7.7 million; mobility impaired, 19.2 million; and
wheelchair users, 8 million (Kearney, 1992).

Who Does Title lll Protect?

Title HI protects three groups of people:

1. Individuals who have a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or
more major life activities.

2. Individuals who have a record of a physical or mental impairment that substantially
limited one or more of the individual’s major life activities; and

3. individuals who are regarded as having such an impairment, whether they have the

impairment or not. ("The Americans with", 1992, p. 8).

10
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Physical disabilities which fall under the first category include orthopedic, visual,
speech, and hearing impairments, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, muscular dystrophy, multiple
sclerosis, cancer, heart disease, diabetes, HIV disease (symptomatic or asymptomatic),
tuberculosis, drug addiction, and alcoholism. Mental disabilities include mental retardation,
organic brain syndrome, emotional or mental iliness, and specific learning disabilities.

The major life activities referred to in the second category are activities such as
caring for one’s self, performing manual tasks, walking, seeing, hearing, speaking,
breathing, learning, and working. Title Ill also includes temporary disabilities which may
limit major life activities.

Under the third category, an individual may be treated as though he/she has a
disability that limits a major life activity whether the disability exists or not. This may be
due to the attitudes of others. For example, a child may not be allowed to participate in a
summer camp because of mild diabetes which is controlled by medication. The staff may
"regard” the child as being disabled although the mild diabetes does not limit major life
activities. Because the child is treated as though her major life activities are limited, she is
protected under Title 1ll (US Department of Justice, 1992, p. 9).

The Disability Movement

"A handicap, if it exists, is not caused so much by the disability as it is by the
environment that fails to provide for it" (Morgan, 1976, p. 10). In discussing the ADA, itis
important to examine the history of the disability movement as well as background
information which led to the current legislation. Disabled persons have become a strong
political and social force. This is a major achievement considering that it is often very
difficult for minorities to organize due to difficulty in identifying each other, social
obstacles, and finding ways to get together. In the case of the disabled, there has been

another problem with organizing because there are so many different types of disabilities
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which make it difficult to come together as one. The goals of the disabled are recognition
and to be treated as equals in society, not as victims as has occurred in the past.

As well as the political presence of the disabled, the disability movement has been
assisted by special disability groups and able-bodied family members of the disabled. Much
credit,. for the growth of the movement can be given to the leadership of once able-bodied
people who became disabled, disabled veterans, and the response to them from the public.
It is felt that the consciousness raising of the disability movement was assisted by the
Women's movement to some extent in that the disabled realized that their disabilities were
a political situation. The political and social meaning of disability was reached by organized
action and political direction not different from the way in which the individuals involved in
the Women's Movement raised consciousness during their crusade. This consciousness
raising has not been an easy task for the disabled, considering the difficulty in getting
together and communicating (Roth, 1983).

Evolution of the Americans with Disabilities Act

The first architectural access requirements for common structures were issued in
1961 by ANSI. This was the first national standard describing design for accessibility. The
Easter Seal Society and the President’s Committee for Employment of the Handicapped
developed the original standards which have been modified over the years (ATBCB, 1991).

In 1964 the Civil Rights Act, which outlawed discrimination due to race, religion,
and gender, was passed. Twenty-five years later, the Civil Rights Act was used as a model
for the ADA to extend coverage to the disabled. In 1968, the Architectural Barriers Act
was passed. This legislation required that any buildings funded by or leased by the Federal
Government must bé accessible to the physically disabled. The Rehabilitation Act was
passed in 1973 and amended in 1974 and again in 1978. Title V of the Act provides

national civil rights protection for disabled people. Particularly, Section 504 provides
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protection from discrimination in any Federally funded program or activity. The
Rehabilitation Act also created the Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance
Board The Board was established by Congress in 1973 and in 1978 the Board was given
the responsibility to "establish minimum guidelines and requirements for standards” (Orrick,
1989, p. 289). These guidelines and requirements for accessible design went into effect
September 3, 1982 .

The National Council on Disability, an independent Federal agency, under chairperson
Sandra Parrino and Director Lex Frieden, put together the first version of the ADA.
"Toward Independence”, the Council’s report which outlined the ADA, was issued in
February, 1986. In 1988 during the 100th Congress, co-sponsors Senator Lowell Weiker
and Representative Tony Coelho introduced the bill, although the legislation was not acted
upon at that time. Hearings were held in every state, to raise awareness of the ADA, by
Justin Dart, Jr. chairperson of the Task Force on the Rights and Empowerment of
Americans with Disabilities. ADA advocate, then-Vice President George Bush, also raised
awareness during his 1988 presidential campaign.

In May 1989, with the support of Senators Tom Harkin (sponsor of the bill and
chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Disability Policy), Edward Kennedy, and Dave
Durenberger, and Representatives Tony Coelho (House of Representatives sponsor),
Hamilton Fish, and Steny Hoyer, the bill was reintroduced in the 101st Congress (Wodatch,
1990). In testimony before the Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources on May
9, 1989, Senator Edward Kennedy expressed his views by saying

In every era, society is confronted with the challenge of dealing with those who are

disabled. All too often, out of fear and misunderstanding, the reaction is to shun

those who are afflicted. Half a century ago, our response to the polio epidemic was
to close swimming pools and to instruct children to avoid the water fountains at
their schools. Many Americans once felt compelled to whisper when mentioning

cancer in their family...and older Americans with unrecognized Alzheimer’s Disease
are rebuked for their behavior beyond their control. Most recently, we have seen
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the impact of fear and misinformation in the treatment of people with AIDS...In
every case, science, public health and painful experience have shown that the
appropriate reaction is not to fear or to isolate, but to reach out with assistance,
understanding and support...Some will argue that it costs too much to implement
this bill. But | reply, it costs too much to go on without it. We are spending billions
of dollars today in the Federal budget on programs that make disabled citizens
dependent, not independent. Vast resources can be saved by making disabled
Americans productive Americans. They deserve to participate in the promise of
America too (Orrick, 1989, p. 296).
Attorney General Dick Thornburgh, in testimony before the Senate Committee on
Labor and Human Resources in June 1989, repeated the Bush Administration’s support and
suggested changes (Wodatch, 1990). Control of the ADA was divided among four
committees in the House of Representatives: the Committee on Education and Labor, the
Committee on Judiciéry, the Committee on Public Works and Transportation, and the
Committee on Energy and Commerce. The Attorney General testified in support of the
ADA before the Committee on Judiciary in October 1989 ("Nondiscrimination on the",
1991).
After much negotiation, the Senate passed their version of the ADA on September
7. 1989. The House of Representatives passed the amended version of the Senate bill on
May 22, 1990. Because there were two different versions of the ADA, further mediation
was needed. This negotiation resulted in the final passage of the ADA by the House of
Representatives on July 12, 1990 and by the Senate on July 13, 1990. The Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990 became Public Law 101-336 when it was signed July 26,
1990 at 10:26 a.m. (Wodatch, 1990), its purpose being "to establish a clear and
comprehensive prohibition of discrimination on the basis of disability ("Public Law", 1990,
p. 68)."
The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

The passage of the ADA was a major achievement for Senator Tom Harkin of lowa,

chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Disability Policy. In a 1988 speech at the



15
inauguration of President |. King Jordon of Gallaudet University, in which he signed most of
his address, Senator Harkin said:

Together we will not rest until every vestige of discrimination against Americans

with disabilities is removed from our society and every citizen with a disability is

accorded the respect and dignity he or she deserves (McCrone, 1990, p. 8).

Harkin referred to the ADA as an "emancipation proclamation™ for the disabled.

The founders declared that we were all created equal, but it took almost a century

for black men and women to see the end of slavery. It took another sixty years for

women to get the right to vote, and it took another forty-five years to pass the

historic Civil Rights Act of 1964 (McCrone, 1990, p. 9).

Twenty-five years later the law finally provides protection for people with disabilities. "The
ADA closes the gap” (McCrone, 1990, p. 9).

Tony Coelho was chosen, by President Bill Clinton, to head the President’s
Committee on Employmeni of People with Disabilities. Having spent ten years in Congress,
he had been important to the passage of the ADA. He identified well with the disabled,
having a "hidden disability” himself, epilepsy. Speaking at the 47th Annual Conference of
the President’s Committee on Employment of People with Disabilities, in Atlanta Georgia on
May 18, 1994 he stated, in reference to the ADA, "this is not the Clean Air Act. What we
are talking about is the fundamental precept of citizenship” (Coelho, 1994).

Title 1

The Department of Justice {DOJ) published a notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM)
for the implementation of Title lil of the ADA in the Federal Register on February 22, 1991
and again on February 28th for the implementation of subtitle A of Title Il. This was done
in order to give the public a chance to comment on the proposed rules. In March, 1991,
the DOJ held public hearings in Dallas, Washington, DC, San Francisco, and Chicago.

The DOJ received over 10,000 pages of comments [from every state and the

District of Columbial, mostly in reference to Title lll. Comments received represented
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disability organizations and trade associations, and included mayor’s offices, public school
districts, and state agencies. Each comment was read and analyzed ("Nondiscrimination on
the”, 1991). "Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Disability by Public Accommodations and
in Commercial Facilities; Final Rule” was published in the Federal Register on July 26,
1991.

The final rule, establishing standards and procedures for the implementation of Title

lll of the ADA, is broken down into six subparts:

Subpart A, General

Subpart B, General Requirements

Subpart C, Specific Requirements

Subpart D, New Construction and Alterations

Subpart E, Enforcement

Subpart F, Certification of State Laws or Local Building Codes

Appendix A of Title lll contains the Americans with Disability Act Accessibility
Guidelines {ADAAG). Sections 4.2-4.35 are the same as those in American National
Standards Institute’s {ANSI) document unless noted.

Compliance. It was estimated that 39% of all firms could meet compliance
requirements for less than $500 and 88% could meet requirements for $1000 ("ADA on
a", 1991). Removing a chair from a lobby to allow easier access for a wheelchair costs
nothing. Depending on the area, raised signage costs about $.50/letter and lever-type door
handles about $100/set .

Besides the satisfaction of social responsibility, there are tax benefits for businesses
complying with the ADA. Businesses are allowed to deduct up to $15,000 per year in
expenses incurred in removing barriers. Small businesses may claim a credit of up to 50

percent of compliance costs which are between $250 and $10,250 and which were
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incurred after November 5, 1990. IRS publication 907 provides information about this
subject (Day, 1992).

Compliance Plans. The Justice Department suggests that firms develop compliance
plans. The existence of a compliance plan could show e.vidence of a good faith effort if a
case was brought against the firm. The firm should be able to do some negotiating if it can
show that it has surveyed a facility and has a plan for the removal of barriers (Samborn,
1992).

In developing a compliance plan the following priorities are recommended by the

Justice Department for the removal of barriers when determining what is readily achievable:

1. Access from public sidewalks, parking, or public transportation stops to a building
entrance.

2. Access to any areas where goods and services are made available to the public.

3. Access to restroom facilities.

4. Access in any remaining ways to the goods and services provided.

Non-Compliance. The first day that Title Ill went in effect, claims against four
buildings, including the Empire State Building, were filed in New York City by the Disability
Law Center (Day, 1992). At the Empire State Building, the elevator went to the 86th floor,
leaving two flights of stairs to be climbed before reaching the observation deck. Therefore,
the observation deck was inaccessible (Figuring out”, 1992, p. 11).

Claims against Title Il are to be filed with the Justice Department, Civil Rights
Division. Based on the rules of lawsuits brought by the Federal Government, the DOJ must
first attempt to settle through negotiation before filing a lawsuit (US Department of Justice,
April, 1994). Injunctions or restraining orders, requiring correction of the problem, may be

brought against a business; however, the DOJ will consider good faith efforts (Day, 1992).
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"No business or organization is excused from complying with the ADA because of any
failure to become educated or receive technical assistance"” {(BOMA International, 1991).

In the case of the Empire State Building, (Enforcing the ADA, April, 1994), after
investigation and through a formal settlement with the owner and managers, changes were
required in the lobby, entrance, observation decks, restrooms, and telephones. It was
found that removal of barriers in these areas was readily achievable.

Penalties for non-compliance with Title lll are quite steep. First violation fines can
be as high as $50,000 and second violations up to $100,000. Building owners, managers,
lessors, or tenants can be fined. Defendants who lose a lawsuit are responsible for
attorney’s fees (Day, 1992).

As of December 1994, the DOJ is looking into 1100 claims. Among the
settlements and lawsuits that have been resolved, the predominate issues and features that
have been addressed include the fbllowing: adopting policies for serving clients; installing
ramps; modifying restrooms; adding accessible parking spaces or valet parking; and
providing wider doors or automatic doors (US Department of Justice, October-December,
1994).

Responsibility of Building Owners and Managers. Generally, the responsibility of
Title lll compliance in common areas of buildings is the responsibility of landlords.
However, owners and managers must disclose compliance information that may affect
tenants. Because barrier removal may take place for yéars to come, the tenant must be
made aware of potential compliance costs that could affect them (Gibbens, 1992).

Responsibility of Tenants. The wording of a lease determines who, owner or
tenant, is responsible for Title Ill compliance costs. Without specifically mentioning the
Act, the responsibility can fall on the tenant. A lease clause such as one requiring

compliance with current laws, codes or other Federal regulations or one requiring
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compliance with laws "which may hereafter be in force" places the responsibility on the
tenant ("Allocate Lease”, 1992).

Responsibility of Design and Construction Professionals. In the past, state and local
accessibility codes were often ignored by design and construction professionals because
they were not enforced. A lack of awareness of codes also contributed to not providing
accessibility in design for the disabled. Today, however, with the passage of the ADA and
increased awareness of the requirements, it is likely the courts will hold design and
construction professionéls liable for ignoring accessibility regulations. It is important that
contracts specifically state who is responsible for providing accessibility (Gibbens, 1992}.

Assistance with Compliance. The DQJ is required under the ADA to provide

technical assistance for compliance. Education and technical assistance is provided through
several means: a toll free "800™ number for both voice and TDD callers; DOJ publications;
grants to organizations to produce educational materials; and public service announcements
for both the radio and television featuring Attorney General Janet Reno (US Department of
Justice, July-Sept. 1994)
Summary

July 26, 1990 was a very important day for the approximately 43 million disabled
Americans, with the signing of the Americans with Disabilities Act. This day marked a
maijor victory in the battle for recognition and fight against discrimination on the basis of
disability in employment, public services, public accommodations, and telecommunications.
Despite obstacles such as the difficulty in organizing and identifying each other and social
barriers, the disabled have become a strong social and political force. This social and
political force has led to the evolution of several pieces of significant legislation and access
requirements including: the American National Standards Institute in 1961, the

Architectural Barriers Act of 1968, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Uniform Federal
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Accessibility Standards of 1984, and most recently, the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990.

Title 11l of the ADA covers Public Accommodations. Under this section, building
owners, managers, and tenants must meet compliance requirements according to what is
"readily achievable”. The final rulings for Title Ill were published in the Federal Register on
February 22, 1991 and began being enforced January 26, 1992. Along with social
satisfaction, there are tax benefits for firms complying with Title lll. Non-compliance can
lead to lawsuits and penalties.

Twenty-five years after the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the ADA was
passed. The Civil Rights Act had outlawed discrimination on the basis of race, religion, and

gender. The ADA now extended this protection to cover individuals with disabilities.



Chapter Il
Methodology

The purpose of this study was to investigate compliance among firms who own,

manage, and lease buildings which must meet Title lll requirements. To accomplish this, a

mail survey was conducted.

Survey Instrument

The questionnaire consisted of 17 questions that sought information related to Title

Il compliance (see Appendix A). The specific sections are:

1.

The level of compliance including: non-compliance, building surveys, compliance
plans and priorities set for alterations, implementation of alterations, some facilities
made accessible and full compliance.

Background of the firm in’cluding budgeting for compliance in specific years, building
features that have been altered, whether the firm has previously had to comply with
other accessibility code requirements, whether the firm owns, manages, or leases
the facility it occupies, compliance costs, square footage of the facility{ies),
industry sector of the firm, and the position of the person filling out the
questionnaire.

Processes related to compliance including motivation to comply, knowledge and
awareness of Title lll requirements, problems encountered in compliance, staffing or
use of external assistance for implementation, and timing of implementation.

Sampling Procedure

A random sample of 500 was chosen from the firms represented by the Professional

and Associate members of the International Facility Management Association (IFMA). Only

American firms were included in the sample. This membership includes approximately

12,000 American members representing 4,000 American firms. A random entry was made
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to the list of firms and one person per firm was chosen so that no two people from the
same firm would receive a survey. From this original random entry every eighth firm was
chosen for a total sample of 500. A large sample was chosen because a fo|-|ow-up survey
was not planned.

