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About this report...
The primary author of this report is Gregory J. Lais.  Mr. Lais is the Executive Director of Wilderness Inquiry, Inc., a Minneapolis based non-profit organization that specializes in adventure travel and wilderness issues involving persons with disabilities.

Section 507 of the Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990:

FEDERAL WILDERNESS AREAS

(a) Study--The National Council on Disability shall conduct a study and report on the effect that wilderness designations and wilderness land management practices have on the ability of individuals with disabilities to use and enjoy the NWPS as established under the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.).
(b) Submission of Report.--Not later than 1 year after the enactment of this Act, the National Council on Disability shall submit the report required under subsection (a) to Congress.

(c) Specific Wilderness Access--

(1) In General--Congress reaffirms that nothing in the Wilderness Act is to be construed as prohibiting the use of a wheelchair in a wilderness area by an individual whose disability requires use of a wheelchair, and consistent with the Wilderness Act no agency is required to provide any form of special treatment or accommodation, or to construct any facilities or modify any conditions of lands within a wilderness area to facilitate such use.  

(2) Definition--For the purposes of paragraph (1), the term wheelchair means a device designed solely for use by a mobility-impaired person for locomotion, that is suitable for use in an indoor pedestrian area.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report is intended to fulfill the request Congress put to the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior to conduct a study to determine ways they can improve access to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities on federal lands administered by the USDA Forest Service, the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  

Suggestions to improve access to outdoor recreation were sought from many sources.  However, it should be noted that this report is not a poll, nor is it a public opinion survey.  Each suggestion for improvement was considered on its merit alone--regardless of how many times it was suggested or where it came from.

Two important factors were considered in developing recommendations for this report.  First and foremost, every effort was made to ensure that the recommendations are in keeping with the spirit and intent of legislation regarding the civil rights of persons with disabilities.   Secondly, only recommendations that the federal agencies could conceivably implement were put forward. 

The criteria for judging suggestions include:

· Consistency with the intent of previous legislation related to disability and public lands.

· Practicality for implementation by the land management agencies.

· Potential for broad impact in accomplishing that intent.

Public Law 105-359 specifically requested suggestions to improve access for outdoor recreation programs—fishing, camping, hunting, etc.   Although Public Law 105-359 did not specifically request a review of outdoor recreation facilities, the two issues—programs and facilities—are so interconnected that they must be considered together.  This report does consider them together.

Recommendations for improving access to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities on federal lands.

The following recommendations address issues of primary importance for all federal land management agencies in improving access to outdoor recreation experiences for persons with disabilities.  The reader is urged to review the complete text for each recommendation contained in this report.
1) Agencies must re-dedicate their efforts to achieve the goal of equal opportunities for access to outdoor recreation by persons with disabilities.

2) Agencies should conduct baseline assessments of existing facility and programmatic accessibility, and develop and implement transition plans for facilities and programs that are not now accessible to bring them into compliance.

3) Increase accessibility related awareness and educational opportunities for agency personnel, service providers, and partners.

4) Increase funding to federal land management agencies for accessibility.

5) Increase accountability and oversight in implementing accessibility initiatives.

6) Improve communications about opportunities for outdoor recreation to persons with disabilities.

7) Clarify the balance between resource protection and accessibility.

Other recommendations:

· Work with outfitters and other partner organizations to maximize efforts to 

· Establish a more accurate means of identifying people who are considered “disabled”

· Hire persons with disabilities

· Exercise Caution in promoting special treatment solely on the basis of disability

Each agency should develop a "response team" to develop specific, strategic and tactical initiatives to implement the recommendations of this report.  These teams should include high level management staff, as well as persons with expertise in the area of accessibility.  Plans for implementation should be developed and put forward to agency leadership no later than September 1, 2000.

INTRODUCTION
The demand for outdoor recreation on federal lands has increased dramatically over the last 

25-years, and it is expected to continue to rise.  Yet, for a multitude of complex reasons, the majority of Americans—including persons with disabilities--still do not participate in outdoor recreation.  

This report addresses many of the reasons why people with disabilities do not participate in outdoor recreation as much as they could.  

While this report was specifically developed to improve access for persons with disabilities, we believe that many of the recommendations can be generalized to the American public as a whole.  This is especially true when we consider that almost everyone will encounter a disability at some point in their lives, either personally or through friends or family.

Suggestions to improve access to outdoor recreation were sought from many sources.  However, it should be noted that this report is not a poll, nor is it a public opinion survey.  Each suggestion for improvement was considered on its merit alone--regardless of how many times it was suggested or where it came from.

Two important factors were always considered in developing the recommendations for this report.  First and foremost, every effort was made to ensure that the recommendations are in keeping with the spirit and intent of legislation regarding the civil rights of persons with disabilities, including the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1974 and, though it does not specifically apply to federal agencies, the Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990.  If these laws could be summarized in two words, those word are equal treatment—not better, not worse, but equal.  It is the intent of this report to advance the opportunities for outdoor recreation among persons with disabilities on an equal basis with those Americans who do not currently have a disability.  

Secondly, only recommendations that the federal agencies could conceivably implement were put forward.  Some suggestions, such as developing anti-gravity hover craft, were disregarded as impractical or beyond the mission of the federal land management agencies.  In discussions with personnel from the federal land management agencies, three general areas of concern consistently arose.  These concerns are:

Setting of Precedent:  Many land managers are concerned that if they allow for a special use by one person or group of persons, it will "open the floodgates" for special requests, making it difficult to manage a large volume of requests for similar treatment by others.  To be sure, the agencies do have many examples of how this has happened in the past with many issues.  This speaks to the importance of doing the right thing the first time, so the precedent that is set is the precedent that is desired.  This is part of the reason why federal agencies are urged to use caution in the use of "special" programs and treatment (see recommendations on pages 25-26).    

Allocation of resources:  Access for people with disabilities is often perceived as a secondary consideration to other, more pressing needs.  One of the underlying issues here is that many people (not just federal land managers) tend to "pigeon hole" the access issue as simply another special need of yet another minor constituency.  For accessibility to receive a higher share of the resources that are available, resource allocators need to recognize that accessibility is an issue that does or will effect everyone.   While it is true that the federal land management agencies have been expected to do more with less in recent years, it is also true that accessibility for persons with disabilities can be advanced in ways that compliment and augment other efforts to better serve ALL Americans who recreate on public lands. 

Use of disability access issue to repeal environmental protections:  A third major obstacle to promoting greater opportunities for accessibility is the perception among many land managers that many accessibility initiatives are simply disguised efforts to repeal policies and practices intended to protect natural resources.  Unfortunately, the land management agencies have many examples where this perception appears to be accurate—most notably in challenges to road closures by persons or organizations who claim these closures violate the civil rights of persons with disabilities.  This negative reaction among land managers is most unfortunate, because it instantly polarizes discussions about access and casts doubt on the motives of people and organizations who advocate for legitimate opportunities for improved access to outdoor recreation.  
In order for this report to move the accessibility agenda forward it is important that the concerns of the land management agencies be addressed.  This report attempts to do so.  
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, to understand the context of this report, we must first understand why increased opportunities for integrated outdoor recreation are so important.  

Many people consider access to recreation a lower priority when compared to issues of employment, health care, or access to basic services such as use of use of restrooms or the ability to enter a building through the front door.  This attitude toward recreation – the belief that it is nice but a low priority -- is shared by many in the United States.  Yet, in whatever form people chose, most people agree that the ability to recreate with peers is one of the greatest, most rewarding elements of life.  

Simply put, there is no greater statement of social acceptance than being asked to recreate together as a friend, peer, or colleague.  When people enjoy each other enough to extend the invitation to recreate together, they will—usually voluntarily—seek to make accommodations to facilitate participation.  For most people, the accommodations they make in a social, recreational context do translate into other areas of life—including employment, health care, and access to basic services such as the use of restrooms.  

This is why increasing opportunities for integrated outdoor recreation is so important—it serves as an effective catalyst in changing attitudes (McAvoy,…..all the studies here).  It is far more efficient and effective at accomplishing what legislated mandates can only attempt to do—promote equality.  It serves to motivate people to change because they want to, not because the law is telling them they have to.   Once this attitudinal change is accomplished, the implementation of other aspects of the civil rights of any minority group becomes far easier.  

This is why this issue is so important.

LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

This report sought qualitative ideas for improving accessibility on federal lands.  Though every attempt was made to reach a wide diversity of persons with disabilities, agency representatives, and service providers, this report is not a public opinion survey.  Each idea received from survey respondents is therefore judged, not by the number of people that have the idea, but by the quality of the idea itself.  The criteria for judging suggestions include:

· Consistency with the intent of previous legislation related to disability and public lands.

· Practicality for implementation by the land management agencies.

· Potential for broad impact in accomplishing that intent.