Method of Collecting Data

Information was collected by a mail questionnaire, relating to building owners’,
managers’, and tenants’ compliance with the ADA. The mailing was sent out in March of
1993 and included a cover letter explaining the purpose of the study and stressing
confidentiality (Appendix B). The packet also included a questionnaire and a stamped
return envelope.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were examined:

H,1. There is no relationship between a firm’s motivation to comply and:

a. Complian;:e budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector



H,2.

H,3.

H,4.
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There is no relationship between a firm's attitudes and knowledge of the ADA and:
a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether fi‘rm has previously complied with accessibility codes.
d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector.

There is no relationship between a firm’'s problems encountered and:
a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c¢. Whether firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.
d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

‘f. Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector.

There is no relationship between a firm’s use of internal staff, an external ADA
consultant or both and:

a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector.



H,5.

H.6.

H,7.

There is no relationship between a firm’s timing of implementation and:

[*B

a.

b.

g.
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Compliance budget for specific years.

. Building features that have been altered.

. Whether firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.
Compliance costs.
Total square footage of the facility(ies).

Industry sector.

There is no relationship between a firm’s level of compliance and:

Compliance budget for specific years.

Building features that have been altered.

. Whether firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.
. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

. Compliance costs.

Total square footage of the facility(ies).

Industry sector.

There is no relationship between a firm's level of compliance and:

a.

b.

Motivation to comply.

Firm’s knowledge and awareness of requirements.
Problems encountered.

Use of internal and/or external staff.

Timing.



25
Variables
Dependent Variables

The dependent variables included: motivation factors; attitudes and knowledge of
the ADA; problems encountered; use of internal staff, external staff, or both; timing of
implementation; and level of compliance. All but level of compliance were used as
independent variables Hypothesis 7.

Motivation. The following seven possible motivations for compliance with Title Il
of the ADA were included in the questionnaire: tax incentives; legal responsibility; fear of
lawsuits; marketing; social consciousness; disabled tenants, clients, or patients; and
pressure from industry sector. Respondents were asked to indicate, from one to five on a
Likert scale {1 =motivated, 5 =not motivated), the degree to which each of the seven
statements had motivated them to comply. The 1 and 2 categories and the 4 and 5
categories were combined for the purpose of reporting frequencies. Mean scores were
examined in testing the hypothesis.

Attitudes and Knowledge. The questionnaire also contained five statements
pertaining to attitudes toward the disabled; accessibility is a right, the disabled make a
valuable contribution to society, the expense of compliance is worth it, the burden of
expense falls on the business community, and dealing with compliance is a nuisance.
Respondents were asked to indicate, from 1 to 5 on a Likert scale (1 =motivated, 5 =not
motivated), the degree to which the\; agreed with the statement. Again, the 1 and 2
categories and the 4 and 5 categories were combined for reporting frequencies and means
were calculated for use in hypothesis testing.

In order to test respondents’ knowledge of Title Il requirements, the questionnaire
contained the following nine knowledge statements: the ADA protects individuals with

cancer; accessible hardware is a "readily achievable” alteration; all areas of a building must
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be made accessible; a compliance plan is a "good faith effort”; access to goods and
services is the first priority of barrier removal; a commercial facility may contain areas that
are considered a public accommodation; modifying a discriminatory policy is a part of
compliance; compliance is always the responsibility of the owner, not the tenant; maximum
slope for aramp is 1:12. Response was indicated by choosing "agree”, "not sure”, or
"disagree”. Respondents’ total scores on the knowledge questions were looked at in
testing this hypothesis.

Compliance Problems. The following seven possible compliance problems with Title
11l compliance were included in the questionnaire: Inadequate time to comply before the
January 26, 1992 deadline; costs associated with compliance; inadequate information
available; problems understanding which regulations apply; inadequate technical advice; and
felt discriminated against as a small business. Respondents were asked to indicate, from 1
to 5 on a Likert scale (1 =motivated, 5 =not motivated), the degree to which each of the 7
items were a problem. For purposes of reporting frequencies, the 1 and 2 categories and
the 4 and 5 categories were combined. Mean scores were examined in testing the
hypothesis.

Staffing. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had used internal staff,
an ADA consultant, or both staff and consultant in the compliance process. This was
categorical data and for coding purposes 1 indicated that the respondent had used staff, 2
indicated consultant, and 3 indicated both.

Timing. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had begun the
compliance process before or after the January 26, 1992 deadline. This was categorical
data and respondents could choose yes (coded 1) or no (coded 0).

Level of Compliance. The questionnaire asked firms to signify the level of

compliance they had reached among the following: have done nothing; have surveyed the
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facilities; have developed compliance plans; have set priorities and time frames for
alterations; have begun implementing alterations; have made some facilities fully accessible
according to what is "readily achievable”; and have made all facilities fully accessible
according to what is "readily achievable”. For purposes of analysis, "have developed
compliance plans™ and "have set priorities and time frames for alterations” were combined.
Respondents were asked to choose the appropriate level (coded 1). The levels not chosen
were coded 0.

Independent Variables

The independent variables in the study included: compliance budget; building
features; previous compliance with accessibility codes; management status; compliance
costs; square footage; and industry sector.

Compliance Budget. The questionnaire gave respondents the opportunity to
indicate which years, 1991, 1992, 1993, and/or 1994 they had budgeted for compliance.
Respondents could choose each year that they budgeted for compliance (coded 1). Years
not chosen were coded 0.

Building Features. Respondents were given the choice of 14 building features and
asked to indicate which they had altered in the compliance process. The building features
included: accessible route, protruding objects, doors, detectable warnings, drinking
fountains, stairs, elevators, ground/floor surfaces, telephones, restrooms, ramps, alarms,
parking/passenger loading zones, and signage. Features chosen by the respondent were
coded 1, and those not chosen were coded O.

Previous Accessibility Codes. The questionnaire asked respondents if they had
complied previously with accessibility codes at the Federal level, state level, or local level.

Respondents could also indicate that they had never complied with accessibility codes in
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the past. Previous combliance at any of these levels by the respondent was coded 1, and
levels not chosen were coded O.

Management Status. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they owned,
managed, or leased their facility(ies). This categorical data was coded 1, own; 2, manage;
or 3, lease.

Compliance Costs. The survey asked respondents to indicate by facility and by year
their costs in complying with Title lll. This information was collapsed into four categories,
for the firm's total cost. The categories were <$5,000, $5,000-$49,000, $50,000-
$99,000, and $100,000.

Square Footagg.' Respondents were asked to report square footage per individual
facility. This information was collapsed into six categories for the firm’s total square
footage for all its facilities. The categories were <50,000, 50,000-99,999, 100,000-
249,000, 250,000-499,999, 500,000-999,999, and over 1,000,000.

Industry Sector. The questionnaire asked respondents to indicate which industry
sector they belonged to: service, manufacturing/production, or government/education. This
was categorical data and coded 1 if the service sector was selected, 2 for
manufacturing/production sector, and 3 for government/education sector.

Analysis of Data

Of the 500 questionnaires sent out, 152 were returned (response rate of 30%).
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the characteristics of building owners,
managers, and tenants and the dependent variables. The Collected data were analyzed

statistically by use of t-tests, analysis of variance (ANOVA) and chi square tests.



Chapter 4
Results

The purpose of this study was to examine compliance with Title Il of the ADA by
firms who own, manage, or lease buildings and to determine factors within these firms
which encouraged or discouraged compliance. Characteristics of the sample, description of
the dependent variables as well as data analysis are discussed in this chapter. The data
were collected from 152 returned questionnaires.

Description of the Sample

The characteristics of the firms to be discussed include the position of the person
completing th.e questionnaire, years in which the firm budgeted for compliance, cost of
compliance, square footage of the facility(ies), building features which were altered,
industry sector of the firm, whether firms had previously complied with other accessibility
codes, and management status.

The majority of people responding to the survey were facility managers. Seventy-
six percent of the 152 respondents fell into this category {see Table 1). The categories
with the next highest responses were business/office management and real estate/property
management (5% each). Approximately five percent identified themselves in the "other"”
category. Less than four percent were employed in the field of architecture, interior design,
and engineering, while no one held a position in the area of construction.

Descriptive statistics of the firms are presented in Table 2. Respondents were
asked to indicate which of the following years they budgeted for ADA compliance: 1991,
1992, 1993, or 1994, More firms budgeted for compliance in 1993 (65%) than any of the
other three years and less firms budgeted for compliance in 1991 (13%) than the other
years. In 1992, 45% budgeted for compliance, while 38% indicated funds were allocated

for 1994. The fact that the ADA passed in 1990 and Title Il went into affect in 1992
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Table 1

Respondents Position in Firm

Position n %
Facility Management 116 76.3
Real Estate/Property Management 8 5.3
Business/Office Management 8 5.3
Other: 7 4.6

Administrative Management

Legal

Planning

Project Management
Human Resources/Personnel

Architecture 6 3.9
Interior Design 5 3.3
Engineering 2 1.3
Construction 0 0.0

152 100.0

Total

probably accounts for the highest number of respondents reporting that they budgeted for
compliance in 1993, the yeér following the effective date.

Respondents were asked to choose from a list of 14 building features, the features
they had altered to comply with Title lll of the ADA. Signage, altered by almost three-

fourths of respondents, was the feature identified most often. The next most altered
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Distribution of Firm Characteristics

31

Characteristics n %
Budgeted for Compliance®
1991 18 12.7
1992 64 45.1
1993 92 64.8
1994 54 38.0
Building Features Altered*
Signage 99 73.9
Doors 85 63.4
Parking 76 56.7
Restrooms 75 56.0
Accessible Route 64 47.8
Ramps 64 47.8
Drinking Fountains 61 45.5
Telephones 61 45.5
Elevators 45 33.6
Alarms 36 26.9
Detectable Warnings 32 23.9
Protruding Objects 27 20.1
Ground/Floor Surfaces 23 17.2
Stairs 13 9.7
Prior Accessibility Code Compliance*
Federal Codes 65 43.3
State Codes 94 62.7
Local Codes 87 58.0
No Prior Codes Compliance 31 20.7
Management Status*
Own 115 75.7
Manage 45 29.6
Lease 72 47.4
Total Amount Spent on Compliance N = 63
<$5,000 14 22.2
$5,000 to $49,999 27 42.9
$50,000 to $99,999 8 12.7
>$100,000 14 22.2

Range = $100 to $75,000,000

{(table continues)
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Distribution of Firm Characteristics
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Characteristics n %
Total Square Footage = 104
<50,000 24 23.1
50,000 to 99,999 12 11.5
100,000 to 249,999 25 24.0
250,000 to 499,999 19 18.3
500,000 to 999,999 11 10.6
>1,000,000 13 12.5
Industry Sector = 161
Service 96 63.6
Manufacturing/Production 39 24.8
Government/Education 16 10.5
Small Business = 150
Yes 4 2.7
No 146 97.3

Note. *Respondents could choose more than one.

features were doors (63 %), parking/passenger loading zones (57%), restrooms (56%),
accessible route (48%), ramps (48%), drinking fountains {46%), and telephones {46%).
The features altered least were elevators (34 %), dlarms {27 %), detectable warnings {24 %]},
protruding objects (20%), grouhd/ﬂoor surfaces {17%), and stairs (9.7%).

When firms were asked whether they had complied with state, local, or federal
accessibility code regulations in the past, more than half of the respondents reported
complying with state and local regulations and nearly half had complied with federal

regulations. Only 21% reported they had never had to comply with state, local, or federal

regulations previously.
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Just over three-fourths of those completing the survey reported that their firms own
the building(s) they occupy. Almost half lease their spéce, and nearly one-third manage the
space. Respondents were given the option of choosing more than one of the three
categories of management status.

Compliance costs were broken down into four categories. Costs ranged from $100
to $75,000,000. Of the 63 respondents to report compliance costs, 14 (22.2%) reported
spending less than $5,000 and another 14 reported spending more than $100,000. Most
(43%) had spent between $5000 and $49,999, while only eight had spent $50,000 to
$99,999.

Total square footage of the facilities reported on ranged from 1,000 square feet to
1,755,000,000 square feet. Of the 104 reporting the total square footage of their
facilities, nearly one-fourth reported having less than 50,000 square feet and more than half
reported having less than 250,000 square feet. Only 13 (12.5%) indicated their facilities
encompassed more than 1,000,000 square feet.

The survey requested that respondents indicate the industry sector to which their
firms belonged: service, manufacturing/production, or government/education. Nearly two-
thirds reported that they fell into the service category, one-fourth in the
manufacturing/production sector, and approximately ten percent fell into the
government/education sector.

The majority of firms represented in the study were not considered small
businesses. Only four firms (2.7 %) indicated that they were small businesses, while the

remaining 146 (97.3%) reported that they were not.
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Description of the Dependent Variables

The dependent variables that will be discussed in the following hypotheses include:
motivation factors; knowledge and awareness of Title Il requirements; problems
encountered; use of internal staff, consultant, or both; timing; and level of compliance.
Motivation

Overall, legal responsibility motivated more firms to comply with Title Il (88%) than
the other statements (see Table 3). This motivation was followed by social consciousness
{79%), marketing (62%), disabled tenants, clients, or patients (55%), and fear of lawsuits
(50%). A high proportion of respondents reported that tax incentives (68%) and industry
pressure (51%) did not motivate them to comply with Title Ill.

Attitudes

Respondents agreed with the statement "accessibility is a right" {95%). Less than
one percent disagreed with this statement (see Table 4). Most respondents (90%) agreed
with the statement "the disabled make a valuable contribution to society” and only one
percent disagreed. Almost one-quarter of the respondents (24%) were undecided about
whether compliance is worth the expense, while 70% agreed that it was worth the
expense. When asked whether they felt the burden of expense falls on the business
community, more respondents agreed (64%). Just over one-quarter of respondents agreed

that deaiing with compliance is a nuisance and 47 % disagreed.
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Distribution of Motivations

35

Motivated Undecided Did Not
Motivate
N n % n % n %
Tax Incentives 125 7 5.7 20 15.9 98 78.4
Legal 136 120 88.2 14 10.3 2 1.6
Responsibility
Fear of Lawsuits 131 65 49.6 39 29.8 27 20.6
Marketing 133 82 61.7 24 18.0 27 203
Social 136 107 78.7 19 13.9 10 7.4
Consciousness
Tenants/ 130 71 54.7 18 13.8 41 31.5
Clients/Patients
Industry 128 13 10.2 31 24.2 84 65.6
Pressure

Knowledge of the ADA

Nearly half of the respondents (47%) disagreed incorrectly that individuals with

cancer were protected under Title lll {see Table 5). The majority of respondents (93%)

agreed correctly that accessible hardware is a "readily achievable" alteration. A high

percentage (86%) disagreed correctly that all areas of a building must be made accessible

and a high percentage (74%) agreed correctly that a compliance plan is a "good faith

effort”. Only four percent of respondents disagreed correctly that access to goods and

services is the first priority of barrier removal. The majority of respondents (88%) agreed

correctly that a commercial facility may contain areas that are considered a public
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Table 4

Distribution of Attitude

Agree Undecided Disagree

N n % n % n %
Right 152 144  94.7 7 46 1 0.7
Contribution 152 137 90.1 14 9.2 1 0.7
Expense 152 107 70.4 37 243 8 5.3
Burden 152 97 63.8 40 26.3 15 9.9
Nuisance 152 40 26.4 40 26.5 31 19.9

accommodation and the majority (55%) agreed correctly that modifying a discriminatory
policy is part of compliance. In response to the statement that compliance is always the
responsibility of the owner, not the tenant, 90% of respondents disagreed correctly. More
than half (57%) of respondents agreed correctly that the maximum slope for a ramp is
1:12. Overall, the highest percentage of respondents agreed or disagreed correctly to the
knowledge statements. A majority of respondents were correct on all but two statements,
"the ADA protects individuals with cancer” and "access to goods and services is the first
priority of barrier removal". In responding to the knowledge statements, everyone chose
between two and nine correct responses {see Table 6). Only one person chose all nine
correct and no one missed them all. The majority of respondents chose between five and
seven right answers; 45 (30%) chose six right answers, 38 {25%) chose five, and 34

(23%) chose seven. The mean Knowledge score was 5.63.
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Table b

Distribution of Know! e

Agree Not Sure Disagree

N n % n % n %
Cancer 148 31 20.9* 47 31.8 70 47.3
Hardware 152 141 92.8* 5 3.3 6 3.9
All Areas 1562 19 1256 3 2.0 130 85.5*
Compliance Plan 151 112  74.2* 18 11.9 21 13.9
First Priority 152 131 86.2 15 9.9 6 3.9*
Commercial 152 133 87.5* 14 9.2 5 3.3
Facility
Discriminatory 150 82 54.7* 44 29.3 24 16.0
Policy
Owner 152 7 4.6 9 5.9 136 89.5*
Maximum Slope 150 8 56.7* 54 36.0 11 7.3

Note. * = Correct answer.

Compliance Problems

Overall, Lack of clarity of regulations {61%), was chosen as the greatest problem
(see Table 7). This was followed by Problems understanding which regulations apply

{(51%), Costs associated with compliance (47 %), Inadequate information available (46%),
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Table 6

Distribution of Firms’ Total Number of Correct Knowledge Answers

Number of Correct Answers n %
1 0] 0.0
2 4 2.6
3 3 2.0
4 ‘ 21 13.8
5 38 25.0
6 45 29.6
7 34 224
8 6 3.9
9 1 0.7

Total 152 100.0

Inadequate time before the deadline (43%), Inadequate technical advice (31%]}, and
Discriminated against as a small business (4%]).
se of Staff nsultant, or Both
More respondents (61%) reported using internal staff (see Table 8). The use of
both internal staff and an outside consultant was reported by 33% of respondents and only
six percent indicated that they had used an outside ADA consultant exclusively in their

effort to comply with Title lil.
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Distribution of Compliance Problems
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Problem Undecided Not a
Problem
N n % n % n %
Inadequate Time 136 59 43.4 38 27.9 39 28.7
Costs 136 64 47.1 31 22.8 41 30.1
Inadequate Information 131 63 46.4 27 19.9 46 33.7
Lack of Clarity 134 82 61.2 27 20.1 25 18.7
Regulations Apply 134 68 50.8 30 224 36 26.8
Technical Advice 131 40 30.5 36 27.5 55 42.0
Small Business 124 5 4.0 11 8.9 108 87.1
Table 8
Distribution of the Use Staffing
n %
Staff 85 61.2
Consultant 8 5.7
Both Staff and Consultant 46 33.1
Total 139 100.0
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Timin

Most who responded to the questionnaire reported that they had begun complying
before the deadline (76%) and 24 % indicated that they had not begun compliance before
January 26, 1992, when the law went into affect (see Table 9).
Level of Complian

More respondents reported that some of their facilities were fully accessible (32%).
The second and third most frequent responses were all facilities fully accessible (20%) and
implementing alterations (19%). A smaller proportion had surveyed facilities {(12%) and had
developed compliance plans and priorities {3%). Only eight percent reported that they have

done nothing (see table 10).

Table 9

Distribution of Timing

n %
Before Deadline 103 76.0
After Deadline 33 24.0

Total 136 100.0
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Table 10

Distribution of Compliance Level

n %
Nothing 12 8.0
Surveys 18 12.0
Compliance Plans and Priorities 13 8.7
Implementing Alterations 29 193
Some Facilities Fu!ly Accessible 48 32.0
All Facilities Fully Accessible 30 20.0
Total 150 100.0

Hypotheses

There were seven hypotheses tested in this study. Each hypothesis will be
discussed separately in the following sections. A summary table and figure showing
significant relationships is included with each hypothesis. Refer to Appendix D for the

individual tables of each section of each hypothesis.
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Hypothesis 1

There is no relationship between a firm’s motivation to comply and:

a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether the firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facilityl(ies).

g. Industry sector.

To test hypothesis 1, t-tests were conducted with each motivation item and
compliance budget for 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994; building features that were altered;
prior compliance with accessibility codes; and whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.
Analys;is of variance (ANOVA) were conducted with each motivation item and compliance
costs, total square footage, and industry sector.

Table 11 and Figure 3 illustrate the significant relationships that were identified
through this analysis. No significant relationships were found between the motivation
factors and budgeting for compliance in certain years; between motivation and compliance
with accessibility codes; between motivation and compliance costs; between motivation
and size of the firm; or between motivation and industry sector. These null hypotheses
were accepted. However, significant relationships were found between certain motivation
factors and variables related to building features and management status as explained
below. The null hypotheses for these variables were not accepted (see Appendix D, Tables
A through G).

Several motivation factors appear to be related to the alteration of certain building

features. A significant relationship was found between the fear of lawsuits and altering
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Table 11

Motivation and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Legal Fear of ' Tenants/ Industry
- Responsibility Lawsuits Clients/ Pressure
Patients
Own Own Doors Accessible Route
Stairs Ramps Doors
Signage Signage
Elevator Own
Lease
INPUTS PROCESSES

Accessible Route

Doors

Signage Legal Responsibility
Ramps Fear of Lawsuits

Stairs Tenants/Clients/Patients
Elevators Industry Pressure

Own

Lease

Figure 3. Motivation and Significantly Related Independent Variables
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stairs; between disabled tenants, clients, or patients and altering doors, elevators, ramps,
and signage; between industry pressure and altering the accessible route, doors, and
signage. The lower the mean score, the more likely the item motivated respondents.
Respondents who had not made alterations to stairs reported a higher fear of lawsuits,
while respondents who had not changed doors had higher mean scores for the motivation
of disabled tenants, clients, patients. Respondents who had not altered elevators, ramps,
and signage tended not to have been motivated because of disabled tenants, clients, and
patients. Industry pressure seemed to motivate those who had not altered an accessible
route, and those who had made changes to doors and signage also reported higher mean
scores on this variable indicating they had not been influenced by industry pressure.

A significant relationship was found between legal responsibility and owning the
facilities a firm occupies. A significant relationship was also found between the motivation
of fear of lawsuits and owning and the motivation of industry pressure and both owning
and leasing facilities. Respondents who own reported they were motivated more by legal
responsibility and fear of lawsuits, yet not motivated by industry pressure. Those who

lease were motivated by industry pressure.
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Hypothesis 2

There is no relationship between a firm's attitudes and knowledge of requirements

and:

a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether the firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector.

To test hypothesis 2, t tests were conducted with attitudes and knowledge for each
item and compliance budget for 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994; building features that were
altered; prior compliance with accessibility codes; and whether the firm owns, manages, or
leases. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted with awareness and knowledge for
each item and compliance costs, total square footage, and industry sector.

Tables 12 and 13 and Figure 4 illustrate the significant relationships that were
identified through this analysis. Né sfgnificant relationships were found between attitudes
and knowledge and management status; between attitudes and knowledge and compliance
costs; or between attithdes and knowledge and industry sector. These null hypotheses
were accepted. However, significant relationships were found between attitudes and
knowledge and variables related to budgeting for compliance in certain years; building
features; prior compliance with accessibility codes; and square footage. These relationships
are discussed below. The null hypotheses for these variables was not accepted (see

Appendix D, Tables H through N).
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A significant relationship was found between the attitudes "the disabled make a
valuable contribution to society"” and "the expense of compliance is worth it" and budgeting
for compliance in 1994. Those who had a compliance budget in 1994 had a higher mean
score on these statements indicating they disagreed more with the statements than those
who had not budgeted in 1994. A significant relationship was found between the variable
"burden of expense falls on the business community” and budgeting for compliance in
1991 and 1992. The few who did budget for compliance in 1991 agreed more strongly
that the burden of expense falls on the business community as did those who budgeted in
1992.

Significance was found between knowledge scores and budgeting for compliance in
1993 and 1994. Respondents who budgeted in these years had higher mean scores
indicating that participants in the study who waited to budget for compliance until 1993
and 1994 had gained more knowledge about Title lll than those who budgeted in earlier
years when there may not have been as much information available.

There is a significant relationship between the attitude statement "accessibility is a
right™ and protruding objects and restrooms. Respondents who had altered these two
features had lower mean scores and agreed more with the statement than those who had
not altered these features. A significant relationship was also found between "the disabled
make a valuable contribution" and the building feature detectable warnings and stairs.
Those who had altered detectable warnings had lower mean scores on this variable, and
agreed more with the statement than those who had not altered this feature, while those
who had not altered stairs had lower mean scores than those who had made alterations.
There was also a significant relationship between "the burden of expense falls on the
business community” and restrooms and doors. Mean scores were lower for those who

reported they had altered restrooms in the compliance process.
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Table 12
Attitud nd Significantly Related Independent Variables
Right Contribution Expense Burden Nuisance
Restrooms 1994 1994 1991 Square Footage
Protruding Objects Detectible Warnings 1992
State Regulations Stairs Doors
Restrooms

Table 13

Knowledge and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Knowledge

1993
1994
Ramps
Alarms

State Regulations

A significant relationship was also found between knowledge of the ADA and ramps

and alarms. Those who had not altered ramps had higher mean scores, indicating greater

knowledge of the ADA, while those who had altered alarms had higher mean scores and

therefore a greater knowledge of the ADA.
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INPUTS : PROCESS

State Regulations

1991

1992

1993 . Right

1994 \ / Contribution
Ramps Expense
Restrooms Burden

Protruding Objects Nuisance

Detectible Warnings Knowledge
Stairs
Doors

Alarms

Square Footage
Figure 4. Attitudes and Knowledge and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Significance was found between "accessibility is a right” and knowledge of Title Il
and previous compliance with state regulations. Respondents who had not complied with
state regulations perceived that accessibility is a right, while those who had complied
previously with state regulations had a higher knowledge of the ADA.

Significance was found between the attitude statement "dealing with compliance is
a nuisance and square footage. Respondents who reported having between 250,000 and

499,000 square feet had the highest mean scores indicating they felt more strongly that
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dealing with compliance was not a nuisance. Those who reported having between 50,000
and 99,999 square feet, between 250,000 and 999,999 square feet and over 1,000,000
square feet felt that dealing with compliance was not as much of a nuisance.
Hypothesis 3

There is no relationship between a firm’s problems encountered and:

a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether the firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector.

To test hypothesis 3, t-tests were conducted with each problem and compliance
budget for 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994, building features that were altered; prior
compliance with accessibility codes; and whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted with each problem and compliance costs,
total square footage, and industry sector.

Table 14 and Figure 5 illustrate the significant relationships that were identified
through this analysis. No significant relationships were found between compliance
problems and budgeting for compliance in certain years; and between compliance problems
and compliance costs. These null hypotheses were accepted. However, significant
relationships were found between problems and variables related to certain building
features; prior compliance with accessibility codes; management status; and industry
sector. These relationships are discussed below. The null hypotheses for these variables

was not accepted (see Appendix D, Tables O through U).
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Several problems appear to be related to the alteration of certain building features.
A significant relationship was found between inadequate time to comply and doors and
elevators and costs associated with compliance and doors and elevators. Respondents who
had not altered doors and elevators viewed inadequate time and costs as less of a problem
than those who had altered these features. A relationship was also found between
problems understanding which regulations apply and accessible route and stairs. With both
of these features, mean scores were lower for those who had altered these features,
indicating that understanding which regulations apply was more of a problem for those who
had altered these features.

A significant relationship was also found between feeling discriminated against as a
small business and the building feature stairs. Those who had altered stairs saw
discrimination as more of a problem than those who had not altered stairs.

In comparing compliance problems to whether a firm had previously complied with
other accessibility codes, a significant relationship was found between the problem of
inadequate time to comply before the deadline and previous compliance with Federal and
local accessibility regulations. Mean scores were lower for respondents who reported that
they had complied with Federal and local regulations, therefore timing was more of a
problem for these respondents.

A significant relationship was also found between the problem of inadequate
information available and whether a firm manages facilities. Firms who reported that they
manage buildings had higher mean scores or had fewer problems finding adequate
information on compliance.

A significant relationship was found between the problems of inadequate

information available and industry sector and feeling discriminated against as a small



Table 14

Problems and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Inadequate Cost Inadequate Regulations Small Business
Time Information Apply
Doors Doors Manage Accessible Route Stairs
Elevators Elevators Industry Sector Stairs Industry Sector
Federal Codes
Local Codes
INPUTS PROCESS
Doors
Elevators

Accessible R

Stairs

Federal Re-.

Local Regulations
Manage i
Industry Sector

Small Business

/
\‘/
' N

Inadequate Time

Cost

Inadequate Information

Regulations Apply

Small Business

Figure 5. Problems and Significantly Related Independent Variables
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business"and industry sector. Inadequate information was less of a problem for those in the
manufacturing/production sector than other sectors. The government/manufacturing sector
reported that being discriminated against as a small business was more of a problem than it
was to'the other industry sectors.
Hypothesis 4

There is no relationship between a firm’s use of internal staff or an external ADA

consultant and:

a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether the firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

-
:

Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector.

To test hypothesis 4, chi square tests were conducted with the staffing variable and
compliance budget for 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994; building features that were altered;
prior compliance with accessibility codes; and whether the firm owns, manages, or leases,
compliance costs, total square footage, and industry sector.

Table 15 and Figure 6 _illustrate the significant relationships‘ that were identified
through this analysis. No significant relationships were found between staffing and
budgeting for compliance in certain years; between staffing and prior compliance with
accessibility codes; between staffing and management status; between staffing and square
footage; or between staffing and industry sector. These null hypotheses were accepted.
However, significant relationships were found between staffing and variables related to

certain building features; and compliance costs. These relationships are discussed below.
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The null hypotheses for these variables was not accepted (see Appendix D, Table V
through BB).

A significant relationship was found between staffing and the building feature
signage. When both internal staff and an outside consultant were used, signage was more
often changed to meet ADA regulations.

Significance was found between the use of internal staff, and ADA consultant, or
both staff and consultant in the compliance process and compliance costs. More often,
respondents who reported spending less than $5,000, used staff only. When costs were
above $50,000 respondents had more often used a combination of staff and consultants.
Table 15

affing and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Staffing

Signage

Compliance Costs

INPUTS ‘ PROCESS

Signage / Staffing

Compliance Costs

Figure 6. Staffing and Significantly Related Independent Variables
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Hypothesis 5

There is no relationship between a firm’s timing of implementation and:

a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether the firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facilitylies).

g. Industry sector.

To test hypothesis 5, chi square tests were conducted with the timing of
implementation and compliance budget for 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994; building features
that were altered; prior compliance with accessibility codes; and whether the firm owns,
manages, or Ieases,»compliance costs, total square footage, and industry sector.

Table 16 and Figure 7 illustrate the significant relationships that were identified
through this analysis. No significant relationships were found between timing and
management status; between timing and compliance costs; or between timing and square
footage. These null hypotheses were accepted. However, significant relationships were
found between timing and budgeting for compliance in certain years; certain building
features; and prior compliance with accessibility codes. These relationships are discussed
be;low. The null hypotheses for these variables was not accepted (see Appendix D, Tables
CC through 11} .

A significant relationship was found between timing of implementation and whether
a firm budgeted for compliance in 1991. Most respondents who budgeted for compliance

in 1991 did report that they complied to some level before the deadline. The year 1991



55

was prior to the effective date of Title lll. A very small percentage of firms who budgeted
before the deadline reported not spending the money until after the Title went into affect.
Significance was found between timing of implementation and the building feature
signage. Those who complied before the deadline altered signage more often than those
who complied after the deadline.
Significance was also found between timing of implementation and prior compliance
with accessibility codes. Most respond.ents who had not complied previously with

accessibility codes reported complying with Title il before the deadline.

Table 16

Timing and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Timing

1991
Signage

No Prior Accessibility Code Compliance

INPUTS PROCESS

1991
Signage / Timing
No Prior Accessibility Code Compliance

Figure 7. Timing and Significantly related Independent Variables
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Hypothesis 6

There is no relationship between a firm’s level. of compliance and:

a. Compliance budget for specific years.

b. Building features that have been altered.

c. Whether the firm has previously complied with accessibility codes.

d. Whether the firm owns, manages, or leases.

e. Compliance costs.

f. Total square footage of the facility(ies).

g. Industry sector.

To test hypothesis 6, chi square tests were conducted with the level of compliance
and compliance budget for 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994; building features that were
altered; prior compliance with accessibility codes; and whether the firm owns, manages, or
leases, compliance costs, total square footage, and industry sector.

Table 17 and Figure 8 illustrate the significant relationships that were identified
through this analysis. No significant relationships were found between level ofv compliance
and prior compliance with accessibility codes; between level of compliance and compliance
costs; or between level of compliance and square footage. These null hypotheses were
accepted. However, significant rélationships were found between level of compliance and
budgeting for compliance in certain years; certain building features; and management
status. These relationships are discussed below. The null hypotheses for these variables
was not accepted (see Appendix D, Tables JJ through NN).

A significant relationship was found between level of compliance and compliance
budget for 1992, 1993, 1994. Respondents who reported that they budgeted for
compliance in 1992, 1993, and 1994 were more likely to report that they had made some

of their facilities accessible..
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Table 17

Level of Compliance and Significantly Related In endent Variabl

Level of Compliance

1992

1993

1994
Ramps

Own

INPUTS PROCESS

1992

1993

1994 Level of Compliance
Ramps

Own

Figure 8. Level of Compliance and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Significance was found between level of compliance and the building feature ramps.