Public Law 105-359 specifically requested suggestions to improve access for outdoor recreation programs—fishing, camping, hunting, etc. (See Appendix 1)   Although Public Law 105-359 did not specifically request a review of outdoor recreation facilities, the two issues—programs and facilities—are so interconnected that they must be considered together.  This report does consider them together.

Many respondents were chosen because of their exceptional interest in providing accessible outdoor recreation opportunities to persons with disabilities.  This could bias the views put forth in the interviews to not be representative of the “average” land manager, person with a disability, or service provider.   However, we believe this selection process provided the most effective sources for innovative ideas for improving accessibility on federal lands.  

As with any research, human error was possible in recording conversations during interviews and interpreting written responses.  Also, it is assumed that all answers to questions were answered truthfully and to the best of the respondent’s ability.  

Finally, this report does not specifically consider outdoor recreation in units of the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS).  The decision to exclude the NWPS from consideration is based on the fact that most outdoor recreation on federal lands takes place outside of the NWPS, and the issue of access to the NWPS by persons with disabilities was addressed in a previous study by the National Council on Disability in 1991 (Wilderness Access, National Council on Disability, 1991).
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING ACCESS TO OUTDOOR RECREATION FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES ON FEDERAL LANDS.

The following recommendations address issues of primary importance for all federal land management agencies in improving access to outdoor recreation experiences for persons with disabilities.  

1) AGENCIES MUST RE-DEDICATE THEIR EFFORTS TO ACHIEVE THE GOAL OF EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR ACCESS TO OUTDOOR RECREATION BY PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES.

While providing access to people with disabilities, people of color and other "non-traditional" users of outdoor recreation is a mandated goal of every federal land management agency, it has not been accomplished to anyone’s satisfaction.  To be sure, much progress has been made in the last 25 years, however, implementation of many basic steps to improve equal access to outdoor recreation opportunities among people with disabilities has been slow.  There are a multitude of reasons for this, including a lack of funding, a lack of oversight, and a lack of understanding.  However, the primary reason for slow progress is that providing equal opportunities for outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities is a relatively low priority among the leadership of all federal land management agencies.  

In researching this report, the policies regarding people with disabilities were reviewed for each agency (see Appendix 2B: Policy Review).  Overall, the policies are sound, however taking the steps necessary to implement opportunities for Americans with disabilities to enjoy the benefits of outdoor recreation is a relatively low priority when compared with other federal initiatives.  In addition to the federal land management agencies, the low priority status of this issue applies equally to Congress, the outdoor recreation industry, and organizations representing the community of persons with disabilities.  

To be sure, there are many personal champions for this effort, especially within the land management agencies themselves.  In general, the people whose jobs are to help provide accessible outdoor recreation opportunities are passionate about it, and they know what to do.  Most of the people who are passionate about it became so through direct, personal experience--either through friends, family members, or their own disability.  They did not derive this passion because the law or their supervisor mandated them to do so. 

Many of these champions are frustrated because too few within their agencies have listened to them or taken them seriously enough to put access to outdoor recreation as a true agency priority.  Often, these champions rely on the issue of complying with what the law already requires in order to move their agenda forward.  Unfortunately, this has been ineffective, either because the laws have no penalties, or no one is enforcing them, or both.  

In defense of the land management agencies, Congress has saddled them with a myriad of laws--often in conflict with one another--and provided little funding, little guidance, and little oversight in seeing that these laws are implemented.  However, it is clear that in order to accelerate progress in achieving the goal of increased opportunities for persons with disabilities the issue must become a higher priority among the leadership of the federal land management agencies.  This includes issues of budgeting, organizational structure, personnel selection, hiring persons with disabilities, training programs, communications and many others.  

Specific recommendations:

· Establish centralized offices, mechanisms, and processes for national oversight in implementing opportunities for equal access within the national headquarters of each agency.  These offices should work closely with regional and district counterparts throughout each agency, which, in turn, work closely with accessibility coordinators within specific parks, forests, refuges, or other units of the land management agencies.  These offices must be fully supported by the leadership of each federal land management agency.  Currently:  

· The National Park Service has a small, understaffed office on accessibility that primarily deals with complaints and provides consultation assistance to units of the National Park Service on matters of accessibility--when asked.  While this office does know both the law and the right thing to do, it has relatively low profile within the agency.  Many agency personnel do not know that it exists.

· The BLM has one staff person assigned as the national accessibility coordinator.   

· The role of national accessibility coordinator at the Forest Service is currently a collateral duty of the Chief Landscape Architect.  The Forest Service has recently decided to restore a full time national accessibility coordinator in the Washington office, however the position remains unfilled due to budget constraints.

· The BOR has one full-time national accessibility coordinator in Boise, ID.

· The role of national accessibility coordinator at the Fish and Wildlife Service is also collateral duty.
· The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should develop a set of policies regarding accessibility for persons with disabilities that accommodate these mandates within the overall framework of the agencies mission.

· All agencies must incorporate and give a high priority to accessibility compliance into the performance standards for all managers and supervisors. 

· All agencies must put Accessibility for persons with disabilities at the same level of priority as “Health and Safety” in Deferred Maintenance.

· All agencies must develop guidelines that federal land managers can use for making decisions regarding access to outdoor recreation opportunities. 

· Whenever possible, all agencies should avoid assigning the function of accessibility coordinator as a co-lateral duty that is a lower priority than other job functions.   Agencies should establish clear guidelines on the roles and responsibilities of each accessibility coordinator position. 

In researching this report it became evident that many accessibility coordinators are assigned this position as a co-lateral duty that is often subordinate to other, higher-priority job functions.  The inevitable result is too few effective “Champions” for providing accessibility to outdoor recreation on federal lands.   In conducting a similar study with state land management agencies, the authors of this report found the following example—which is typical within many federal agencies:

The official Accessibility Coordinator position is 20% co-lateral duty to that of Chief Engineer, and was therefore a lower priority for this employee.  Within this agency, the person who has been most effective at championing accessibility initiatives works in the strategic planning department and technically has nothing to do with access issues.  It turns out his son is a person with paraplegia, and this connection has made him personally concerned about improving access for persons with disabilities.  Most people in that agency know of his son and respond to his calls for accessibility for personal reasons—not because state and federal law mandate these initiatives.

Therefore, it is the recommendation of this report that efforts be made to assign the duties of Accessibility Coordination to personnel who are full time, or, if co-lateral duty positions are a financial necessity, agencies must make efforts to select or hire personnel who are qualified for the job and who want the job.

2) CONDUCT BASELINE ASSESSMENTS OF EXISTING FACILITY AND PROGRAMMATIC ACCESSIBILITY, DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT TRANSITION PLANS FOR FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT CURRENTLY ACCESSIBLE TO BRING THEM INTO COMPLIANCE.

Despite the fact that Federal agencies have been required to make their outdoor recreation facilities and programs accessible under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, there are still far too many facilities and parts of facilities that are not accessible.  Several examples include the offices of the Superintendents of Grand Canyon National Park, Shenandoah National Park, and Cumberland Island National Seashore.  A greater concern was the lack of information and knowledge of the state of accessibility today in all but one of the Federal agencies interviewed.  As stated by one Superintendent, "We don't know enough about what could and should be done.  We have a ‘global’ understanding of it, but when it comes down to the actual, specific implementation, we often don't know." 

This conclusion is echoed in the Department of Interior Disability Rights Summit report, “BEYOND AWARENESS: Equal Opportunity for People with Disabilities in the Department of the Interior in the New Millennium,” April 25-27, 2000.  This report cited a lack of baseline information on the degree to which existing programs and facilities are, or are not, currently accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities.  It recommended the following:  
“In order for the Department and its’ Bureaus to make knowledgeable decisions and more effective progress, we need to have a much better understanding of where DOI facilities and programs we are in relation to full compliance with the appropriate mandates and standards.  Without this baseline information, most efforts will continue to be sporadic and inconsistent.  All units of the Department need to ensure that the comprehensive reviews of all facilities and programs are conducted in order to ensure that corrective actions taken are done in conformance with the appropriate standards and regulations.  It is imperative that all units of the Department have this baseline information in order to ensure that action plans are appropriate and comprehensive, and will result in accurate, priority conscious planning.”

In considering that the Federal agencies have been required to implement accessibility regulations and gather this information by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act since 1978, and discovering the relative lack of priority, funding, and commitment among some of the Federal agencies, it raises the issue of the need for general Departmental support to implement this recommendation.  Implementation of this recommendation will require that priorities be established, funding be provided, and comprehensive action plans be prepared by each of the respective Departments to ensure that baseline assessments can be completed.  Implementation of this recommendation will require a high degree of specialized knowledge that is not currently evident among the federal agencies.

Specific recommendations include:

· Solicit Congressional support for funding baseline assessments of the facilities and programs of the Federal agencies.  This would enable the agencies to do a more effective job of long term planning, prioritizing, budgeting, and scheduling accessibility retrofits.  Beyond the assessments, employ accountability measures to hold agencies accountable for implementation.