Respondents who reported they had altered ramps in the compliance process, had more

often made some of their facilities accessible.
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A significant relationship was found between level of compliance and whether a
firm owns the facility(ies). Owners were more likely to take an interest in their own
facilities and go to a higher level of compliance. Those who reported they were an
owner,reported they had done surveys, developed compliance plans and priorities, begun
implementation, made some of their facilities accessible, or made all facilities accessible.
Hypothesis 7

There is no relationship between a firm's level of compliance and:

a. Motivation to comply.

b. Respondents’ attitudes and knowledge of the ADA.

c. Problems encountered.

d. Use of staff, consultant and/or both.

e. Timing.

In order to examine other factors that might affect the level of compliance, the
relationship between the level of compliance and the following variables were explored:
motivation to comply; respondent’s knowledge and awareness of requirements; problems
encountered; uses of internal and/or external staff; and timing of implementation. To test
hypothesis 7, analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted with levels of compliance and
motivation to comply, firms’ knowledge and awareness of requirements, problems
encountered. Chi square tests were used to test the use of internal and/or external staff,
and timing of implementation.

Table 18 and Figure 9 illustrate the significant relationships that were identified
through this analysis. No significant relationships were found between level of compliance
and attitudes and knowledge; or between level of compliance and staffing. These null
hypotheses were accepted. However, significant relationships were found between level of

compliance and motivation, problems, and timing. These relationships are discussed below.
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The null hypotheses for these variables was not accepted (see Appendix D, Tables OO

through UU).

Table 18

Level of Complian nd Significantly Rel independent Variabl

Level of Compliance

Marketing
Inadequate Time
Costs

Timing

INPUTS PROCESS
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Costs

Timing

Figure 9. Level of Compliance and Significantly Related Independent Variables

Significance was found between compliance level and motivation to comply.
Respondents who reported that they had made all of their facilities accessible were more

highly motivated by marketing.
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A significant relationship was found between compliance level and the problem
inadequate time to comply before the deadline and the problem of 6osts associated with
accessibility. Respondents who had reached the highest level of compliance, all facilities
accessible, reported that inadequate time and costs were less of a problem that those who
had reached lower levels of compliance.

A significant relationship was found between compliance level and timing. Those
who had reached the highest levels of compliance reported doing so before the deadline.
More who had reached lower levels of compliance had done so after the deadline.

Summary

The results of this study provide details of respondents’ characteristics including
position in the firm; years in which there was a compliance budget; building features altered
during compliance; whether or not the firm had complied previously with accessibility
codes; management status; total costs of compliance; total square footage of the
facility(ies); and industry sector. The findings also include a description of respondents’
motivations to comply; attitudes and knowledge of the ADA; problems encountered in the
compliance process; use of internal staff, a consultant or both; and the timing of
respondents’ 'compliance.

Most respondents were faéility managers and had budgeted for compliance more
often in 1993, and least often in 1991. Compliance costs ranged from $100 to
$75,000,000, with most firms spending between $5,000 and $49,999. Total square
footage ranged from 1,000 to 1,755,000, with most firms reporting having less than
250,000 square feet. Building features were altered in the following order of priority:
signage, doors, parking/passenger loading zones, restrooms, accessible route, ramps,
drinking fountains, telephones, elevators, alarms, detectable warnings, protruding objects,

ground/floor surfaces, and stairs. Most respondents were considered part of the service
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industry. More than half of the respondents had complied with state and local accessibility
codes, and almost 50% had complied with Federal accessibility codes. Most survey
respondents own the facility(ies) they occupy and are not considered a small business.

Legal responsibility was the most motivating factor in compliance. Significant
relationships were found between legal responsibility and owning; between the fear of
lawsuits and owning and altering stairs; between disabled tenants, clients, or patients and
altering doors, ramps, signage, and elevators; and between industry sector and the
variables accessible route, doors, signage, owning and leasing.

Most respondents agreed with the statement "accessibility is a right" and "the
disabled make a valuable contribution”. Significant relationships were found between
"accessibility is a right” and altering restrooms and protruding objects, and prior
compliance with state accessibility codes; and between "the disabled make a valuable
contribution™ and the variables budgeting for compliance in 1994, and altering detectable
warnings and stairs. Significant relationships were also found between "the expense of
compliance is worth it" and budgeting for compliance in 1994; between "the burden of
compliance falls on the business community” and budgeting for compliance in 1991 and
1992 and altering doors and restrooms; and between "dealing with compliance is a
nuisance" and square footage.

Overall, most respondents agreed or disagreed correctly with the knowledge
statements. Knowledge of the ADA was found to be significantly related to budgeting for
compliance in 1993 and 1994, altering ramps and alarms, and prior compliance with
accessibility codes.

Lack of clarity of regulations was chosen as the greatest problem in the compliance
process. Significant relationships were found between inadequate time and altering doors

and elevators and prior compliance with local and Federal accessibility codes; cost and
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altering doors and elevators; the problems of inadequate information and managing the
facility(ies); the proble:m of determining which regulation apply and altering the accessible
route and stairs; and between being a small business and altering stairs and industry sector.

More respondents reported using internal staff only rather than a consultant or both
staff and consultant. Staffing was found to be significantly related to altering signage and
the variable compliance costs.

Just over three quarters of respondents indicated that they had begun compliance
before the January 26, 1992 deadline. Significant relationships were found between timing
and budgeting for compliance in 1991, altering signage, and no prior compliance with
accessibility codes.

Most respondents reported that they had at begun implementing alterations, that
some of their facilities were completely accessible, or that all of their facilities were
completely accessible. Significant relationships were found between level of compliance
and budgeting for compliance in 1992, 1993, and 1994, altering ramps, and owning. The
motivation of marketing, the problem of inadequate time and costs, and timing of
compliance were also found to be significantly related to the level of compliance reached by

firms.



Chapter 5
Summ;ry, Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations
Introduction

The final section of this thesis provides a synopsis of the purpose, methodology,
and results and findings of this research project through a summary and section of
conclusions. The relationships of the independent variables and dependent variables are
discussed. Implications for building owners, managers, tenants, design and construction
professionals, real estate pfofessionals, the DOJ, and policy groups are also included as
well as recommendations for further study.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine compliance with Title Il of the ADA by
firms who own, manage, or lease buildings and to determine factors within their firms
which encouraged or discouraged compliance. A study such as this was of great
importance for the following reasons: both the disabled population and building owners,
managers, and tenants are affected by this legislation; the ADA was not developed or
intended to be a building code and is being enforced by the Justice Department; there is
confusion in the existence of different compliance guidelines and the fact that some of the
rulings are not clear or had not yet been finalized by January 26, 1992.

The objectives of the study were: |
1. To examine the awareness, knowledge, and understanding of the ADA among

facility management professionals.
2. 'To determine the level of compliance, if any, among firms represented by the

facility management professionals.
3. To determine the factors that influenced compliance among the firms

represented in the sample of facility management professionals.

63
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| A sample of five hundred firms was chosen from the membership list of the
Professional and Associate members of the International Facility Management Association.
Only American firms were included in the sample. Information was collected by a mail
questionnaire which was sent out in March, 1993. The mailing included a cover letter, a
questionnaire and a stamped return envelope.

The survey consisted of 17 questions asking for information related to Title lll
compliance by building owners, managers, and tenants. Respondents returned 152
questionnaires for a response rate of 30%.

According to the returned questionnaires, the typical respondent was a facility
manager and had budgeted for compliance in 1993. He or she had altered building features
in the following order of priority: signage, doors, parking/passenger loading zones,
restrooms, accessible route, ramps, drinking fountains, telephones, elevators, alarms,
detectable warnings, protruding objects, ground/floor surfaces, and stairs. He or she had
previously complied with Federal, state and local accessibility regulations; was employed in
a firm which owned the facilitylies) it occupied; spent between $5,000 and $49,999 on
compliance; occupied less than less than 250,000 square feet of space; fell into the service
sector; and was employed in a firm that was not considered a small business.

Hypotheses

There were seven hypothesis examined in this study. Independent variables
examined were the following: compliance budget for specific years; building features that
have been altered; whether firm has previously complied with accessibility codes; whether
the firm owns, manages, or leases; compliance costs; total square footage of the
facilitylies); and industry sector. The dependent variables which were analyzed included:

motivation to comply; attitudes and knowledge of requirements; compliance problems
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encountered; use of staff, consultants, or both in the compliance process; timing of
compliance; and the level of compliance reached.

The first six hypotheses compared relationships between the dependent variables
{processes) and the independent variables (inputs) (see Figure 10). The final hypothesis
compared compliance level with the other five dependent variables (see Figure 11). Each of
the null hypotheses were rejected because relationships were found between all of these
variables. Significant relationships were found between each of the dependent variables

and some of the independent variables so that the null hypotheses were rejected.

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Motivation \ Compliance Budget

Attitudes and Knowledge

Building Features

Problems Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes

Staffing

Management Status

Timing —————"’"‘_"/_

Level of Compliance /

Compliance Costs

Square Footage

Industry Sector

A

Figure 10. Hypotheses 1 through 6
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Motivation

Attitudes and Knowledge

Level of Compliance Problems

Staffing

Timing

| SR

Figure 11. Hypothesis 7

Conclusions

The relationships found in testing the hypotheses are discussed as part of the
conclusions. Other important descriptive results are also incorporated into the conclusion
section.
Motivation

Of the seven motivation factors listed in the questionnaire, legal responsibility
motivated respondents moét. More than half of respondents reported that "social
consciousness” and "disabled tenant, clients, patients” were also highly motivating,
showing a genuine concern for the disabled as people.

Legal responsibility was associated with owning the facility a firm occupies.
Owners were more motivated by the issue of legal responsibility than managers or tenants.
Several building features were found to be associated with the motivation of
disabled tenants, clients, and patients. Respondents who had altered elevators, ramps, and

signage were motivated to do sd by disabled tenants, clients, and patients. A ramp, an

accessible elevator, and signage that meets Title lll regulations were perceived as the most
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important building features in getting a disabled tenant, client, or patient to a building, into
the building, and into certain spaces within a building.

Overall, the fear of lawsuits was not a highly motivating factor for most
respondents. However, it was found to be associated with altering stairs and owning.
Respondents who had not altered stairs feared lawsuits. Stairs are a major feature in any
building. In buildings with fewer floors in which elevators are not required, stairs are the
only means of travel between floors. In buildings requiring elevators, stairs are required for
emergency exit when elevators are not in use. Stairs were found to be altered least during
compliance and respondents feared lawsuits because stairs had not been altered and
because stairs are such an important feature in any building.

Those who owned also had a greater fear of lawsuits. Owners appear to be_.more in
tune with or aware of the legal issues involved with compliance than managers or tenants
as seen in the discussion above in which an association was found between legal
responsibility and owning.

A relationship yvas also found between industry pressure and altering agcessible
routes, doors, and signage. There was a higher motivation due to industry pressure among
those who had altered these features. Perhaps these features were more visible than some
of the other features and respondents were more aware of alterations of these within their
own industry sector and therefore were motivated to alter these themselves.

Tax incentives were not highly motivating to study participants. Perhaps the tax
benefits of compliance are not enough to make a difference.

Attitudes and Knowledge

The fact that more respondents agreed most often with the statements

"accessibility is a right” and "the disabled make a valuable contribution" also shows a

genuine concern for the disabled persons.
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The statement "accessibility is a right” is associated with the building features
protruding objects and restrooms and prior compliance with state regulations.

Respondents who altered protruding objects and restrooms agreed more often with the
statement. Those who had not complied previously with state regulations felt that
accessibility is a right.

"The disabled make a valuable contribution" was related to budgeting for
compliance in 1994 and the building features detectable warnings and stairs. Those who
altered this feature agreed more with the statement. Those who had budgeted for
compliance in 1994 disagreed with the statement.

Those who budgeted for compliance in 1994 also disagreed that the statement "the
expense of compliance is worth it". Perhaps, feeling the pressure to comply and budget for
compliance made those who had not budgeted until 1994 or those who were still dealing
with compliance budgets two years after the deadline feel that the disabled did not make a
valuable contribution to society and thét the expense was not worth it.

There was an association between the "burden of expense falls on the business
community” and budgeting for compliance in 1991 and 1992 and between the statement
and altering restrooms. A burden was not felt by those who had altered restrooms. The
burden was felt more strongly by those who had budgeted early. Perhaps this group felt
more of a burden because Title lll compliance was "new" and in the early stages. For those
complying later, in 1993 and 1994, the burden may not have been as great because
respondents were more used to the idea by that time.

The statement "dealing with compliance is a nuisance” is related to square footage.
Compliance was a nuisance for those with between 250,000 and 499,000 square feet of
space. Larger firms felt that dealing with compliance was more of a nuisance than smaller

firms. The size may also reflect firms with multiple facilities.
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Respondents appear to be quite knowledgeable of ADA requirements. Budgeting for
compliance in 1993 and 1994, altering ramps and alarms; and prior compliance with state
codes are assdciated with higher knowledge scores. Those who had budgeted in 1993 and
1954 had gained more knowledge by that time than those who had budgeted in earlier
years. Respondents who altered ramps and alarms and who had complied previously with
state codes also had a greater knowledge of the ADA.

Problem

The greatest problem encountered appears to be the lack of clarity of regulations.
This may be due to the fact that some areas of Title lll regulations were not finalized until
after the deadline. Certain regulations may have been unclear or not yet finalized at the
time a firm was attempting to comply before the deadline.

"Inadequate time to comply” was seen as a greater problem by those who had
altered doors and elevators and among those who had previously complied with Federal and
local codes. Perhaps respondents felt pressed for time in trying to alter doors and elevators
and meet regulation deadlines. The Federal and local codes respondents had complied with
previously may have allowed more time for compliance than Title Ill.

"Understanding which regulatioﬁs apply™ was more of a problem for those who had
not altered an accessible route and stairs. Perhaps these features had not been altered for
this very reason, respondents were unclear about regulations.

Firms who mange facilities reported that they had fewer problems finding adequate
information on compliance. It appéars that information was more readily available to
managers than to owners or tenants.

Staffing
The majority of respondents reported that their firms used internal staff members

during the compliance process. Using staff only is associated with lower costs for
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compliance. When only internal staff were used, costs were kept below $5,000. Costs
may also have been kept down because the expense of an outside consultant was not
included or because the number'and difficulty of alterations was not great. Respondents
may have had less complex jobs that were not expensive or did not require another expert.

When both internal staff and an outside consultant were used there was a
relationship between staffing and the building feature signage. Signage was more often
altered when both staff and consultants were utilized in the compliance process.

Very few reported using only an outside ADA consultant. This may be due to
expense of an outsiae consultant. This also may have occurred because most respondents
reported that they had complied before the deadline. It is possible that if firms started
working on compliance very early there were not many outside consultants available. This
profession may have grown as the deadline grew nearer or after the deadline.

Timin

Just over three-quarters of respondents reported that they had complied before the
deadline. Firms complying after the deadline may have been less likely to return their
questionnaires than those who had complied before the deadline.

Budgeting for compliance in 1991 is associated with timing. Respondents who
budgeted for compliance in 1991, complied to some level before the deadline. The
compliance deadline was 1992.

There was also an association between timing and prior compliance with
accessibility codes. More who reported complying with Title lll had not complied with other
codes. Perhaps respondents who had not previously complied with accessibility codes took
Title lll regulations more seriously than respondents who had been following regulations
prior to the ADA. Those who complied previously may have thought that their earlier

efforts would protect them and they did not need to rush into Title il compliance.



71

Level of Compliance

A large number ofr firms reported that they are in the process of complying or have
fully complied with Title lll. However, respondents may have been less likely to return their
questionnaires if they had not begun or were not very far along in the compliance process.

There was an association between compliance level and budgeting for compliance in
1992, 1993, and 1994; altering ramps; and owning the facility a firm occupies. The level
of compliance was higher for those who had budgeted in 1992, 1993, and 1994. The level
of compliance was also higher for those who had altered ramps and for those who own
their facility. Owners took a greater interest in their facilities than did managers or tenants.

There was also a relationship between compliance level and motivation to comply.
Those who reported making all of their facilities accessible reported doing so because they
were motivated by marketing. Markefing of their facilities was very important to these
respondents.

Timing of compliance was associated with level of compliance. Higher levels of
compliance were reached when compliance took place before the deadline. When
respondents started compliance earlier, they had reached a higher level by the time they
completed the questionnaire.