· Use outside, independent organizations representing persons with disabilities to work with the Federal agencies to complete the baseline assessments and develop action plans to implement changes that are specific to each agency and land management unit.  Emphasize that facilities and programs are to be made as accessible as is feasible within the existing resource protection framework.

3) INCREASE ACCESSIBILITY RELATED AWARENESS AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR AGENCY PERSONNEL, SERVICE PROVIDERS, AND PARTNERS.

Policies governing how access should be provided to persons with disabilities on Federal lands have been in existence since 1973 (See Policy Review, Appendix 2B).  However, there is a significant lag between policy and practice.  This lag can be partly addressed by providing regular, consistent training opportunities for federal land management agency personnel, service providers, volunteers, and other partners.  

This conclusion is echoed in the following finding of the Department of Interior Disability Rights Summit report, “BEYOND AWARENESS: Equal Opportunity for People with Disabilities in the Department of the Interior in the New Millennium,” April 25-27, 2000.  This report cited a general lack of awareness and understanding of Departmental and Bureau responsibilities specific to persons with disabilities, and more importantly, how this responsibility can be met.  
The applicable laws and regulations regarding disability rights are very broad and encompassing.  In spite of the myriad of training and technical assistance efforts made throughout the Department, many managers and program directors are still unaware of the requirements, and methods and procedures that need to be implemented to bring our programs into full compliance.  The Department, through the Bureaus, must find a way to broaden continuing education and technical assistance efforts in order to reach more individuals and more program areas.”

This conclusion is further reinforced in the study, “Accessibility in the National Park Service:  A Study on perceptions of National Park Personnel,”  by the National Center on Accessibility, September, 1999.  This study found: 

"The overriding issue to be addressed by the NPS is the lack of knowledge of park staff regarding accessibility.  When asked to identify their perception of their park's overall accessibility (both physical and programmatic), most individuals surveyed indicated that their facilities were 'mostly accessible.'  However, when asked specific questions related to these areas, most individuals responded 'Don't know" or 'none'.  This lack of understanding is better understood in the context of the finding that 75% of the Superintendents surveyed reported that they had less than 1 hour of accessibility training in the last 5 years, and 52% of the accessibility coordinators had less than 10 hours of training.”

Increased accessibility related awareness and education is also necessary for service providers and other partners operating on federal lands.  The interviews with service partners conducted through this study showed a lack of interest, understanding, and knowledge on the parts of these partners--partners that account for a significant amount of the public services provided on federal lands.

Specific recommendations include:

· Develop agency-wide, mission-based training programs for awareness and core competencies for all staff, service providers, and partner organizations operating on federal lands, to ensure accessible opportunities for all people in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies.  

· Develop agency specific training as needed to address certain issues--such as programmatic access, facilities design, civil rights compliance, etc.--within the specific framework of the mission of each federal land management agency.

· Develop an awareness training program specifically aimed at the Department of Public Affairs within each agency.  This program should emphasis the use of appropriate terminology in all brochures, articles, videos, and other media pieces.  It should also focus on adding accessibility information to all written materials.  For example, all existing brochures should contain statements of availability in alternate formats, phone numbers that are available for use with a TTY system, and other statements identifying accessibility options.

4) INCREASE FUNDING TO FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCIES FOR ACCESSIBILITY.

Most public land managers cited the need for increased funding to adequately fulfill their mandates for accessibility.  These funding requests included support for facilities and trails, personnel, and training.  Some land managers thought the issue was more a matter of how existing funds are allocated and prioritized than simply a lack of funds.  However, almost all land managers recognized that while public demand for recreation is at an all time high, agency budgets have been reduced, putting significant pressure on what are considered lower priority issues.  
This sentiment is echoed in the Department of Interior Disability Rights Summit report, “BEYOND AWARENESS: Equal Opportunity for People with Disabilities in the Department of the Interior in the New Millennium,” April 25-27, 2000.  This report describes the severe limitations in the amount of funding the resources designated for implementation of disability programs.  

“Even though accessibility and disability rights issues are mandated by federal legislation, there has never been any allocation of funding initiatives to address them.  Consequently, the programs are still viewed as, and frequently operated as an ‘unfunded mandate’.  Many accessibility initiatives can and should be addressed as an element of other programs such as life safety, repair and rehabilitation, cyclic maintenance and new construction.  However, effective implementation of a comprehensive program requires professionally trained staff, more in-service training opportunities, and some fiscal resources to address some of the reconstruction, renovation, and modification necessary to bring out existing facilities and programs into compliance.  Allocation of fiscal resources is necessary to ensure more proactive efforts.”

Specific recommendations include:


· For FY ’01, the Secretaries of DOI and USDA should make a concerted effort to have the President and Congress appropriate ear-marked funds in each public land agency’s budget for projects that improve access to recreation opportunities on Federal lands.  Such projects should include campgrounds, picnic areas and trails in particular.

· For FY ’02, each public land agency should include significant projects in its appropriation request for improving access to recreation on the public lands.

· For FY ’01 – ’05, each Federal public land agency should select a representative number of management units (such as 1-2 per region/state), to be designated as “Model Accessibility Units,” and for which sufficient funds are sought and/or allocated, to enable these units to achieve an optimum level of accessibility, at standards that meet or exceed those promulgated by the federal Access Board.

· For FY ’01 and ’02 (or longer if the program is extended), each federal land agency that received funds through the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program should identify and allocate funds to capitol improvements or repair / rehabilitation projects that improve access for recreation.

· For FY ’02 – ’06, Congress should appropriate a percentage (3%-5%) of each federal land agency’s budget for construction and maintenance into a “Recreation Access Improvements Fund” to be administered by an external agency or committee--possibly the federal Access Board.  Each participation bureau should then compete for grants equaling the total of its deposit into the fund.  The Access Board should award grants from the fund to worthy agency projects that improve recreation access at standards suitable to the Access Board.

5) INCREASE ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT.

All programs and facilities provided to the public on Federal lands have been required by law to be accessible to persons with disabilities since 1973.  Failure to accomplish this has, in part, been due to a relative lack of accountability and oversight of the requirements.  There is a clear need for increased accountability and oversight regarding the mandates for accessibility for persons with disabilities.  

The report from the Department of Interior Disability Rights Summit, “BEYOND AWARENESS: Equal Opportunity for People with Disabilities in the Department of the Interior in the New Millennium,” April 25-27, 2000, cited an ongoing perception that accessibility is a much lower priority than other programs or concerns.  

“The Department is constantly faced with ‘high priority’ or ‘crisis’ issues.  Many of these issues are due to congressional oversight or litigation.  Accessibility is still viewed by many managers as ‘something to address after these other important issues are resolved.’  Consequently, in spite of the fact that disability rights mandates have been in place for over 30 years, the degree of compliance is still relatively minimal.  This low level of importance is reflected in the lack of funding for accessibility programs, in the limited number of professionally trained staff to implement the programs, and in the emphasis placed on this program throughout the Department.  We must develop strategies to raise the “sense of urgency” regarding these programs, so more consistent and professional actions can be taken.”

This recommendation includes all issues relating to the methods and systems used by the federal agencies of ensuring that federal employees and service providers have clear and consistent ways of identifying and implementing accessibility requests and issues, and are held accountable for them. 

Specific recommendations include:


· Provide each Superintendent/Forest Supervisor/Refuge Manager/Site Manager with simple, succinct lists of things to do to improve access to outdoor recreation.  This list should be the result of the information generated from the baseline assessments of each agency’s state of accessibility (See Recommendation #2: Conduct Baseline Assessments).  

· Include assessments of the facilities and trails on Federal lands for accessibility to persons with disabilities into the GPRA goals, and move it to a higher priority.   


· Incorporate accessibility compliance into the performance standards for all managers and supervisors, including better clarification of the role of managers in making decisions about increasing accessibility for persons with disabilities

· Create a partnership/mechanism or process that oversees the development of a consistent system for receiving complaints and recommendations from persons with disabilities.  The partnership/mechanism or process should be made up of experts in accessible outdoor recreation, environmental protection, and disability issues on federal lands.  

· Congress should empower the Access Board so that it can become more proactive at enforcing the Architectural Barriers Act, Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The Access Board needs to go beyond its current complaint driven process, in part because this process is highly underutilized.  (77% of the respondents with disabilities surveyed have never submitted a request or complaint).

· Include appropriate language regarding the provision of accessible services and facilities in the contracts of all service partners operating on federal lands and enforce this language.

6) IMPROVE COMMUNICATIONS ABOUT OPPORTUNITIES FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION TO PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES.

It is clear that many people with disabilities are unaware of the opportunities available to them on federal lands.  Many people believe that the best way to improve accessibility to persons with disabilities in the outdoor environment is to simply provide the information that will allow them to decide whether a program or facility meets their specific needs.  By providing this information in a useable format for all people, visitation of federal lands by persons with disabilities will increase.  Accessibility upgrades should be promoted as improvements that will help all people, not just “the” disabled.  It is a fact that at some point in most individuals’ lifetimes, they or a family member will experience a significant disability.