Other Conclusions

The fact that the ADA passed in 1990 and Title lll went into affect in 1992
probably accounts for the highest number of respondents reporting that they budgeted for
compliance in 1993, the year following the effective date. Firms may also have been more
knowledgeable about the ADA by this time and began planning for compliance.

Signage was the building feature chosen by respondents most as altered in the
compliance process followed by parking/passenger loading zones, restrooms, accessible

route, ramps, drinking fountains, telephones, elevators, alarms, detectable warnings,
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protruding objects, ground/floor surfaces, and stairs. This order of features may be due to
complexity and cost of altering a particular feature. Signage may have been less expensive
and easier to change as opposed to changing stairs, chosen least, which could be very
difficult structurally to alter and expensive.

Systems Theory

Based on the Systems Theory model the external environment, Title lll legislation
has caused the system to begin operation. Building owners, managers and tenants have
procéssed their inputs: position of the person filling out the survey; compliance budgets;
cost of compliance; square footage; building features altered; industry sector; prior code
compliance; and management status. This processing has been done through motivations;
attitudes and knowledge; problems encountered; use of staff, consultant or both in the
compliance process; and a timing of compliance. The output of this process is the level of
combliance.

The inputs: compliance budgets, building features, previous compliance with
accessibility codes, and management status were found to be more associated with the
process (see Figu?e 12). Relationships were found between budgeting for compliance in
certain years and the following processes: attitudes and knowledge, timing, and compliance
level. Building features were found to related to motivation, attitudes and knowledge,
pfoblems, staffing, timing and compliance level. The processes of attitudes and knowledge,
problems, and timing were found to be related to the input of prior compliance with
accessibility codes. Relationships were found between management status and the
following processes: motivation, problems, and compliance level. Compliance costs were
found td be only associated with staffing; square footage was only associated with

attitudes; and industry sector was only associated with problems.
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Under process, motivations, compliance problems, and timing were found to be
associated with the output, compliance level. Attitudes, knowledge, and staffing were not
found to be associated with compliance level.

The objective of this system is accessibility of public accommodations. The results
of this study show that more than half of respondents have made some or all facilities

accessible. Therefore, the system has reached its goal.

INPUTS PROCESS OUTPUTS

Compliance Budget Motivation
Building Features Attitudes
Previous Codes Knowledge

Compliance Level

Management Status Problems
Compliance Costs Staffing

Square Footage Timing

Industry Sector Compliance Level

Figure 12. Relationship Between Inputs, Processes and Output
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Implications

The results of this study have implications for building owners, managers, and
tenants as well as design and construction professionals, real estate professionals, the
Department of Justice and policy groups. The findings provide characteristics of the
sample and a good description of motivations, attitudes, knowledge, problems, staffing,
timing and compliance level that could be used all of these groups.

Information on attitudes and knowledge toward the disabled, previous experience
with accessibility, compliance costs and problems could be used by both building owners
and managers as marketing tools in "selling" space in their facilities, which may or may not
be in compliance, to potential tenants. Being knowledgeable on requirements and staying
current with compliance would make buildings more attractive and more marketable to
possiblé tenants than buildings that are not in compliance with the ADA. The findings
show that marketing was especially important to firms who had reached higher levels of
compliance. This study also indicated that building owners in particular were more legally
responsible.

Tenants could use this information to determine their rights and responsibilities as
tenants. Findings of this study show priority of alteration of certain building features, how
compliance was handled as far a staffing, compliance costs, and problems encountered
which would be valuable information to a tenant selecting space to lease which may require
the tenant to be involved in bringing the space into compliance. This information could help
potential tenants determine the value of a space as far as what will be done or what has
been done to meet compliance. It would also be valuable to tenants who are already in
leased space. |

Design and construction professionals could use this information in designing new

buildings as well as renovating existing facilities. The results provide insight into clients,
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who are the owners, managers, and tenants of buildings including tﬁeir motivations,
attitudes, knowledge, problems, staffing, timing and compliance level. This could prove
very valuable during the process of designing and building facilities.

Characteristics of the sample in this study also provide information for design and
construction professionals. In particular, the amount of money spent by firms in complying
ranged from $100 to $75,000,000, with most firms spending between $5,000 and
$49,999. The priority of building features altered could also be very important information.
Signage was altered most often and stairs were altered least of all the building features
identified in the survey. The findings related to industry sector as well as prior compliance
with accessibility codes, would also be important to design and construction professionals
as they work with the needs of clients in the various sectors and as they work with clients
who may or may not have complied with accessibility in the past.

Real estate professionals would find this study valuable as they represent buyers,
sellers, and tenants in the mérket. In particular, the information gathered on firms’
attitudes in relation to accessibility and the right of the disabled, knowledge level of the
ADA, firms’ prior experience with accessibility, and money spent on compliance would
assist real estate professionals as they match client with buildings and spaces that may or
may not be in compliance with Title Il.

The Department of Justice would find this information very useful as they continue
to enforce the ADA. Knowing that legal responsibility and fear of lawsuits is motivating to
firms, while tax incentives are not; that most firms felt that accessibility is a right and that
the disabled make a valuable contribution; that most firms are knowledgeable of he ADA;
that lack of clarity of regulations_is the greatest problem in compliance; that most often
internal staff took care of compliance; and that firms reported a high level of compliance

will better enable the DOJ to administer and further educate America about the ADA.
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Disability groups as well would benefit from this study. The findings of this study

could provide disability groups with information on why, how and when some firms have

complied as well as why others have not complied. Knowing the motivations, attitudes,

knowledge level, problems, staffing, and timing of compliance for some would be helpful in

educating and stressing compliance to those who have not complied.

Recommendations

Based on these research findings, further analysis would provide a better

understanding of the interaction of the variables related to compliance with Title Il of the

Americans with Disabilities Act.

1.

A follow-up on non-respondents could improve the study and may show different
results.

A repeat study in several years would provide information about compliance as time
goes on and as more regulations have become finalized.

A study delving deepér into certain variables could provide more insight on
relationships. '

A study using the information from the questionnaire that was not used in this
study.

A study using different statistical analysis that identifies the weight of influences on
these variables.

A study examining whether the location of respondents in the United States plays a
role in determining compliance level.

A study examining the effectiveness of the design and alteration of certain building

features for the disabled as well as the able-bodied.
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The Americans with Disabilities Act

Title III Compliance

Conducted by
Department of Housing, Interior Design, and Resource Management

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

with support from the International Facility Management Association

The following Questionnaire contains items relating to compliance
with Title III of the ADA. It is completely confidential. Please do
not place your name or your firm’s name on this questionnaire. The
identification number will only be used to check your name off the
mailing list when the survey is returned.

ID#
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" Listed below are 5 statements about Title III compliance. Circle the answer that represents how
much you agree or disagree with the statement. .
Agree  Disagree
1. Accessibility is the right of all Americans. 1 23 45

2. The disabled population makes a valuable coatribution to our society. 123 45

3. The expense of compliance is worth it in order to integrate the 1 23 45
disabled into society. ’

4. The burden of the expense of Title III oompiianoe falls on the 123 45
business community. ’

5. Having to deal with regulations, such as Titlé III, is a nuisance. 1 23 435

For cach of the next 9 statements circle the answer that indicates whether you agree, disagree, or!
are not sure about the statement.

Agree Not Sure Disagree

6. Title III protects individuals with cancer. 1 2 3
7. Installing accessible door hardware is an example of a 1 2 3

*readily achievable" alteration.

8. All areas of a building must be made accessible. 1 2 3
9. A compliance plan is an example of 2 "good faith cffort". 1 2 3
10. The Justice Department recommends that access to where 1 2 3

goods and services are made available to the ;public be
the first priority of barrier removal.

11. It is possible for a commercial facility to contain areas 1 2 3
that aré considered a public accommodation.

12. Modifying a discriminatory policy is a part of Title III 1 2 3
compliance.
13. Tenants need not worry about Title Il compliance, it is 1 2 3.

always the responsibility of the owner.
14. The maximum slope for a ramp, according to the ADA, is 1:12. 1 2 3
Answer the following questions by choosing the appropriate answer(s) or filling in the blank.

15. To what extent has your firm made an attempt to comply with Title ITI regulations

for existing facilities? Circle one answer.

Have done nothing (if you chose this answer, please skip to question #24).

Have surveyed the facility(ies).

Have developed compliance plan(s).

Have set priorities and time frames for alterations.

Have begun implementing alterations.

Have made some of our facilities(y) fully-accessible according to what is

"readily achievable”.

7 Have made all of our facilities(y) fully accessible according to what is
"readily achievable®.

(= Y N R N
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16. Did you budget for Title IIT compliance in any of the following years? Choose as many as lpply

1991 1992 1993 _ 1994
17. Estimate the total square footage of your facility(ics) which must meet Title III requirements.
Facility A, Facility C_ Facility E
Facility B Facility D Others
18. If you sclected any of the first 3 choices in question #16, wlmt were your compliance costs?
1991 1992 1993
Facility A, Facility A Facility A
Facility B Facility B Facility B
Facility C .Facility C Facility C
Fadility D Facility D Facility D
Fadility E Facility E, Facility E

19. Which of the following building features have you had to alter to meet compliance,
Circle as many as apply.

1 Accessible Route 6 Stairs 11 Ramps

2 Protruding Objects 7 Elevators 12 Alarms

3 Doors 8 GroundfFloor Surfaces 13 Parking/Passenger Loading
4 Detectable Warnings 9 Telephones 14 Signage

5 Drinking Fountains 10 Restrooms

20. For each of the following factors, circle the number to the right which best describes the degree
to which that particular factor motivated your firm to comply with Title IIL
Motivated Dld Not Motivate

a. Tax incentives. 1 2 3 4 5
b. Legal responsibility. *It’s the law", 1 2 3 4 5
¢. Fear of lawsuits and penalties. 1 2 3 4 5
d. Marketing. "Waat the facility to be available to - 1 2 3- 4 s
cveryone”,
¢. Social consciousness. "Want to be helpful®. 1 2 3 4 5
f. Currently have disabled tendnts/clients/patients. 1 2 3 4 b
g Industry pressure. 1 2 3 4 s

21. Did your firm have a staflf member la charge of compliance or was an outside consultant uscd"
___Staff member in charge
___Outside consultant
___Have used both a staff member and an outside consultant

22. For each of the following possible compliance problems, circle the number to the right which
best corresponds to your experience with that particular issae.

Problem  Not A Problem

a. Inadequate time to comply before the January 26, 1992 1 2 3 4 5
deadline.
b. Costs associated with compliance. 1 2 3 4 5
¢. Inadequate information available. 1 2 3 4 5
d. Lack of clarity of regulations. 1 2 3 4 5
¢. Problems understanding which regulations apply. 1 2 34 5
f. Inadequate technical advice. 1 2 3 4 5
g. Felt discriminated against as a small busiaess. 1 2 3 4 5
h. Others, please identify, 1 2 3 4 5
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23. If your firm has met partial or full compliance requirements, did you begin working toward -
compliance with Title III before the January 26, 1992 deadline?
YES NO

24, How did your firm become aware of the specifics of Title III of the ADA? You may choose
more than one.

___The information came to us via IFMA.

___The information came to us via another source.

__ I had to seck out the information.

___Iam not aware of the Title III specifics (if you chose this answer, go to #27).

25, Specifically, how did you learn about Title ITI: of the ADA? You may choose more thau one.
___IFMA conference/seminars
___Other conferences/seminars, Please identify,
__IFMA publications |
___Other publications, please identify
- __General media coverage, please idéntify
__ Other, please identify :

26. Did you feel you had adequate information on Title IIT compliance?
YES NO

27. What industry sector best describes your firm?
1 Service
2 Manufacturing/Production
3 Government/Education

28, Has your firm had to comply with code requirements priorto the enactment-
of the ADA? Circle as many as apply. )
1 Yes, Federal regulations 3 Yes, local regulations
2 Yes, state regulations 4 No, have not had to comply before

29, If you have not complied with Title III, what would make you comply? You many choose more
than one.

__ Tighter caforcement ___More feasible products or design solutions
__ Greater tax bencfits ___Better availability of information
__Clarification of regulations __ Other, please identify

30. What is the role of your firm in relation to the facility(ies) it occupies? You may choose
more than one. ’

___The firm is the owner of the facility(ics).

___The firm manages the facility(ics).

___The firm is a tenant in the facility(ies).

31. Are you considered a "small business® (less than 30 full time employces & gross receipts less
than $1 million).

YES NO
32, Which of the following best describes your position in the firm? Choose one.
t  Facility Management S Business/Officc Managenient
2 Engincering 6 Rcal Estate/Property Management
3 Architecture 7 Interior Design
4 Construction 8 Other, please identify

33. Additional comments:
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March 15, 1993

Dear

The passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act has brought about significant changes
for both the disabled community and the business community. Title Il of the Act, Public
Accommodations and Services Operated by Private Entities, has had a great impact on
facility management professionals. It is important to examine the affect of Title Ill on this
group.

We know you are very busy, but your help would be greatly appreciated in research we are
conducting related to Title |ll compliance. The purpose of the study is to examine the
compliance of firms who own, manage, or lease buildings that fall under Title Il
requirements and to determine factors within the firms that encouraged or discouraged
compliance. Your feedback is very important.

Your firm has been randomly selected and your name identified from the International
Facility Management Association professional and associate membership. Please complete
and return the enclosed questionnaire which will be kept in complete confidence. Your
name will not be placed on the questionnaire nor will the name of your firm. The
identification number will only be used to check your name off the mailing list when the
questionnaire is returned. Please do not write your name or your firm’s name on the
questionnaire.

This is a national survey and your representation is very valuable. A high response rate will
add to the quality of the study. Please return the questionnaire by March 29th so that the
results can be reported to facility management professionals in a timely manner. Thank you
very much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Julia O. Beamish, PhD. v Rene D. Kuykendall

Enclosures
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Responses to "Additional Comments” Section of Questionnaire

"In some cases ADA is rather ridiculous where installed equipment will never be used.

However, the majority of the regulations are quite pertinent.”
"QOur building was accessible before ADA simply to allow people to apply for employment.”

"Most experts missed the specific definitions for ‘commercial facilities’ vs. ‘private entity’

vs. ‘public accommodations’ and caused a lot of unnecessary confusion.”

"We will probably relocate in 1-2 years, so management doesn’t want to ‘waste’ money on

this. New space | have looked at is very advanced concerning compliance.”
"ADA started with a ‘bang’ but is not touted enough anymore by government."”

"Being a division of a major corporation has helped significantly because the compliance

‘package’ was prepared at corporate.”

"In Michigan the Michigan Barrier Free requirement prevails with inspectors. We try to

meet both MBF and ADA."

"We still aren’t sure what really applies - we own our building, are the only tenants, have
card key access to employees only - the general public is not welcome or allowed in -

where do we stand?"
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"Good luck on your survey - ADA is not as hard as people make it out to be.”

"All of our compliance was ‘designed into’ our new space. Offices were relocated in March

1991."



Appendix D

Tables

89



20

Table A
omparison of Mativation and Compliance Budge
1991 1992 1993 1994
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Tax
Incentive
n 16 106 56 66 84 38 50 72
mean 4.13 4.23 4.25 4.18 4.21 4.21 4.20 4.22
t value .73 .73 .99 .91
Legal
Responsibility
n 18 115 63 70 91 42 53 80
mean 1.78 1.82 1.73 1.89 1.79 1.86 1.68 1.90
t value .88 .39 .74 .24
Fear of
Lawsuits
n 18 110 62 66 90 38 52 76
mean  2.44 2.78 2.61 2.85 27 2.79 2.85 2.66
t value .25 .25 .73 .37
Marketing
n 18 112 63 67 91 39 54 76
mean 2.44 2.48 2.37 2.58 2.43 2.59 2.30 2.61
t value 91 .33 .51 A7

{table continues)
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Table A (Continued)

Comparison of Motivation and Compliance Budget

1991 1992 1993 1994
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Social
Consciousness
n 18 115 64 69 92 41 54 79
mean 233 218 2.25 2.16 217 2.27 2.19 2.22
t value .60 .65 .66 .88
Tenant/Client/
Patient
n 17 110 62 65 88 39 53 74
mean 2.65 2.76 2.68 2.82 2.66 2.95 2.51 2.92
t value 77 .60 31 13
Industry
Pressure
n 17 108 60 65 87 38 52 73
mean 4.05 3.98 4.03 3.95 3.99 4.00 3.92 4.04
t value .78 .68 .96 .54
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Comparison of Motivation and Building Features
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Acc. Route Pro. Objects Doors Det. Warnings
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Incentives
n 61 62 27 96 81 42 30 93
mean 4.28 4.10 4.19 4.19 4.06 4.43 3.87 4.29
t value .35 .99 .07 .06
Responsibility
n 64 69 27 106 85 48 32 101
mean 1.72 1.87 1.67 1.83 1.71 1.96 1.69 1.83
t value 41 .47 .18 .50
Lawsuits
n 63 66 27 102 84 45 31 98
mean 2.7 2.70 2.63 2.73 2.62 2.87 2.87 2.65
t value .94 .71 .26 .37
Marketing
n 64 66 27 103 83 47 32 98
mean 2.44 2.52 2.41 2.50 2.57 2.32 2.19 2,57
t value 73 .75 .28 .14
Social Consc.
n 64 69 27 106 85 48 32 101
mean 2.38 2.07 2.26 2.21 2.29 2.08 2.13 2.25
t value .12 .83 .30 .69
Tenant/Client
n 62 66 26 102 81 47 30 98
mean 2.65 2.91 2.54 2.84 2.46 2.34 2.53 2.86
t value .32 .35 .00* .30
Pressure
n 62 64 27 99 80 46 3 95
mean 4.19 3.75 4.04 3.95 3.80 4.26 3.97 3.97
t value .02* 71 .02* 1.00

(table continues)
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Comparison of Motivation and Building Features

Dr. Fountains Stairs Elevators Fl.Surfaces
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Incentives

n 57 66 13 110 41 82 21 102

mean 4.12 4.24 4.08 4.20 4.02 4.27 4.05 4.22

t value .54 .70 .24 .62
Responsibility

n 61 72 13 120 45 88 23 110

mean 1.66 1.92 1.62 1.82 1.67 1.86 1.52 1.85

t value .15 .51 .30 17
Lawsuits

n 61 68 13 116 44 85 23 106

mean 2.51 2.88 3.46 2.62 2.64 2.74 2.83 2.68

t value .07 01+ .63 .69
Marketing ‘

n 61 69 13 117 43 87 23 107

mean 2.48 2.48 2.38 2.49 2.49 2.47 2.39 2.50

t value .99 .78 .94 72
Consciousness |

n 61 72 13 120 44 89 23 110

mean 2.34 2.1 2.54 2.18 2.27 2.19 2.48 2.16

t value .24 .28 .70 .22
Tenant/Client

n 58 70 13 115 42 86 22 106

mean 252 3.00 3.00 2.76 2.19 3.07 2.27 2.89

t value .07 .58 .00* .08
Pressure

n 58 68 13 113 41 85 22 104

mean 3.93 4.00 3.92 3.97 3.78 4.06 4.00 3.96

t value.7 72 .87 A7 .88

(table continues)



Table B (Continued)
mparison of M

ivation and Building Features
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Telephones Restrooms Ramps Alarms
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Incentives

n 59 64 69 54 58 65 34 89

mean 4.22 4.16 4.10 4.30 4.07 4.29 4.00 4.26

t value .74 .32 .26 .24
Responsibility

n 61 72 75 58 63 70 36 97

mean 1.79 1.81 1.69 1.93 1.70 1.89 1.72 1.82

t value .92 .19 .30 .62
Lawsuits

n 60 69 72 57 61 68 35 94

mean 2.80 2.62 2.67 2.75 2.61 2.79 2.83 2.66

t value .40 .68 .37 .47
Marketing

n 61 69 72 58 63 67 35 95

mean 2.41 2.54 2.44 2.52 2,52 2.43 2.49 2.77

t value .57 .74 .68 .96
Consciousnes

n 61 72 74 59 64 69 35 98

mean 2.15 2.28 2.27 2.15 2.41 2.04 2.37 2.16

t value .51 .55 .06 .35
Tenant/Clients

n 58 70 70 58 61 67 33 95

mean 2,76 2.80 2.57 3.03 2.44 3.09 2.45 2.89

t value .88 .08 01+ .14
Pressure

n 59 67 69 57 59 67 34 92

mean 3.98 3.96 3.90 4.05 3.81 4.10 3.88 4.00

t value .88 42 .13 .58

(table continues)
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Table B (Continued)
Comparison of Motivation and Building Features

Parking Signage
Yes No Yes No
Incentives
n 71 52 89 34
mean 4.24 412 4.08 4.47
t value .53 .07

Responsibility
n 76 57 98 35
mean 1.68 1.95 1.80 1.80
t value .15 .98
Lawsuits
n 76 53 95 34
mean 2.74 2.66 2.68 2.76
t value 72 .34
Marketing
n 76 54 96 34
mean 2.34 2.67 2.48 2.47
t value .15 .97
Consciousness
n 76 57 98 35
mean 2.24 2.19 2.16 2.37
t value .83 .35

Tenant/Client

n 73 55 94 34

mean 2.64 2.96 2.60 3.29

t value .23 .02+
Pressure

n 73 53 92 34

mean 3.93 4.02 3.83 4.35

t value .65 .01+

¥ < .05,



26

Table C
omparison of Motivation and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes
Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations Compliance
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Tax
Incentives
n 58 65 80 43 73 50 24 99
mean 4.14 4.23 4.20 4.16 4.21 4.16 4.00 4.23
t value .64 .86 .82 .35
Legal
Responsibility
n 60 74 87 47 79 55 26 108
mean 1.77 1.84 1.83 1.77 1.68 1.98 2.00 1.74
t value .70 .75 .10 .26
Fear of
Lawsuits
n 60 69 84 45 77 52 25 106
mean  2.63 2.77 2.59 2.91 2.64 2.81 2.92 2.65
t value .52 .15 42 31
Marketing
n 61 70 86 45 78 53 25 106
mean  2.48 2.46 2.51 2.38 2.41 2.55 2.20 2.53
t value .93 .57 .54 .24

(table continues)
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Table C (Continued)

Comparison of Motivation and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes

Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations Compliance
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Social
Consciousness
n 61 73 88 46 79 55 26 108
mean 215 2.23 2.23 2.13 2.14 2.27 2.23 2.22
t value .66 .63 .49 .97
Tenant/Client/
Patient
n 60 68 84 44 77 51 25 103
mean  2.60 2.88 2.67 2.91 2.66 2.88 3.00 2.7
t value .29 .38 41 .38
Industry
Pressure
n 60 66 83 43 75 51 24 102
mean  3.83 4.12 3.94 4.07 3.93 4.06 4.08 3.96
t value 13 .52 .52 .61
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Table D

Comparison of Motivation and Management Status

Own Manage Lease
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Tax
Incentives
n 98 27 39 86 54 71
mean 4.14 4.41 4.18 4.21 4.15 4.24
t value .26 .89 .64
Legal
Responsibility
n 108 28 44 92 59 77
mean 1.70 2.14 1.68 1.85 1.88 1.73
t value .05* .39 .39
Fear of
Lawsuits
n 104 27 41 90 55 76
mean  2.58 3.22 2.95 2.60 2.67 2.74
t value .01+ A1 .76
Marketing
n 106 27 42 91 58 75
mean  2.53 2.19 2.29 2.54 2.38 2.52
t value .21 .28 .53

{table continues)
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Table D (Continued)
ement Status

mparison of Motivation and Man

Own Manage Lease
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Social
Consciousness
n 108 28 44 92 60 76
mean 2.19 2.29 2.09 2.26 2.13 2.26
t value .68 41 .51
Tenant/Client/
Patient
n 104 26 40 90 56 74
mean  2.81 2.62 2.65 2.82 2.71 2.81
t value .56 .54 72
Industry
Pressure
n 102 26 40 88 56 72
mean 4.10 3.54 3.95 4.00 3.71 4.19
t value .02+ .81 .01+

*p< .05



100

Table E

Comparison of Motivation and Compliance Costs

<$5,000 $5,000- $50,000- $100,000+ f value
$49,999 $99,999

Tax Incentives

n 15 24 10 10 .37
mean 4.40 4.54 4.70 4.00

Legal

Responsibility
n 16 24 12 11 .65
mean 1.69 1.54 1.42 1.82

Fear of Lawsuits

n 16 23 12 11 .46
mean 2.81 2.74 217 2.64

Marketing
n 16 24 11 11 .30
means 2.13 2.50 2.82 1.91

Social

Consciousness
n 16 24 12 11 .57
mean 1.75 217 1.92 1.82

Tenants/

Clients/Patients
n 16 24 11 1 .06
mean 3.50 2.7 1.91 2.55

Industry

Pressure
n 16 24 10 11 .93

mean 3.88 4.04 3.80 4.00




Table F
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Comparison of Motivation and Square Footage

<50,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1M+ f
to to to to
99,999 249,999 499,999 999,999

Tax
Incentives
n 21 8 25 17 13 12
mean 4.19 5.00 4.48 4,29 4.08 4.33 .33
Legal
Respons.
n 21 10 25 18 13 15
mean 1.67 1.60 1.80 1.33 1.23 1.60 .32
Fear of
Lawsuits
n 20 10 25 18 13 13
mean 2.45 2.60 2.92 2.17 2.38 3.08 .27
Marketing
n 21 10 25 17 13 14
mean 2.00 1.90 2.72 2.18 2.77 1.79 12
Social
Conscious.
n 21 10 25 18 13 15
mean 1.76 1.80 2.00 1.78 2.00 1.72 .91
Tenants/
Clients/
Patients
n 21 9 25 18 13 14
mean 3.29 3.22 2.92 2.44 1.77 2.50 .10
Industry
Pressure
n 21 9 25 17 13 13
mean 4.29 4.33 4.04 3.65 3.77 4.08 .50
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Table G

Comparison of Motivation and Industry Sector

Service Manufacturing/  Government/ f value
Production Education
Tax Incentives
n 77 33 15 .99
mean 4.29 4.30 4.27
Legal
Responsiblity
n 85 35 15 .95
mean 1.562 1.57 1.53
Fear of Lawsuits
n 81 34 15 .83
mean 2.53 2.62 2.73
Marketing
n 83 34 15 .10
means 2.17 2.71 2.07
Social
Consciousness
n 85 35 15 .56
means 1.84 1.94 2.13
Tenants/
Clients/Patients
n 81 33 15 A7
mean 2.81 2.45 2.07
Industry
Pressure
n 78 34 15 .33
mean 412 4.00 3.67
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mparison of Attitud
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nd Knowledge and Compliance Bud

1991 1992 1993 1994
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Right
n 18 124 64 78 92 50 54 88
mean  1.33 1.39 1.44 1.33 1.37 1.40 1.44 1.34
t value .74 .34 .79 .36
Contribution
n 18 124 64 78 92 50 54 88
mean  1.33 1.54 1.56 1.47 1.53 1.48 1.67 1.42
t value .24 .46 .67 .04+
Expense
n 18 124 64 78 92 50 54 88
mean 1.94 2.33 2.28 2.13 2.23 2.14 2.46 2.03
t value .20 31 .58 .01*
Burden
n 18 124 64 78 92 50 54 88
mean  1.56 2.23 1.95 2.31 2.03 2.36 1.94 2.27
t value 01* .05* .08 .08

(table continues)
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Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Compliance Budget
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1991 1992 1993 1994
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Nuisance
n 18 123 64 77 92 49 54 87
mean 3.56 3.26 3.50 3.13 3.39 3.12 3.15 3.39
t value .34 .07 21 .25
Knowledge
n 18 124 64 78 92 50 54 88
mean 5.44 5.78 5.88 5.63 6.01 5.24 6.11 5.51
t value .28 .24 .00* 01*

*p< .05
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Table |
mparison of Attitues and Knowledge and Building Features
Accessible Protruding Doors Detectable
Route Objects Warnings
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Right
n 64 70 27 107 85 49 32 102
mean 1.39 1.36 1.15 1.43 1.34 1.43 1.31 1.39
t value 77 .04* .45 .54
Contribution
n 64 70 27 107 85 49 32 102
mean  1.52 1.56 1.48 1.55 1.56 1.49 1.31 1.61
t value .74 .65 .56 .04*
Expense
n 64 70 27 107 85 49 32 102
mean 2.25 2.13 2.04 2.22 2.24 2.10 2.06 2.23
t value .42 31 .39 .35
Burden
n 64 70 27 107 85 49 32 102
mean  2.00 2.23 2.07 2.13 1.99 2.35 2.03 2.15
t value .21 .80 .05* .59
Nuisance
n 64 70 27 106 85 48 32 101
mean  3.25 3.37 3.63 3.24 3.26 3.42 3.47 3.27
t value .57 12 .46 .40
Knowledge
n 64 70 27 107 85 49 32 102
mean 5.89 5.563 5.78 5.68 5.86 5.43 6.00 5.61
t value 11 .74 .07 .14

(table continues)
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Table 1 {Continued)

Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Building Features

Drinking Stairs Elevators Floor
Fountain Surfaces
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Right
n 61 73 13 121 45 89 23 111
mean 1.26 1.47 1.69 1.34 1.31 1.40 1.39 1.37
t value .07 .06 .43 .88
Contribution
n 61 73 13 121 45 89 23 111
mean 1.46 1.60 1.92 1.50 1.56 1.53 1.65 1.51
t value .25 .04* .83 .40
Expense
n 61 73 13 121 45 89 23 111
mean 2.15 2.22 2.62 2.14 2.27 2.15 2.25 2.15
t value .63 .06 .45 .33
Burden
n 61 73 13 121 45 89 23 111
mean  2.00 2.22 2.15 2.12 2.04 2.16 1.96 2.15
t value .23 .90 .56 41
Nuisance
n 60 73 13 120 45 88 23 110
mean  3.40 3.25 3.23 3.33 3.24 3.35 3.35 3.31
t value .45 .78 .62 .89
Knowledge
n 61 73 13 121 45 89 23 111
mean 5.77 5.64 5.54 5.72 5.82 5.64 5.87 5.67
t value .68 .64 .45 .50

{table continues)
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Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Building Features

Telephones Restrooms Ramps Alarms
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Right

n 61 73 75 59 64 70 36 98

mean 1.34 1.40 1.24 1.54 1.31 1.43 1.36 1.38

t value .64 .01* .30 .90
Contribution

n 61 73 75 59 64 70 36 98

mean 2.13 2.23 2.07 2.34 2.19 2.19 2.33 2.13

t value 77 .20 .41 .32
Expense

n 61 73 75 59 64 70 36 98

mean  2.13 2.23 2.07 2.34 2.19 2.19 2.33 2.13

t value .50 .07 .99 .23
Burden

n 61 73 75 59 64 70 36 96

mean 1.95 2.26 1.95 2.34 2.02 2.21 2.06 2.14

t value .09 .03* .27 .67
Nuisance

n 61 72 75 58 64 69 36 97

mean  3.33 3.31 3.36 3.28 3.23 3.39 2.50 3.25

t value 91 73 .44 .27
Knowledge

n 61 73 75 59 64 70 36 98

mean 5.84 5.59 5.73 5.66 5.44 5.94 6.28 5.49

t value .28 .75 .03* .00*

(table continues)
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Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Building Features
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Parking Signage
Yes No Yes No

Right

n 76 58 99 35

mean 1.34 1.41 1.33 1.49

t value .53 .23
Contribution

n 76 58 99 35

mean 1.54 1.53 1.52 1.60

t value .97 .55
Expense

n 76 58 99 35

mean  2.29 2.05 2.13 2.34

t value A1 .21
Burden

n 76 58 99 35

mean 1.97 2.31 2.05 2.31

t value .06 .20
Nuisance

n 76 57 99 34

mean  3.33 3.30 3.38 3.12

t value .88 .25
Knowledge

n 76 58 99 35

mean 5.75 5.64 5.77 5.51

t value .63 .33

*p < .05.
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Table J

Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes

Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations Compliance
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Right
n 65 85 94 56 87 63 32 118
mean  1.43 1.28 1.44 1.19 1.37 1.32 1.25 1.39
t value .15 .02+ .63 .27
Contribution
n 65 85 94 56 87 63 32 118
mean 1.52 1.45 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.53 1.48
t value .49 .98 .95 .73
Expense
n 65 85 94 56 87 63 32 118
mean  2.23 2.07 2.21 2.02 2.19 2.06 2.09 2.18
t value .26 .18 .36 .64
Burden
n 65 85 924 56 87 63 32 118
mean 2.04 2.24 2.14 2.18 2.15 2.16 2.13 2.16
t value .29 .83 .96 .87

(table continues)
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mparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Code
Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations Compliance
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Nuisance
n 65 84 94 55 87 62 32 117
mean 3.38 3.29 3.32 3.36 3.26 3.44 3.50 3.27
t value .66 .83 .40 34
Knowledge
n 65 85 94 56 87 63 32 118
mean 5.68 5.64 5.84 5.34 5.64 5.66 5.28 5.76
t value .85 .02+ 91 .06