Specific recommendations include:


· Public Affairs should promote how persons with disabilities can enjoy each park/forest/refuge/site.  All existing brochures must contain statements of availability in alternate formats, phone numbers that are available for use with a TTY system, etc.

· Public Affairs should maintain consistent contact and foster information exchange with disability organizations.  Public Affairs should inform public media sources and other constituency groups about efforts / successes in providing accessible features to persons with disabilities.

· Agencies should create positive, high-profile awards that identify model parks/forests/refuges/sites and programs, and service providers / partners within all federal land agencies that exemplify innovative application of accessibility standards without compromising the resource protection agenda of the agency. 

· Include safety and comfort suggestions for persons with disabilities in general safety and comfort publications produced by the agencies for general visitors.

· Check all websites of federal land agencies, so that the requirements of Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act are met, and Congress should provide funds for meeting the requirements of Section 508.

· Create a website that provides the information gathered by the baseline assessment of federal lands (see Recommendation #2) to the public in a user-friendly format.  Link this website to the websites of all existing parks/forests/refuges/sites.  Provide copies of the website in alternate formats available on request (i.e. printed, large type printed, Braille, audio tape, etc.).

7) CLARIFY THE BALANCE BETWEEN RESOURCE PROTECTION AND ACCESSIBILITY.
Federal land management agencies do have a fundamental mandate to protect the natural resources in their charge. Persons with disabilities must recognize that natural, cultural, and historical resource protection is primary.  Research suggests that the majority of persons with disabilities do recognize and accept these mandates.  They do not support compromising these mandates solely in the name of providing access.

The increased use of "off road vehicles" (ORV's), "all terrain vehicles" (ATV's), airplane over-flights, motorboats, snowmobiles and other forms of motorized access has been advanced by some as necessary to increase opportunities for outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities.  This issue has become extremely controversial when federal land management agencies have sought to eliminate or restrict motorized access to certain areas due to resource protection or user conflicts.  

Unfortunately, increased use of motors as a means to provide access to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities has frequently been misrepresented by some who have other goals as a priority--increased motorized vehicle use on public lands for profit, convenience, or as a means to establish patterns of use that would make it difficult for land management agencies to designate lands as closed to motorized vehicles due to management needs or to become part of the National Wilderness Preservation System at some future date.  These proponents of increased motorized use are simply using the claim of "access for the disabled" to advance other goals and priorities.

This issue is specifically cited because it has created a significant barrier to providing equal opportunities for accessible outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities.  Too often, when the issue of providing equal access for persons with disabilities is brought up, the people involved assume that the issue centers on increasing motorized use.  In this context, they become polarized on that issue without listening to the real priority set forth by Congress and people with disabilities: Equality.

Motorized recreation on federal lands is a highly charged issue.  However, in terms of providing equal opportunities for outdoor recreation among people with disabilities, motorized use is, in fact, a minor issue--especially when compared to other issues.  

Recommendations regarding off road vehicles:

Since Off Road Vehicles are most frequently cited as a means to provide equal access to outdoor recreation, it is suggested that federal agencies consider a recent decision on special ORV use by persons with disabilities made by the United States District Court, Northern District of New York (Theodore Galusha, Teena Willard, and William Searles vs. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation.  (98-CV-1117)). This case was decided as an interpretation of the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA).  As noted earlier in this report, although the ADA does not generally apply to federal agencies, Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act does apply, and the principles are similar.  

Specific recommendations include:

· When federal agencies close motorized use to areas, roads, or trails because of concerns over the impact of continued motorized use, those areas should be closed to motorized use for everyone--including people with disabilities--with no exceptions.  According to the New York court, motorized access should not be allowed if such access would fundamentally or substantially alter the park/forest/or land management unit program.  Furthermore, federal agencies are not required under this interpretation to allow motorized use as a reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities unless there has been frequent, daily, non-emergency motorized vehicle use by agency and non-agency personnel within the area.

In short, if the agencies close areas to motorized use to the public, but continue to use motorized vehicles for daily, non-emergency administrative purposes on closed areas, roads, or trails, then the agencies should consider allowing motorized use by persons with documented physical disabilities as a reasonable accommodation.  This practice should apply to any outdoor recreation activity occurring on federal lands. 

· When agencies do close areas to motorized vehicles, they should seek to provide alternative means of enabling persons with disabilities to access these areas that are compatible with the environment.  

According to a study titled Wilderness Access (National Council on Disability, 1991), the majority of people with disabilities prefer to visit federal lands for the same reasons and using the same methods of access as non-disabled users.  These methods of access typically follow the same non-motorized means that persons without disabilities use.  In most cases this will probably involve working with outfitters or other service providers to encourage them to provide these alternative means. 
For definitional purposes, frequent, daily, non-emergency use does not include agency use of motorized vehicles for emergency search and rescue, fire suppression, law enforcement when federal officials must use motorized vehicles to have any realistic chance of apprehending persons in violation of law, or other extraordinary events.  Also, "motorized wheelchairs" are not considered a motorized vehicle, provided the wheelchair is designed solely for use by a mobility impaired person for locomotion that is suitable for use in an indoor pedestrian area (ADA, Title V, Section.507(c)). 

OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Although PL 105-359 simply asked for suggestions to improve opportunities for outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities, it did specifically list several forms of outdoor recreation.  For this reason, each of these forms of recreation are specifically addressed below:

Fishing

Fishing is the one of the most popular outdoor recreational activities surveyed on public lands and was given an overall accessibility rating of 3.9 out of 5 by persons with disabilities.  The biggest problems cited related to accessibility include eroded or heavily vegetated fishing banks, or docks and piers that are too narrow, have steps, or are in disrepair.  Specific recommendations include:

· All fishing piers and structures comply with the recommendations currently being advanced by the federal Access Board.  

· On advertised bank fishing locations, secondary undergrowth at key access locations should be cleared to allow access to the fishing opportunities to persons with mobility impairments, unless this clearing would diminish the resource due to erosion or the removal of rare or endangered species, or fundamentally alter the natural environment or recreational experience of the setting.
Hunting

Hunting had the 3rd fewest responses of those recreational activities surveyed among persons with disabilities.  It was given an average accessibility level of 3.6 out of 5.  Some of the issues raised around hunting include ORV use, the creation of hunting programs or seasons specifically for persons with disabilities, allowing use of crossbows or rifles in seasons or areas where they are prohibited, and access around closed gates.   Specific recommendations include:

· Use gate systems that allow passage of a wheelchair through or around the gate.  This is already a requirement for newly constructed gates, however, this requirement needs to be enforced, and, ideally, applied to existing gates where access around the gate is essential to the programs provided (hunting, hiking, wildlife viewing, etc.).

· The creation of “Special” hunting areas or seasons for persons with disabilities, should be done ONLY as a last resort for providing programmatic access to persons with disabilities when integration into regular hunting seasons is deemed impossible.  Every effort should be made to integrate persons with disabilities into hunting areas and seasons that are available to the general public (See recommendations on special programs on pages 25-26).  

· Special permits for crossbow and rifle use in areas and seasons where they are prohibited should be allowed as a reasonable accommodation ONLY as a last resort to individuals who can prove that their disability will not allow them to safely or effectively use equipment that is allowed to the general public in the area and/or season in which the agencies deem appropriate for hunting by the general public. 

Trapping

Survey respondents rarely listed trapping as an activity they pursue or wish to pursue on federal lands.  The average accessibility rating given for trapping (3.6 out of 5).  Some of the issues raised included the use of ORV’s (see pages 18-19 for recommendations on this issue) and special seasons or special areas.   Specific recommendations include:

· Creation of “special” areas or seasons for trapping for persons with disabilities should be done ONLY as a last resort when it is deemed impossible to provide trapping opportunities in areas and seasons that are open to the general public.

Wildlife Viewing

Wildlife viewing is one of the most popular outdoor recreation activities for everyone, including people with disabilities.  It received an accessibility rating of 3.8 out of 5.  Specific recommendations include:

· All facilities (i.e. platforms, blinds, etc.) built for the purpose of wildlife viewing, should be made accessible to the extent that it does not change the fundamental nature of the experience.  Currently there are no common accepted standards for these types of facilities, however standards can easily be derived from the elements for accessible fishing piers and other outdoor recreation facilities.  For example, all railings at wildlife viewing stations should have periodic openings of a specified height through which people who use wheelchairs would have an unobstructed view.

· Trails and access routes to wildlife viewing areas should meet ADAAG standards as they become applicable.

· Assess all wildlife viewing trails and facilities and provide information on accessibility characteristics to the public, so that they can choose the experience they wish to have. 

Hiking

Hiking is an extremely popular activity on federal lands for all persons, including persons with disabilities.  It received an overall accessibility rating of 3.7 out of 5 from survey respondents.  

Specific recommendations include:

· Assess existing trails for information on their state of accessibility and provide the information to the public so they can decide for themselves whether a trail meets their needs.

· Ensure accountability of meeting ADAAG standards for newly constructed trails and trails that undergo significant re-construction.

· Train program personnel on decision making process for what types of equipment to allow in certain environments (See Appendix 4: Technological Advancements and Recommendation #3: Training).

Boating

Survey respondents with disabilities were asked about both non-motorized and motorized boating.  Respondents who participated in motorized boating rated its accessibility at 3.9 out of 5, while respondents who participated in non-motorized boating rated its accessibility at 4.2 out of 5.  

Specific recommendations include:

· Assess and assure that all docks and piers comply with the recent additions to the ADAAG standards put forward by the Access Board.

Camping

Camping is one of the most popular activities on federal lands for persons with disabilities and those without disabilities.  It received an overall accessibility rating of 4.0 out of 5 from survey respondents.  Specific recommendations include:

· As all picnic tables, fire rings and grills are replaced, they should ALL be replaced with elements that meet ADAAG standards for access.  At no point in the future should elements be replaced with elements that are not fully accessible.  These accessible elements can be added for little increased cost regardless of whether the site is a designated accessible site.  Moreover, if the agencies commit to ordering accessible elements as “standard equipment”, increased costs due to limited production runs for special, accessible elements among suppliers will be eliminated.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

Working with Outfitters and other Partner Organizations

One of the most important issues identified as having great effect on improving accessibility is how the federal agencies work with partner organizations operating on federal lands.  Federal land managers often have little contact or oversight of these partners, other than through contracts and permits.  Specific recommendations include:

· Include appropriate language regarding the provision of accessible services and facilities in the contracts of all service partners operating on federal lands.

· Enforce the accessibility related language in contracts to partners.

· Provide incentives to service partners to encourage serving persons with disabilities.  Agencies should ask service providers which types of reasonable incentives would be most effective.

Establish a more accurate means of identifying people who are considered “disabled”

One of the difficult issues facing land managers is how to delineate legitimate requests based on disability from other, less legitimate requests.  Due, in part, to a lack of training, many land managers do not feel qualified to make this distinction.  For a variety of reasons, the land management agencies are generally reluctant to make this determination.

· It is recommended that federal land management agencies develop criteria for determining who is and who is not considered disabled under the definitions of disability provided in the Americans with Disabilities Act.  These definitions should be refined to focus on the functional abilities or impairments that people need in order to effectively participate in outdoor recreation opportunities.  In short, federal agencies must develop the essential eligibility requirements for participation in outdoor recreation programs, and determine which types of impairments require which kinds of assistance.  These criteria should be made easily available and understandable to persons who make determinations about special requests.
Hire Persons with Disabilities

Currently, less than 1% of federal land agency employees have a disability, and even fewer hold management level positions (See Appendix 5).  Inclusion of more PWD’s in the federal workforce related to outdoor recreation will increase sensitivity and understanding regarding issues related to disability and accessibility.  Specific recommendations include:


· Hire more qualified persons with disabilities.

· If qualified persons with disabilities are difficult to find, the agencies should consider working with other agencies that promote employment for persons with disabilities to develop proactive initiatives and programs that will help persons with disabilities acquire the skills needed for employment in federal land management agencies.  These other agencies include the President’s Committee on Employment of Person’s With Disabilities, vocational rehabilitation organizations, and various non-profit organizations.

Exercise Caution in Promoting Special Treatment Solely on the Basis of Disability

Some well intentioned initiatives have the potential to do more harm than good in promoting equal access to outdoor recreation—reinforcing the stereotype that persons with disabilities are less able or capable.  Although popular with many people, it is recommended that federal land management agencies promote special treatment of persons with disabilities only as a last resort when such treatment is truly required to provide equal opportunities.  In other words, special treatment should be used only when it is proven impossible to integrate people with disabilities into existing programs for the general public.

For example, some suggestions were made calling for a reduction in service and entrance fees for persons with disabilities.  Currently, some federal agencies offer reduced fees for persons with disabilities and others—such as the “Golden Access Pass”.  While commonplace and well intentioned, the notion that persons with disabilities or anyone should be granted reduced fees simply because they are members of a defined class of the "disabled", or "elderly" is discriminatory.  It is, in effect, a form of stereotyping and discrimination which does not further the issue of equality that is fundamental to so many civil rights initiatives.  

Specific recommendations include:

· Federal land management agencies should discontinue the policy of reduced fees for classes of individuals solely on the basis of membership within that class.  Instead, reduced fees for enjoyment of public lands should be extended to every American based solely on their ability to pay--not on their membership in a minority class.  While this may pose challenges to federal agencies in terms of fair and accurate implementation, the tools and measures are available.  For example, persons eligible for welfare, aid to families with dependent children, and certain forms of Social Security benefits should be allowed access to federal lands at reduced cost provided they present some form of proof that they are indeed eligible for these benefits.  

· Personal Care Attendants (PCA’s) and Sign Language Interpreters (SLI’) should be exempt from fees and not included in group size limitations when accompanying a person with a disability who must use a PCA or SLI while at home.   For people with disabilities who truly need them, PCA’s and SLI’s are essential supports needed for these individuals to fully participate.  
Implementation of Recommendations

Each agency should develop a "response team" to develop specific, strategic and tactical initiatives to implement the recommendations of this report.  These teams should include high level management staff, as well as persons with expertise in the area of accessibility.  Plans for implementation should be developed and put forward to agency leadership no later than September 1, 2000.

METHODOLOGY

This goal of this report is to identify, review, and prioritize specific recommendations on ways the federal land management agencies can improve accessibility to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities.  To accomplish this goal, several steps were taken, including:

1) Creation of an Interagency Committee to assist in gathering information.

This committee was made up of the respective national accessibility coordinators from each of the federal land management agencies mentioned in PL 105-359.  In addition to these agencies, the 

Bureau of Reclamation was also included in this report.  The members of the committee include:

	Kay Ellis

Access Manager

Bureau of Land Management

1849 C St NW Room 204

Washington, DC  20240-0001

202/452-7799

kay_ellis@blm.gov
Karen Megorden

ADMS Program Manager

Bureau of Reclamation

1150 N Curtis Road #4700

Boise, ID 83706-1234

208/378-5053

kmegorden@PN.USBR.GOV
David Park

Chief, Office on Accessibility

National Park Service

1849 C St NW

Box 37127

Washington DC  20013-7127 
202/565-1255

david_park@NPS.GOV 
	Doug Staller

Accessibility Coordinator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

4401 N Fairfax Dr, Room 670

Arlington, VA  22202

703/358-2364

Doug_Staller@fws.gov
Janet Zeller

Civil Rights Program Manager

USDA Forest Service

25 Everett Road

Dunbarton, NH 03045-4604

603/528-8751

jzeller/r9@fs.fed.us



2)  Review of agency policies and procedures.

National accessibility coordinators from each of the federal agencies were asked to find and submit all currently existing policies that pertain to accessibility compliance within the participating federal land management agencies (USFS, NPS, BLM, USFWS, BOR).  These policy documents were then reviewed and organized into categories that define the scope of the policy within each agency.  (See Appendix 2A:  Policy Matrix)  The matrix developed in this process provides a “road map” of the current known policies with regards to accessibility, so that land managers or individuals with disabilities can quickly determine what policies pertain to different situations, and where they may be found.

The policies, once compiled and mapped, were then reviewed for any inconsistencies.  (See Appendix 2B:  Policy Review)  They were each analyzed to determine if any existing accessibility policies conflicted with known policies within the agency, or if there were any obvious issues present that counteract the desire of the agencies to provide an integrated setting for persons with disabilities.

3)  In depth interviews with agency personnel.

Seventy nine (79) federal land management personnel at 36 locations were interviewed to determine successful or unsuccessful practices and make suggestions for improvement.

Subjects 

The subjects identified for the purpose of this study where chosen by the members of the interagency committee according to the following criteria:

· Representative of a wide range of management types.

· Representative of a wide geographic distribution.

· Even distribution among the participating agencies.

The Interagency Committee identified an overall list of potential subjects that included 79 federal employees from 36 total sites, including:

· 8 Bureau of Land Management State and Field Offices

· 7 Bureau of Reclamation Regions

· 7 National Forests

· 8 National Parks

· 6 National Wildlife Refuges

Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument used for agency personnel interviews took the form of a discussion outline designed for use in a telephone conference call.  It consists of a set of questions designed to stimulate discussion on how to improve access to federal lands.  