*p< .05



Table K

Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Management Status

Own Manage Lease
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Right
n 115 37 45 107 72 80
mean 1.39 1.24 1.40 1.34 1.38 1.34
t value .22 .68 .72
Contribution
n 115 37 45 107 72 80
mean 1.51 1.43 1.53 1.48 1.563 1.46
t value .54 .65 .56
Expense
n 115 37 45 107 72 80
mean  2.22 1.97 2.36 2.07 2.15 2.16
t value .14 .07 .95
Burden
n 115 37 45 107 72 80
mean 2.15 2.14 2.16 2.14 2.25 2.05
t value .95 .94 .25

(table continues)
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Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Management Status

Own Manage Lease
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Nuisance
n 115 36 44 107 72 79
mean 3.31 3.36 3.41 3.29 3.28 3.37
t value .84 .59 .65
Knowledge
n 115 37 45 107 72 80
mean 5.66 5.54 5.82 5.55 5.68 5.59
t value .63 .25 .66
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Table L

Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Compliance Costs

<$5,000 $5,000-

$50,000- $100,000+ f value

$49,999 $99,999

Right
n 16 24 12 11 .63
mean 1.25 1.26 1.42 1.45

Contribution
n 16 24 12 1 .65
mean 1.63 1.71 1.42 1.82

Expense
n 16 24 12 1 .32
mean 1.88 2.29 2.50 2.36

Burden
n 16 24 12 1 47
means 2.00 2.13 1.58 2.10

Nuisance
n 16 24 12 1 .46
mean 3.94 3.33 3.58 3.36

Knowledge
n 16 24 12 1 .18
mean 5.63 6.00 5.67 6.45
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Table M

Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Square Footage

<50,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1M+
to to to to
99,999 249,999 499,999 999,999

Right

n 21 10 25 18 13 16

mean 1.38 1.20 1.40 1.22 1.15 1.44 .55
Contrib.

n 21 10 25 18 13 16

mean 1.62 1.40 1.60 1.67 1.38 1.56 .87
Expense

n 21 10 25 18 13 16

mean 2.24 1.80 2.16 2.33 2.15 2.38 .73
Burden

n 21 10 25 18 13 16

mean 1.81 2.30 2.12 1.89 1.92 2.63 .18
Nuisance

n 21 10 24 18 13 16

mean 3.48* 3.80* 3.21* 4.17° 3.23*®  3.06* .04*
Knowledge

n 21 10 25 18 13 16

mean 6.00 4.90 5.48 6.11 5.77 5.63 14
*p = .05

Note. * Mean factor scores with the same superscripts are not significantly different.
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Table N

Comparison of Attitudes and Knowledge and Industry Sector

Service Manufacturing/  Government/ f value
Production Education
Right
n 96 39 16 .15
mean 1.34 1.49 1.13
Contribution
n 96 39 16 .30
mean 1.54 1.49 1.25
Expense
n 96 39 16 .68
mean 2.15 2.23 2.00
Burden
n 96 39 16 .79
means 2.09 2.23 2.19
Nuisance
n 96 38 16 71
mean 3.29 3.24 3.56
Knowledge
n 96 39 16 71

mean 5.71 5.54 5.50
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Table O
mparison of Problems and Compliance Budge
1991 1992 1993 1994
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Inadequate
Time
n 18 1156 64 69 91 42 53 80
mean  3.11 2.72 2.91 2.65 2.85 2.62 2.74 2.80
t value .23 .25 34 .78
Cost
n 18 115 64 69 91 42 53 80
mean  3.11 2.72 2.88 2.68 2.76 2.81 2.62 2.88
t value .21 .36 .82 .25
Inadequate
Information
n 18 115 64 69 91 42 53 80
mean 3.00 2.83 3.00 2.71 2.89 2.76 2.81 2.88
t value .60 .20 .60 .78
Lack of
Clarity
n 18 113 64 67 90 41 53 78
mean 2.78 2.42 2.44 2.49 2.44 2.51 2.25 2.62
t value .25 .80 77 .09

(table continues)
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Comparison of Problems and Compliance Budget

1991 1992 1993 1994
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Regulations
Apply
n 18 113 64 67 90 41 53 78
mean  3.00 2.68 2.84 2.61 2.80 2.56 2.66 2.77
t value .28 .25 .28 .60
Technical
Advice
n 18 110 62 66 87 41 52 76
mean 3.56 3.07 3.09 3.18 3.11 3.19 3.04 3.21
t value .08 .66 .69 37
Small
Business
n 17 104 59 62 81 40 47 74
mean  4.29 4.38 4.53 4.23 4.43 4.25 4.45 4.32
t value .73 .10 .35 .51
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Table P
Comparison of Problems and Building Features
Accessible Protruding Doors Detectable
Route Objects Warnings
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Time
n 64 69 27 106 84 49 32 101
mean 2.63 2.83 2.78 2.72 2.55 3.04 2.44 2.82
t value .37 .83 .03* .14
Cost
n 64 69 27 106 84 49 32 101
mean 2.59 2.91 2.70 2.70 2.52 3.16 2.50 2.84
t value 13 .79 .00* .16
Information
n 64 69 27 106 84 49 32 101
mean 2.72 2.94 2.85 2.83 2.79 2.92 2.81 2.84
t value .32 .94 .57 91
Clarity
n 62 69 27 104 82 49 31 100
mean 2.29 2.65 2.56 2.46 2.39 2.63 2.23 2.56
t value .10 73 .29 .20
Regulations
n 63 68 27 104 83 48 32 99
mean 243 2.97 2.70 2.71 2.73 2.67 2.56 2.76
t value .01+ .98 .74 .40
Advice
n 61 67 26 102 81 47 31 97
mean 3.13 3.14 3.31 3.10 3.15 3.13 3.06 3.16
t value .92 .38 .92 .65
Business
n 56 65 25 96 74 47 26 95
mean 4.36 4.35 4.28 4.38 4.35 4.36 4.54 4.31
t value .29 .68 .96 .30
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Table P {Continued)

mparison of Probl nd Building F r
Drinking Stairs Elevators Floor
Fountain Surfaces
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Time
n 60 73 12 121 44 89 23 110
mean 2.67 2.78 2.17 2.79 2.36 2.91 2.74 2.73
t value .11 .02* .97 .20
Cost
n 60 73 12 121 44 89 23 110
mean 2.73 2.78 2.17 2.82 2.27 3.00 2.74 2.76
t value .82 .07 .00* .93
Information
n 60 73 12 121 44 89 23 110
mean 2.87 2.81 2.50 2.87 2.68 2.91 2.74 2.85
t value .79 .34 .34 .70
Clarity
n 59 72 12 119 43 88 23 108
mean 2.66 2.33 2.00 2.53 2.26 2.59 2.39 2.50
t value 14 .16 .15 71
Regulations
n 60 71 12 119 44 87 23 108
mean 2.83 2.61 1.83 2.80 2.59 2.77 2.74 2.70
t value .26 .01* .40 .89
Advice
n 57 71 12 116 43 85 22 106
mean 3.28 3.03 3.00 3.16 2.95 3.24 3.00 3.17
t value .19 .63 .16 .50
Business
n 53 68 9 112 37 84 17 104

mean 4,55 4.21 3.67 4.41 4.41 4.33 4.63 4.33
t value .06 .03* 72 44



Table P (Continued)
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mparison of Problems and Building Feature
Telephones Restrooms Ramps Alarms
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Time
n 61 72 74 59 63 70 36 97
mean 2.57 2.86 2.78 2.66 2.65 2.80 2.72 273
t value .20 .58 .50 .97
Cost
n 61 72 74 59 63 70 36 97
mean 2.67 2.83 2.70 2.83 2.68 2.83 2.78 2.75
t value .45 .65 .49 .92
Information
n 61 72 74 59 63 70 36 97
mean 2.87 2.81 2.95 2.69 2.81 2.86 2.83 2.83
t value .78 .26 .83 1.00
Clarity
n 60 71 73 58 62 69 35 96
mean 2.60 2.38 2.59 2.34 2.58 2.39 2.43 2.50
t value .32 .27 .39 .77
Regulations
n 61 70 74 57 63 68 36 95
mean 2.77 2.66 2.81 2.58 2.68 2.73 2.78 2.68
t value .57 .25 .79 .68
Advice
n 59 69 72 56 62 66 35 93
mean 3.20 3.09 3.17 3.1 3.10 3.18 3.06 3.17
t value .54 .76 .66 .59
Business
n 54 67 67 54 57 64 32 89
mean 4.52 4.20 4.46 4.22 4.40 4.31 4.50 4.30
t value .1 .19 .62 .35



Table P {Continued)
Comparison of Problems and Building Features
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Parking Signage
Yes No Yes No

Time

n 75 58 98 35

mean 2.7 2.76 2.61 3.06

t value .82 .08
Cost

n 75 58 98 35

mean 2.79 2.72 2.67 3.00

t value .77 A7
Information

n 75 58 98 35

mean 2,95 2.69 2.80 2.94

t value .25 .56
Clarity

n 73 58 96 35

mean 2.51 2.45 2.48 2.49

t value .79 .98
Regulations

n 74 57 96 35

mean 2.70 2.72 2.69 2.77

t value 94 71
Advice

n 71 57 94 34

mean 3.20 3.07 3.15 3.12

t value .51 .89
Business

n 66 55 86 35

mean 4.33 4.38 4.37 4.31

t value .79 .78
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Table Q

Comparison of Problems and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes

Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations Compliance
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Inadequate
Time
n 61 73 89 45 79 55 25 109
mean  2.51 2.97 2.64 3.00 2.54 3.07 3.08 2.69
t value .04* A2 .02* A7
Cost
n 61 73 89 45 79 55 25 109
mean 2.74 2.81 2.71 2.91 2.67 2.93 2.92 2.74
t value 74 .36 .23 .52
Inadequate
Information
n 61 73 89 45 79 55 25 109
mean  2.90 2.84 2.78 3.04 2.80 2.96 3.16 2.80
t value .77 .25 .46 .20
Lack of
Clarity
n 61 71 88 44 79 53 24 108
mean  2.61 2.41 2.45 2.59 2.52 2.47 2.58 2.48
t value .36 .56 .83 .72

(table continues)
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omparison of Problems and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes
Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations Compliance
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Regulations
Apply
n 61 71 88 44 79 53 24 108
mean 2.84 2.66 2.70 2.82 2.75 2.74 2.67 2.74
t value .39 .59 .96 .78
Technical
Advice
n 59 70 86 43 77 52 23 106
mean  3.20 3.11 3.09 3.28 3.21 3.08 2.91 3.19
t value .63 .34 .49 .26
Small
Business
n 55 67 82 40 75 47 21 101
mean 4.38 4.34 4.44 4.20 4.33 4.40 4.33 4.37
t value .83 22 71 .89




124

Table R

Comparison of Problems and Management Status

Own Manage Lease
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Inadequate
Time
n 108 28 45 91 61 75
mean 2.70 2.93 2.69 2.78 2.80 2.71
t value .41 .70 .66
Cost
n 108 28 45 91 61 75
mean 2.72 3.00 2.69 2.82 2.84 2.73
t value .28 .54 .62
Inadequate
Information
n 108 28 45 91 61 75
mean  2.81 3.00 3.18 2.69 3.00 2.73
t value .50 .04* .23
Lack of
Clarity
n 107 27 44 90 61 73
mean  2.48 2.41 2.68 2.38 2.44 2.51
t value .99 .19 77

(table continues)



Table R {Continued)

Comparison of Problems and Management_Status
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Own Manage Lease
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Regulations
Apply
n 106 28 45 89 61 73
mean  2.66 2.93 2.87 2.64 2.70 2.73
t value .28 .29 .92
Technical
Advice
n 105 26 43 88 60 71
mean 3.15 3.08 3.19 3.1 3.10 3.17
t value .75 72 71
Small
Business
n 98 26 39 85 57 67
mean  4.39 4.31 4.59 4.27 4.26 4.46
t value 72 .10 .27

*p = .05.
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Table S

Comparison of Problems and Compliance Costs

<$5,000 $5.000- $50,000- $100,000+ f value
$49,999 $99,999

Inadequate Time

n 16 24 12 1 .07
mean 3.44 2.58 2.25 2.45

Cost
n 16 24 12 11 .10
mean 3.38 2.54 2.25 2.73

Inadequate

Information
n 16 24 12 11 .55
mean 2.88 2.46 3.08 2.45

Lack of Clarity
n 16 24 11 11 .22
means 2.69 1.92 2.27 1.82

Regulations

Apply
n 15 24 12 11 .37
mean 3.07 2.33 2.50 2.45

Technical

Advice
n 14 23 11 11 .81
mean 3.21 2.87 2.82 2.82

Small Business
n 14 24 10 10 .79
mean 4.29 4.42 4.70 4.40




Table T
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Comparison of Problems and Square Footage

<50,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1M+
to to to to
99,999 249,999 499,999 999,999

inadequate
Time

n 21 10 25 18 13 15

mean 2.86 3.20 2.48 2.61 3.23 2.60 .64
Cost

n 21 10 25 18 13 15

mean 2.71 3.40 2.60 2.67 3.08 2.67 .62
Inadequate
Information

n 21 10 25 18 13 15

mean 2.76 3.10 2.64 2.61 2.77 3.20 .83
Lack of
Clarity

n 20 9 25 18 13 15

mean 2.30 2.67 2.16 2.11 2.15 2.40 .91
Regulations
Apply

n 20 10 24 18 13 15

mean 2.40 2.60 2.46 2.94 2.69 2.47 .82
Technical
Advice

n 20 9 23 18 13 15

mean 2.95 3.44 2.96 2.89 3.38 3.53 .50
Small
Business

n 19 9 23 17 12 15

mean 4.37 4.89 4.43 4.24 4.67 4.60 .50
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Table U

Comparison of Problems and Industry Sector

Service Manufacturing/  Government/ f value
Production Education
Inadequate
Time
n 86 34 15 49
mean 2.77 2.82 2.33
Cost
n 86 34 15 .39
mean 2.73 2.91 2.33
Inadequate
Information
n 86 34 15 .03*
mean 2.63* 3.35° 2.53*
Lack of Clarity
n 84 34 15 .62
means 2.24 2.50 2.33
Regulations
Apply
n 84 34 15 .57
mean 2.57 2.82 2.48
Technical
Advice
n 82 33 15 .20
mean 3.06 3.52 3.07
Small Business
n 78 32 13 .01*
mean 4.59° 4.59* 3.85°

Note. Mean factor scores with the same superscripts are not significantly different.