Data Collection

For the purposes of this study, the survey instrument was created as a general outline for use in a conversational telephone interview with the agency representatives.  The outline was sent by U.S. mail to each of the interviewees 1-2 weeks before the telephone interview to allow them to prepare for the questions that would be asked.  Agency personnel then participated in a conference call with the report researcher, Mr. Mike Passo.  No written responses were required of the agency personnel.  The responses to the interview questions were recorded on both audio cassette tape and interview notes.  See Appendix 6A and 6B.
4) Solicitation of suggestions from consumers with disabilities.
Suggestions for improvement of accessibility on federal lands were received from 288 persons with disabilities through mailed and on-line questionnaires.  The information gathered includes current and past participation patterns, future expectations for participation, analyses of the perceived quality of the participation, identification of activities desired but perceived to be unavailable, and a review of recommendations for improving opportunities.

Subjects 

Persons with disabilities from a broad socio-economic and geographic distribution within the United States were identified for participation in this study.  Efforts were made to represent a variety of outdoor interests and preferences.  Respondents for this study came from five different sources.

· 2,781 individuals with disabilities from throughout the United States were identified from the mailing lists of Easter Seals, a national non-profit organization serving people with disabilities, and Wilderness Inquiry, a national non-profit organization serving people with disabilities (and the contracting agency for conducting this report).

· 28 outdoor recreation organizations that specialize in serving people with disabilities were asked to respond and distribute the survey to people with disabilities whom they serve.  The list of outdoor recreation organizations can be found in Appendix 7.

· 6 national disability organizations were asked to respond and send the survey to people with disabilities in their constituency.  The list of disability organizations can be found in Appendix 8.

· 34 members of the Regulatory Negotiation Committee of the Access Board were also asked to respond and send the survey to people with disabilities in their constituency.  The list of Regulatory Negotiation Committee members can be found in Appendix 9.

· 15 persons with disabilities who are employed by the federal land management agencies were interviewed in depth to determine their ideas for improving accessibility.

Instrument 

See Appendix 10A.

Research Design

The Consumer Survey was designed to answer 4 types of questions.

1) What is the profile of the respondent?

2) What is the respondent’s past outdoor recreational experience on federal lands?

3) What was the perceived level of accessibility of outdoor recreation activities on federal lands?

4) What are the respondent’s suggestions for improving access to outdoor recreation on federal lands?

The survey instrument was broadly disseminated by mail, e-mail, and handed out to interested parties by the subjects listed above.  Responses were returned via U.S. mail and e-mail.  

Upon receipt of the returned survey, the data was transferred into a Microsoft excel database for tabulation and reporting (see Appendix 10B).

Procedures for data collection 

The procedure for data collection from persons with disabilities was accomplished in the following manner:

· An on-line version of the Consumer Survey was created at www.wildernessinquiry.org/accesssurvey.html.  Individuals with disabilities could access and complete the survey on-line--including persons with visual impairments or those who have difficulty with the physical act of writing.  This option was presented in all mailed surveys, as well as through a bulk e-mail to the outdoor recreation organizations, national disability organizations, and Reg-neg representatives.  

· 3100 Consumer Surveys were printed and mailed to 

1. 2782 surveys mailed to the mailing list of individuals with disabilities.

2. 5 surveys were packaged and mailed to each of the outdoor recreation organizations, disability service organizations, and Reg-neg representatives listed above.

3. Individual requests for printed surveys.

5) Solicitation of suggestions from service providers.

Attempts were made to include service providers and other partners operating on federal lands.  Forty six service providers were identified by the Agency Representatives cited in #3 above.  Of this number, 22 were contacted for this report.  Of the 22 service providers contacted, 7 agreed to be part of the survey.  The service providers were reluctant to participate in the study, difficult to reach and provided vague and uninformative responses.  See Appendix 11 for the Service Provider Discussion Outline.

6) Review of recent technological advancements in assistive technology.

This report contains examples of the latest technology enhancements and/or inventions that are currently available in the “commercial marketplace.” (See Appendix 12A)  This review of “cutting edge” enhancements discusses the degree to which these devices “are” or “are not” consistent with current policies and practices of the federal agencies.  

The examples identified in this report were gathered over the last two years by experts in the adaptive equipment field.  The sources of this information originated from disability-related periodicals, catalogs, and internet web sites.  The representation of technological advancements offered in this report represent only a sampling of the wide array of adaptive equipment currently in use or development throughout the world, and provide good examples of what land managers are likely to see in use on federal lands in the future.  

See Appendix 12B for a listing of sources that featured the technological advancements included in this report.

7) Expert advisory focus groups.

A meeting at Shenandoah National Park was held May 21-23, 2000 to obtain further suggestions on ways to improve access to outdoor recreation on federal lands.  Over 30 people from federal land management agencies, the federal Access Board, and other organizations attended (see Appendix 13 for the list of attendees).  Also, 10 experts within the field of providing accessible programs and features in the outdoor recreation environment were interviewed and convened in an advisory capacity to this report.  These groups both provided recommendations and reviewed suggestions to determine the validity and feasibility of the recommendations.

Summary of Methodology

The majority of recommendations generated in this report are from federal agency representatives, experts in the fields of outdoor recreation and disability, and directly from consumers with disabilities.   This report does not represent a scientific sample of the level of understanding of outdoor recreation accessibility issues throughout the entire population.  Therefore, the number of responses generated should not by taken quantitatively to represent the views of each of these populations as a whole, but should be used as a set qualitative of responses.

Appendix  1:  Public Law 105-359

Appendix  2A:  Policy Matrix

Appendix 2B:  Policy Review
Bureau of Land Management (Department of the Interior)

Synopsis of existing policies and procedures:

Content:

The Bureau of Land Management has an extensive and well thought out series of accessibility policy documents.  As with all Department of Interior agencies, the Code of Federal Regulation for the Department (43 CFR Subpart 6) is extensive, consistent and appropriate.  They have an additional set of policies under the Code of Federal Register, CFR 6300 and 8560, that are still in the process of review to determine whether they will be issued as final.  The BLM was able to provide consistent policy statements ranging from Legal Mandates of the Department of the Interior and the BLM, to Equal Opportunity Directives, Policy manuals, and memorandums on the subject.  

Availability:

The BLM was able to provide the most information regarding accessibility policies when requested. The BLM was able to provide the widest range of policy documents of all of the federal agencies.

Recommendations:

The policies appear to be consistent and thorough.  The policies are easily attained upon request.  There are no recommendations on policy content, however, care should be taken in assuring proper implementation of the policies into practice.

Bureau of Reclamation (Department of the Interior)

Synopsis of existing policies and procedures:

Content:

The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) has a well thought out series of accessibility policy documents.  As with all Department of Interior agencies, the Code of Federal Regulation for the Department (43 CFR Subpart 6) is extensive, consistent and appropriate.  The BOR, in addition to the legal mandates, was able to provide a series of Regional Policy letters from each of their regions, Director’s orders from John Berry, and an Equal Opportunity Directive from the commissioner of the BOR.  Though each of the Regional Policy letters is authored by a different regional Accessibility Coordinator (creating some inconsistency of language), they do consistently represent the goal of the BOR in terms of accessibility to persons with disabilities. 

Availability:

The BOR was able to provide the above information regarding accessibility policies in a timely manner when requested. 

Recommendations:

The policies outlined above appear to be consistent and thorough.  They are easily attained upon request.  There is only a slight inconsistency between Regional Policy Letters, due to different authors; however, this does not seem to effect the quality and consistency of disseminating the policy information.  Care should be taken in assuring proper implementation of the policies into practice.

National Park Service (Department of the Interior)

Synopsis of existing policies and procedures:

Content:

The National Park Service (NPS) has a well thought out series of accessibility policy documents.  As with all Department of Interior agencies, the Code of Federal Regulation for the Department (43 CFR Subpart 6) is extensive, consistent and appropriate.  The NPS, in addition to the legal mandates, was able to provide a Director’s Order (#42) that provides a clear and consistent set of policies for implementation on the agency level. 

Availability:

The NPS was able to provide the above information regarding accessibility policies in a timely manner when requested. 

Recommendations:

The policies outlined above appear to be consistent and thorough.  They are easily attained upon request.  There are no recommendations for improving the above series of policies regarding persons with disabilities; however, care should be taken in assuring proper implementation of the policies into practice.

US Fish and Wildlife Service (Department of Interior)

Synopsis of existing policies and procedures:

Content:

The information available to date on US Fish and Wildlife policies, exists on the Department of Interior level, 43 CFR Subpart 6, as well as through a set of Director’s Orders and Equal Opportunity Directives.  While the CFR document is thorough and consistent with providing high levels of access to people with disabilities, it is a very general document that is not able to address some of the intricacies of the Fish and Wildlife’s environments and agency considerations.  The Director’s Order and especially the Equal Opportunity Directive do a good job of addressing some of the agency specific issues with regards to accessibility.

Availability:

The document 43 CFR Subpart 6 is very easily obtained.  However, the Director’s Order and Equal Opportunity Directives were relatively hard to find, and do not appear readily accessible to the general public.

Recommendations:

The policies outlined above appear to be consistent and thorough.  They should be made more easily available to the public, upon request.  There are no recommendations for improving the content of the above series of policies regarding persons with disabilities; however, care should be taken in assuring proper implementation of the policies into practice.

US Forest Service (Department of Agriculture)

Synopsis of existing policies and procedures:

Content:

The only information available to date on US Forest Service policies with regard to people with disabilities, exists on the Department of Agriculture level, 7 CFR 15e, and the Civil Rights Handbook.  While the CFR document is thorough and consistent with providing high levels of access to people with disabilities, it is a very general document that is not able to address some of the intricacies of the Forest Services’ environments and agency considerations.  The Civil Rights Handbook also provides agency specific policy on many issues related to providing accessible opportunities to persons with disabilities, but does so in a more easily read format

Availability:

The document 7 CFR 15e is very easily obtained.  The Civil Rights Handbook is a little harder to come by as it is an agency specific policy statement that is not intended to be available to the public.  Apparently, however, other information on accessibility policies on the agency or regional levels is quite hard to find.

Recommendations:

More policy statements need to be developed on the agency and regional levels, to address some of the more regionally specific issues.  Work to improve access to the accessibility information that is pertinent to the experience of persons with disabilities. 
Appendix 3:  Brief History of Accessibility in Outdoor Recreation

The accessibility movement has its beginnings in 1919, when Congress authorized a vocational rehabilitation program for veterans disabled during World War I.  Since that meager beginning, Congress has been slowly adding to the Civil Rights legislation that governs access to persons with disabilities.  Some of the major steps along the way include:

· 1964
Civil Rights Act (PL 88-352) passed.

· This act, and more importantly its Vocational Rehabilitation Amendment Act of 1965, was the first piece of Federal legislation to directly address accessibility.

· 1968
Architectural Barriers Act (ABA) (PL 90-480) passed.

· This act established the U.S. Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board (Access Board) as an independent federal regulatory agency with authority to enforce the ABA.

· 1973
Rehabilitation Act (PL 93-112) passed

· This act, and its subsequent 1978 amendment, requires programmatic, as well as physical access in all facilities and programs funded entirely, or in part, by the Federal government.

· 1974
Report to Congress:  “Recreation and Handicapped People” by 

· This report serves as the first attempt in a formalized forum to bring to the surface all the problems and issues involved in providing recreation and park services to persons with disabilities, and to arrive at solutions designed to maximize recreation and park opportunities for persons with disabilities.

· 1976
Report to the Access Board:  “Access to Recreation:  A Report on the 

National Hearing on Recreation for Handicapped People” by TUFTS: New England Medical Center Rehabilitation Institute.

· This report outlines the results of a national hearing of expert testimony on providing access to outdoor recreation opportunities on Federal lands.  This is the first known attempt to identify specific issues and recommendations related to providing access on Federal lands.  In many ways, the six goals outlined in this report make the same recommendations as those of many subsequent reports, including this one.  The six goals outlined in this report include:  1)  Increase accessibility of facilities;  2)  Provide training;  3)  Integrate persons with disabilities into general population;  4)  Involve disabled consumers in planning process;  5)  Provide adequate transportation; and  6)  Broaden opportunities to enjoy recreational resources. 

· 1978
Sections 502 and 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 are amended.  

(See above)

· 1982
Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board (Access 




Board) publishes “Minimum Guidelines and Requirements for Accessible 




Design (MGRAD)”

· These guidelines were the result of the 1978 amendment to Section 502 of the Rehabilitation Act, which gave the Access Board responsibility for organizing and codifying all of the existing Federal accessibility specifications for the purpose of issuing minimum guidelines and requirements for use by Federal agencies.

· 1984
Access Board publishes “Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards” 

(UFAS)

· UFAS was an upgrade of the MGRAD, and became the standard set of accessibility specifications for all buildings or renovations funded in whole or in part by the Federal government.

· 1985
Report to the Access Board:  “Access to Outdoor Recreation Planning 

and Design:  A Technical Paper of the Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board” by Federal Working Group on Access to Recreation.

· This report outlined the first set of technical provisions specifically addressing the provision of accessible outdoor recreation facilities.  This report is based on 6 philosophical foundations, including:  1)  Equal opportunities for all to enjoy the same basic programs;  2)  Designing for all persons;  3)  Full range of options;  4)  Equal choice;  5)  Involvement of disabled persons in planning;  6)  Physical accessibility directly proportional to alteration of a site and consistent with the program’s purpose.

· 1990
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) (PL 101-336) passed.

· The ADA extends the principals of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended, to protect persons with disabilities in all public and private facilities and programs irrespective of the funding source.

· 1991
Report to Congress: “Wilderness Accessibility for People with Disabilities” 

by the National Council on Disability.   

· This report found that most persons with disabilities (76%) use and enjoy the National Wilderness Preservation System for the same reasons and in the same ways as persons without disabilities.

· 1991
Access Board publishes “Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility 




Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities (ADAAG)”

· ADAAG sets forth accessibility standards for all public accommodations, including those constructed and operated by the private sector.  While UFAS still applies directly to the Federal land management agencies, the Departments of Justice (DOJ) and Transportation (DOT) have adopted ADAAG as their standard.  Since DOJ and DOT are vested with the authority to enforce accessibility laws, it is likely that ADAAG will soon replace UFAS as the nation’s sole accessibility standard.

· 1999
Report:  “Accessibility in the National Park Service:   A Study on 




Perceptions of National Park Personnel” by the National Center on 




Accessibility.

· This report found that the overriding issue to be addressed by the NPS is the lack of knowledge of park staff regarding accessibility.  For example, this report found that 75% of the Superintendents reported they had less than one hour of accessibility training in the last five years, and 52% of the Accessibility Coordinators reported they had less than 10 hours of training.

· 2000
Report:  “Beyond Awareness: Equal Opportunity for People with 




Disabilities in the Department of the Interior in the New Millennium”  by 



the U.S. Department of the Interior.

· This report sought to identify the current status of accessibility for individuals with disabilities within the Department of the Interior; define accessibility goals; and develop recommendations for effectively attaining these goals.  The report outlined four findings, including:  1)  A general lack of awareness and understanding of responsibilities;  2)  An ongoing perception that accessibility is a much lower priority than other programs or concerns;  3)  Severe limitations in the amount of funding and resources;  and 4)  Lack of baseline information.

This synopsis of key points does not conclude the history of the accessibility movement in the United States.   While significant progress has been made to date, it is clear that more education, commitment, creativity, communication and oversight are needed to increase opportunities for outdoor recreation on federal lands for persons with disabilities.  
Appendix 4:  Definition of Terms

Access Board – The Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board.  Established by the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 as an independent regulatory agency with authority to enforce the 1968 ABA and all subsequent accessibility related legislation, standards and guidelines.

The Access Board is an independent Federal agency devoted to accessibility for people with disabilities. It operates with about 30 staff and a governing board of representatives from Federal departments and public members appointed by the President. Key responsibilities of the Board include: 

· Developing and maintaining accessibility requirements for the built environment, transit vehicles, telecommunications equipment, and for electronic and information technology

· Providing technical assistance and training on these guidelines and standards

· Enforcing accessibility standards for federally funded facilities
Accessible - easily obtained, approached, entered, or acted upon by a person of any ability level.

Accommodation - making a facility, program, or portion thereof, suitable for use by a person with a disability.

ADA - The American's with Disabilities Act.  1990 Civil Rights Legislation that addresses discrimination against individuals with disabilities in employment, public services, public accommodations, and telecommunications.  The ADA extends the principles of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended, to protect persons with disabilities in all public facilities and programs irrespective of the funding source.

ADAAG - Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines.  ADAAG sets forth accessibility standards for all areas of public accommodation, including those constructed and operated by the private sector.

Disability XE  "disability"  - is a loss or reduction of functional ability in one of life’s major functions (walking, talking, etc.) that results from an impairment.    Disabilities are the functional consequences of a medical condition.

Impairment - is defined as the inability or the decreased ability to perform a task, activity, or function without some adaptation, supervision, or other form of assistance.

Not Applicable – The source referenced contains no data that is relevant to the issue.

Program - The reason a person visits a particular area.  (i.e. Information at an interpretive center, camping, swimming, picnicking, hunting, fishing, bird-watching, canoeing, natural history interpretation)

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act – A 1978 amendment to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 that required programmatic accessibility in addition to physical accessibility in all facilities and programs funded by the Federal government.

Service Providers – any non-government organization or individual who provides any type of service on federal lands.   Federal agencies do use different terms to describe service providers, but for the purpose of this report it includes concessionaires, permit holders, outfitters, etc. 