Table V
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omparison of Staffing and Compliance Budget

1991 1992 1993 1994

n % n % n % n %
Staff 12 66.6 40 62.5 58 63.0 30 b55.6
Consultant 0 0.0 4 6.3 6 6.5 5 9.3
Both 6 33.3 20 31.2 08 30.5 19 35.1
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
X2 = 1.320 0.017 0.233 2.799
p value = 0.52 0.99 0.89 0.25
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Table W

Comparison of Staffing and Building Features

Accessible Protruding Doors Detectable
Route Objects Warnings
n % n % n % n %
Staff 39 61.9 16 59.3 50 59.5 17 53.1
Consultant 5 7.9 2 7.4 5 6.0 1 3.1
Both 19 30.1 9 33.3 29 345 14 43.8
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
X? = 0.782 0.259 1.489 3.539
p value = 0.68 0.88 0.48 0.17
(table continues)
Table W (Continued)
Comparison of Staffing and Building Features
Drinking Stairs Elevators Floor
Fountains Surfaces
n % n % n % n %
Staff 39 63.9 8 615 26 57.8 16 72.7
Consultant 3 4.9 0 0.0 2 4.4 1 4.5
Both 19 31.2 5 385 17 37.8 5 22.7
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
X2 = 0.239 1.145 1.656 1.038
p value = 0.89 0.56 0.44 0.60

(table continues)



Table W {Continued)

mparison of ffin
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nd Building F re

Telephones Restrooms Ramps Alarms
n % n % n % n %
Staff 39 63.9 45 60.0 42 66.7 23 63.9
Consultant 3 4.9 5 6.7 5 7.9 0 0.0
Both 19 31.1 25 333 16 25.4 13 36.1
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
X2 = 0.239 0.743 2.113 3.420
p value = 0.89 0.69 0.35 0.18
(table continues)
Table W {Continued)
Comparison Staffing and Building Features
Parking Signage
n % n %
Staff 44 58.7 57 58.2
Consultant 5 6.7 5 5.1
Both 26 34.6 36 36.7
df = 2.0 2.0
X2 = 1.493 6.203
p value = 0.47 0.05*

*p < .05.
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Table X
mparison of Staffing and Prior Compliance with Accessibili
Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations  Compliance
n % n % n % n %
Staffing 43 705 59 66.3 45 56.2 15 57.7
Consultant 3 5.0 6 6.7 5 6.3 1 3.8
Both 15 24.5 24 27.0 30 37.5 10 38.5
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
xX? = 2.714 2.195 4.017 1.752
p value = 0.26 0.33 0.13 0.78
Table Y
rison of ffing and Management Statu
Own Manage Lease
n % n % n %
Staft 65 59.6 27 61.4 38 63.3
Consultant 7 6.4 4 9.1 5 8.3
Both 37 34.0 13 295 17 28.4
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0
X? = 2.259 1.264 1.459
p value = 0.32 0.53 0.48
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Table Z

Comparison of Level of Compliance and Compliance Costs

<$5,000 $5,000- $50,000- $100,000 +
$49,000 $99,999
n % n % n % n %
Staff 13 81.3 17 70.8 7 583 6 545
Consultants 0 0.0 2 84 0O 0.0 0 0.0
Both 3 188 5 20.8 5 41.7 5 455

X? = 7.006; df = 6.0; p value = 0.03*

*p < .05
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Table AA
mparison of Staffing an are F

<50,000 50,000- 100,000-
99,999 249,999
n % n % n %
Staff 12 57.1 6 60.0 17 68.0
Consultant 3 14.3 0 00 1 4.0
Both 6 28.6 4 40.0 7 28.0

X? = 5.149; df = 10.0; p value = 0.88

Table AA {Continued)

Comparison of Staffing and Square Footage

(table continues)

250,000- 500,000- 1,000,000 +
499,999 999,999
n % n % n %
Staff 9 50.0 8 615 8 50.0
Consultant 1 5.5 1 7.7 1 6.3
Both 8 445 4 30.8 7 43.7
X? = 5.149; df = 10.0; p value = 0.88
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Table BB

mparison of Staffing and Industry Sector

Service Manufacturing/  Government/
Production Education
n % n % n %
Staff 52 59.8 24 70.6 10 66.7
Consultants 4 4.6 2 59 1 6.7
Both 31 35.6 8 235 4 26.6

df = 4.0; X* = 1.901; p value = 0.75

Table CC

Comparison _of Timing and Compliance Budget

1991 1992 1993 1994

n % n % n % n %
Before Deadline 17 94.4 51 82.3 69 77.5 40 76.9
After Deadline 1 5.5 11 17.7 20 22.5 12 23.1
df = 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
X2 = 4,337 3.655 1.264 0.244
p value = 0.04* 0.06 0.26 0.62




Table DD
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Comparison of Timing and Building Features

Accessible Protruding Doors Detectable
Route Objects Warnings
n % n % n % n %
Before Deadline 45 73.8 20 76.9 62 75.6 26 81.3
After Deadline 16 26.2 6 23.1 20 24.4 6 18.7
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
X2 = 0.782 0.259 1.489 3.539
p value = 0.68 0.88 0.48 0.17
(table continues)
Table DD (Continued)
Comparison of Timing and Building Features
Drinking Stairs Elevators Floor
Fountains Surfaces
n % n % n % n %
Before Deadline 43 72.9 10 83.3 34 79.1 18 81.8
After Deadline 16 27.1 2 16.7 9 20.9 4 18.2
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
X2 = 0.239 1.145 1.656 1.038
p value = 0.89 0.56 0.44 0.60

{table continues)



Table DD (Continued)
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Comparison of Timing and Building Features

Telephones Restrooms Ramps Alarms
n % n % n % n %
Before Deadline 43 74 .1 59 80.8 47 77.0 27 75.0
After Deadline 15 25.9 14 19.2 14 33.0 9 25.0
df = 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
X? = 0.239 0.743 2.113 3.420
p value = 0.89 0.69 0.35 0.18

{table continues)

Table DD {Continued)

mparison of Timing and Building Features

Parking Signage
n % n %
Before Deadline 53 73.6 72 73.5
After Deadline 19 26.4 26 26.5
df = 2.0 2.0
X2 = 1.493 6.203
p value = 0.47 0.05*

*p s .05
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Table EE

Comparison of Timing and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes

Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations  Compliance
n % n % n % n %
Before Deadline 43 72.9 62 72.1 60 76.9 23 92.0
After Deadline 16 27.1 24 27.9 18 23.1 2 8.0
df = 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
X = 0.212 0.980 0.457 4.516
p value = 0.65 0.32 0.50 0.03*
*p< .05
Table FF

Comparison of Timing and Management Status

Own Manage Lease
n % n % n %
Before Deadline 81 771 35 81.4 43 71.7
After Deadline 24 229 8 18.9 17 28.3
df = 1.0 1.0 1.0
X2 = 1.022 1.312 0.727

p value = 0.31 0.25 0.39
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Table GG

Comparison of Timing and Compliance Costs

<$5,000 $5,000- $50,000- $100,000 +
$49,000 $99,999
n % n % n % n %
Before Deadline 12 75.0 19 82.6 9 75.0 7 70.0
After Deadline 4 25.0 4 17.4 3 25.0 3 30.0

X? = 0.75; df = 3.0; p value = 0.86
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Table HH

mparison of Timing and Square Footage

<50,000 50,000- 100,000-
99,999 249,999
n % n % n %
Before Deadline 17 85.0 6 66.7 19 79.1
After Deadline 3 15.0 3 333 1 20.8

X? = 5,124; df = 5.0; p value = 0.40
(table continues)

Table HH (Continued)

Comparison of Timing and Square Footage

250,000- 500,000- 1,000,000 +
499,999 999,999
n % n % n %
Before Deadline 11 145 9 69.2 14 87.5
After Deadline 7 29.2 4 30.8 2 125

X? = 5.124; df = 5.0; p value = 0.40
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Table Il

mparison of Timing and Industry Sector

Service Manufacturing/ Government/
Production Education
n % n % n %
Before Deadline 62 74.8 25 75.8 12 80.0
After Deadline 22 25.2 8 24.2 3 200

df = 2.0; X* = 0.27; p value = 0.87

Table JJ

Comparison of Level of Compliance and Compliance Budget

1991 1992 1993 1994

n % n % n % n %
Surveys 2111 4 6.3 5 5.4 4 7.4
Plans and Priorities 0 0.0 3 4.7 8 8.7 5 93
Implementation 1 5.6 10 15.6 22 23.9 15 27.8
Some Accessible 8 44.4 28 43.8 39 424 22 40.7
All Accessible 7 38.9 19 29.7 18 19.6 8 14.8
df = 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
X% = 8.997 20.457 29.987 10.873
p value = 0.1 0.00* 0.00* 0.05*

*p < .05.
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Table KK
mparison of Compliance Level and Building Features
Accessible Protruding Doors Detectable
Route Objects Warnings
n % n % n % n %
Surveys 6 9.4 1 3.7 8 9.4 3 9.4
Plans and Priorities 6 9.4 0 0.0 6 7.1 2 6.3
Implementation 13 20.3 8 29.6 20 23.5 9 28.1
Some Accessible 25 39.1 11 40.7 35 41.2 12 375
All Accessible 14 21.9 7 25.9 16 18.8 6 18.8
df = 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
X? = 1.25 6.58 6.77 1.72
p value = 0.87 0.16 0.15 0.79
(table continues)
Table KK (Continued)
mparison of Compliance Level and Building Features
Drinking Stairs Elevators Floor
Fountains Surfaces
n % n % n % n %
Surveys 6 9.8 0 0.0 4 8.9 2 8.7
Plans and Priorities 7 11.5 0 0.0 5 11.1 0 0.0
Implementation 11 18.0 5 385 13 28.9 8 34.8
Some Accessible 25 41.0 7 53.8 19 42.2 10 435
All Accessible 12 19.7 1 7.7 4 8.9 3 13.0
df = 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
X2 = 2.84 7.68 8.35 6.60
p value = 0.59 0.10 0.08 0.16

(table continues)



Table KK (Continued)
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Comparison of Compliance Level and Building Features

Telephones Restrooms Ramps Alarms
n % n % n % n %

Surveys 5 8.2 6 8.0 3 438 5 13.9
Plans and Priorities 5 8.2 4 53 3 4.8 3 83
Implementation 15 24.6 17 22.7 15 23.8 8 22.2
Some Accessible 24 393 28 37.3 28 44.4 14 389
All Accessible 12 19.7 20 26.7 14 22.2 6 16.7
df = 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
X? = 2.60 7.41 11.16 1.260
p value = 0.63 0.12 0.03* 0.87

Table KK (Continued)

Comparison of Compliance Level and Building Features

Parking/Passenger Signage

Loading Zones

n % n %
Surveys 8 105 10 101
Plans and Priorities 5 6.6 11 111
Implementation 18 23.7 21 21.2
Some Accessible 29 38.2 35 354
All Accessible 16 21.1 22 22.2
df = 4.0 4.0
X2 = 2.933 1.34
p value = 0.57 85

*p < .05.

{table continues)
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Comparison of Level of Compliance and Prior Compliance with Accessibility Codes

Federal State Local No Previous
Regulations Regulations Regulations Compliance
n % n % n % n %
Nothing 4 6.3 5 54 6 7.0 6 18.8
Surveys 8 12.7 13 14.1 11 128 1 3.1
Plans and Priorities 7 111 9 9.8 6 7.0 3 94
Implementation 12 19.0 17 18.5 19 22.1 6 18.8
Some Accessible 19 30.2 29 31.5 27 31.4 11 344
All Accessible 13 20.6 19 20.7 17 19.8 5 15.6
df = 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
X2 = 1.61 5.05 2.52 7.401
p value = 0.90 0.41 0.77 0.19
Table MM
mparison of Level of Complian nd Management Statu
Own Manage Lease
n % n % n %
Nothing 5 4.4 0 0.0 10 14.1
Surveys 10 8.8 4 9.1 9 12.7
Plans and Priorities 12 10.6 4 91 5 7.0
Implementation 23 20.4 10 22.7 12 16.9
Some Accessible 42 37.2 19 43.2 21 29.6
All Accessible 21 18.6 7 15.9 14 19.7
df = 5.0 5.0 5.0
X% = 20.206 9.528 5.794
p value = 0.00* 0.90 0.33
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Table NN

mparison of Level of Compliance and Compliance Costs

<$5,000 $5,000- $50,000- $100,000 +
$49,000 $99,999
n % n % n % n %
Surveys 3 20.0 1 4.2 1 8.3 1 9.1
Plans and Priorities 3 20.0 2 83 0 0.0 0 0.0
Implementation 2 133 4 16.7 2 16.7 3 273
Some Accessible 2 133 10 41.7 7 583 4 364
All Accessible 5 33.3 7 29.2 2 16.7 3 273

X2 = 12.291; df = 12.0; p value = 0.42
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Table 00

Comparison of Level of Compliance and Square Footage

<50,000 50,000- 100,000-
99,999 249,999
n % n % n %

Surveys 4 30.7 1 7.7 2 154
Plans and Priorities 1 10.1 1 101 4 40.0
Implementation 5 21.9 2 8.7 5 21.7
Some Accessible 7 21.8 4 125 6 18.8
All Accessible 4 16.7 2 83 8 333

X2 = 9.46; df = 20.0; p value = 0.98
(table continues)

Table 00 {Continued)

Comparison of Level of Compliance and Square Footage

250,000- 500,000- 1,000,000 +

499,999 999,999

n % n % n %
Surveys 2111 3 23.1 1 6.7
Plans and Priorities 3 16.7 0 0.0 1 6.7
Implementation 5 27.8 3 231 3 20.0
Some Accessible 5 27.8 4 30.8 6 40.0
All Accessible 316.7 3 231 4 26.6

X2 = 9.455; df = 20.0; p value = 0.98
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Table PP

mparison of Level of Compliance and Industry Sector

Service Manufacturing/  Government/
Production Education
n % n % n %
Nothing 8 8.4 4 105 1 6.1
Surveys 13 13.7 4 10.5 0 0.0
Plans and Priorities 10 10.5 3 7.9 0 0.0
Implementation 19 20.1 5 13.2 5 31.3
Some Accessible 29 30.5 12 31.6 5 31.3
All Accessible 16 16.8 10 26.3 5 31.3

df = 10.0; X? = 8.38; p value = 0.59
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Table QQ

Comparison of Level of Compliance and Motivation

Tax Legal Fear of Marketing
Incentives Responsibility Lawsuits
Survey
n 15 16 15 15
mean 4.67 1.56 2.47 3.13*
Plans and
Priorities
n 11 13 12 12
mean 4.09 1.38 1.92 2.33°
Implementation
n 28 28 27 29
mean 4.21 1.36 2.70 2.24%
Some
Accessible
n 42 47 46 45
mean 4.21 1.55 2.48 2.29
All Accessible
n 28 30 29 30
mean 4.43 1.73 3.00 1.87%
f value .82 .45 .15 .05*

(table continues)
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Table QQ (Continued)

mparison of Level of Complian nd Motivation

Social Disabled Industry
Consciousness Tenant/Client Pressure
Survey
n 16 81 15
mean 2.38 2.81 4.13
Plans/
Priorities
n 12 33 12
mean 1.92 2.45 4.00
Implementation
n 29 15 27
mean 1.97 2.07 4.04
Some
Accessible
n 46 0 44
mean 1.91 0.00 4.02
All Accessible
n 31 0 28
mean 1.62 0.00 4.07
f value .09 A7 1.0
*p < .05.

Note. Mean factor scores with the same superscripts are not significantly different.
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Table RR

Comparison of Level of Compliance and Attitudes and Knowledge

Accessibility Valuable Expense
is a Right Contribution Worth It
Nothing
n 13 13 13
mean 1.15 1.23 1.69
Survey
n 17 17 17
mean 1.41 1.59 2.47
Plans and
Priorities
n 13 13 13
mean 1.31 1.38 2.00
Implementation
n 29 29 29
mean 1.31 1.59 2.14
Some
Accessible
n 47 47 47
mean 1.43 1.55 2.34
All Accessible
n 31 31 31
mean 1.26 1.42 1.93
f value .62 .59 .07

(table continues)
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Table RR (Continued)

omparison of Level of Compliance and Attitudes and Knowled

Burden Nuisance Knowledge

Nothing _

n 13 13 13

mean 2.38 3.38 4.77
Survey

n 17 17 17

mean 1.94 3.00 5.76
Plans and
Priorities

n 13 13 13

mean 2.08 3.46 6.08
Implementation

n 29 29 29

mean 2.28 3.41 5.66
Some
Accessible

n 47 47 47

mean 2.09 3.19 5.89
All Accessible

n 31 31 31

mean 3.00 3.63 5.39,

f value .79 .54 .07




Table SS

omparison of Level
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f Compliance Problem

Inadequate Costs Inadequate Lack of
Time Information Clarity
Survey
n 16 16 16 16
mean 1.94¢ 2.25* 2.25 1.94
Compliance
Plan/Priorities
n 13 13 13 13
mean 2.69%= 2.85%* 2.69 2.23
Implementation
n 29 29 29 28
mean 2.38% 2.31° 2.76 2.43
Some Facilities
Accessible
n 45 45 45 44
mean 2.91% 2.67° 2.7 2.20
All Facilities
Accessible
n 31 31 31 31
mean 3.13 3.29¢ 2.97 2.52 |
f value .03+ .03* .53 .62

(table continues)
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Table SS {Continued)

mparison of Level of Compliance and Problems
Understanding Inadequate Discrimination
Regulations Technical
Advice
Survey
n 16 16 16
mean 2.00 2.88 4.31
Compliance
Plans/Priorities
n 12 12 12
mean 2.42 3.92 4.67
Implementation
n 29 28 26
mean 2.66 3.1 4.50
Some Facilities
Accessible
n 44 44 38
mean 2.55 3.05 4.63
All Facilities
Accessible
n 31 29 30
mean 3.03 3.31 4.40
f value 12 .19 .68
* P< .05.

Note. Mean factor scores with same superscripts are not significantly different.
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Comparison of Level of Compliance and Staffing

Internal Outside Both Staff and
Staff Consultant Consultant
n % n % n %
Surveys 14 16.7 0 0.0 2 4.7
Plans and Priorities 9 10.7 0 0.0 4 93
Implementation 13 15.5 5 6.2 11 25.6
Some Accessible 27 3241 2 25 17 39.5
All Accessible 21 25.0 1 125 9 20.9

X? = 14.64; df = 8.0; p value = 0.07

Table UU

Comparison of Level of Compliance and Timing

Before After

Deadline Deadline

n % n %
Surveys 6 6.1 9 28.1
Plans and Priorities 10 10.1 3 9.4
Iimplementation 18 18.2 10 31.3
Some Accessible 37 37.4 7 21.8
All Accessible 28 283 3 94

X? = 17.61; df = 4.0; p value = 0.00*

*p < .05.
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