Appendix  5:  Exerpts from the President’s Commission on Employment of Persons with Disabilities, 1997 Annual Report

“For the fiscal year October 1, 1996, through September 30, 1997, the Federal government employed 167,902 persons with disabilities, of which 28,672 persons had targeted disabilities.  The EEOC defines persons with "targeted" disabilities based on the applicable codes on Standard Form 256.  Form 256 is a voluntary self-identification system developed by the Office of Personnel Management to track the number of employees with disabilities and the types of disabilities represented in the Federal workforce.  Nine categories of severe disabilities are classified as targeted disabilities by the EEOC:  deafness, blindness, missing extremities, partial paralysis, complete paralysis, convulsive disorders, mental retardation, mental illness, and distortion of limbs and/or spine.”

“Based on the aggregate data collected from the EEOC, persons with targeted disabilities represent 1.2 percent of the total Federal workforce.  An additional 5.6 percent of the Federal workforce reports other non-targeted disabilities.”  (See table below)

Table 3-1 Workforce Distribution of Persons with Disabilities

Characteristic
1994 SIPP
FY'97 Federal 
SIPP (%)
FY'97 Federal (%)


All Persons

123,042,000
2,478,700

100.00

100.00


Age 20-64

Any Disability
29,919,000
167,902

24.3

6.8


(incl. severe)

Age 20 -64

Severe or Targeted
14,350,000
28,672


11.7

1.2


Disability


Source: Monthly Labor Review, September 1998; and OPM for Fed. Data.

“Over 70 percent of the persons in the general public with severe disabilities have minimal or no employment   While some of these persons may be unable to work due to the severity of their disability, this 70 percent of the population of persons of working age with disabilities represents the labor pool for whom increased accessibility to electronic and information technology could enhance their employment opportunities.  Increased accessibility reduces barriers to employment, and provides employers with a greater number of persons from whom they can search for qualified personnel.”

Appendix  6A:  Agency Representative Cover Letter and Discussion Outline

Note:  This letter sent on Wilderness Inquiry letterhead.

March 7, 2000

Dear US Forest Service Representative,

The United States Congress has required that a study be conducted on methods to improve access for persons with disabilities to outdoor recreational opportunities made available to the public on federal lands.  

Wilderness Inquiry, a non-profit organization that seeks to improve access to the outdoor environment for people of all abilities, has been chosen to conduct the study.

You have been selected as a representative of the US Forest Service, as recommended by your agency, to participate in an interview that can help identify methods to improve access to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities.

Enclosed, please find a list of questions and discussion points for a follow-up telephone interview.  Please review these questions and share them with 3-4 of your co-workers that represent an array of responsibilities in serving the public, especially persons with disabilities.  Consider including any of the following personnel, if they exist at your site:

· Superintendent / Regional Director / State Director / Field Manager / Forest Supervisor

· Accessibility Coordinator

· Ranger or Recreation Planner

· Maintenance personnel

· Permit Administrator 

· Interpretation personnel 

Mike Passo will call you within the week to schedule a conference call during which you and your co-workers can discuss your responses to the enclosed questions.  This conversational interview will focus on ideas of how to improve access to persons with disabilities within your jurisdiction specifically, and within US Forest Service lands in general.

Thank you for your cooperation in this important study.  With your help we can organize this process so that it requires a minimum amount of time.  If you have any questions, please feel free to call Mike Passo at 612-676-9416, or email him at mikepasso@wildernessinquiry.org.

Sincerely,


[image: image1.wmf]
Greg Lais





Michael J. Passo

Executive Director




Associate Program Director

Telephone Discussion Outline 

Accessible Outdoor Recreation Opportunities

Agency: (circle one)    NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

USFWS

Park / Unit / Refuge / Office / Area:










Interviewees:

Name:  






 Phone:  





Position:  






 Years in current position:  



Name:  






 Phone:  





Position:  






 Years in current position:  



Name:  






 Phone:  





Position:  






 Years in current position:  



Name:  






 Phone:  





Position:  






 Years in current position:  



Name:  






 Phone:  





Position:  






 Years in current position:  



· How many people does your park, forest, refuge, or unit serve annually?

___  Fewer than 10,000

___  10,000 - 50,000

___  50,000 - 100,000

___  100,000 - 500,000 

___  500,000 – 1 million
___  Over 1 million 

· Of this number, estimate how many are persons with disabilities?

___  0 - 10%     ___  11 - 20%
___  21 - 30%     ___  over 30%     ___  don't know

Upon what do you base your estimation?

___  User surveys
   ___  Visual survey
 ___  # of disability-related requests

___  Other  










· What portion of your budget do you spend to accommodate persons with disabilities?  

___  0 - 1%     ___  2 - 5%
___  6 - 10%
   ___  over 10%     ___  don't know

Comments:  




















































· What activities do visitors come to your park, forest, refuge, or area to participate in?

____ Archeology

____ Fishing 


____ Mountaineering 

____ Bicycling

____ Hiking


____ Natural History



____ Camping

____ Horseback riding
____ Off-highway vehicle operation 

____ Cross-country skiing____ Human-powered boating____ Picnicking 

____ Cultural History
____ Hunting


____ Motorized watercraft 

____ Downhill skiing
____ Interpretive programs
____ Trapping


____ Festivals/Events
____ Mountain Biking
____ Wildlife viewing

____ Other (please list) 
























· Have you completed an accessibility self-evaluation as required under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act?

___  Unaware that it is required.

___  Aware that it is required but have not begun.

___  Begun accessibility review, but not yet completed.

___  Completed the accessibility review.

________  % completed
Comments:  







































What prompted you to begin this process?






















· If accessibility review is completed, have you completed an action plan?

___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know

________  % completed

Comments:  







































· Do all program staff receive training on accessibility issues?
___  Accessibility is a priority in our staff training.

___  It is mentioned in our staff training.

___  It is up to each supervisor to review accessibility issues with staff.

___  Accessibility issues are not discussed in staff training.

___  Don't know
Comments:  


























· If yes, what kind of training is provided to program staff?

___  Disability awareness.

___  Universal Programming.

___  Universal Design.

___  Program Adaptations.

___  Don't know
Comments:  


























·  Do you allow people to bring and use their own special equipment to accommodate a disability (i.e. wheelchair, white cane, respirator, service animal, communication device, off-highway vehicle, personal watercraft)?

___  Yes
___  It depends on what the adaptive equipment is
___  No    ___  Don't know


What kinds do you allow?




































What kinds do you not allow?



































Why?


























· Do you provide special consideration, or make exceptions for persons with disabilities in areas such as:

___  Backcountry permits.

___  Campsite reservations.

___  Group size limitations.

___  Guided or self guided tours.

___  Physical modification of primitive areas.

___  Creation of programs or facilities designed solely for use by persons with disabilities.

___  Entrance, parking, or usage fees.

___  Special Usage Permits (i.e. fishing, hunting, trapping).

___  Special vehicle use in restricted areas.

Is there a process that people have to go through? 
___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know
Is information available on this process? 

___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know

Explain:  


























































































· Do you see existing or potential conflicts between any of your policies and providing access to persons with disabilities?

___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know


Comments:  

































































· Do you see existing or potential conflicts between use/requests by persons with disabilities and other interest groups (i.e. environmental protection, wise-use, motorized vehicle advocates)?

___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know


Comments:  

































































· What types of requests have persons with disabilities, or organizations that serve persons with disabilities, made to your park / area / unit / refuge?

___  Group size exception.

___  Off-highway vehicle use in restricted areas.

___  Discounts off of normal fees.

___  Campsite reservation preference.

___  Special equipment request that conflict with current allowed usage.

___  Hunting equipment (i.e. crossbow, rifle) use in areas or seasons when prohibited.

___  Use of service animal in areas prohibited to domestic animals.

___  Other (please identify)  










___  Other (please identify)  










___  Other (please identify)  










Please give some examples of recent requests, your response, and the process by which you came to that response:

REQUEST

RESPONSE

DESCISION-MAKING PROCESS

	1)

  
	
	
	

	2)


	
	
	

	3)


	
	
	


· Do you allow Concession Operation in your park / area / refuge? 


___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know

· If yes, how many Concession Operators:  





# that serve persons with disabilities:  



# that specialize in serving persons with disabilities:



Can you give us names of these groups?

1)  










2)  










3)  










4)  










5)  










· Do you encourage Concession Operators to make provisions to serve persons with disabilities?

___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know

How do you encourage them?   ___  Special incentives?  ___  Contractual Requirements?
How do you monitor this? 


































· What, in your opinion, could be done to improve: 

Participation by persons with disabilities: 




























































Access to persons with disabilities:  























Integration of persons with disabilities:  






















· Describe any innovative strategies you have employed to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities to outdoor environments and recreation opportunities: 




· Do you know of any persons with disabilities who would be interested in helping out with this survey?

___  Yes

___  No

___  Don't know


If yes, please identify their name and phone # or email.

1)













2)













3)













4)












Appendix 6B:  Tabulated Responses from Agency Representative Interviews

Data Analysis 

# of Agency Representatives Participating:
79 Responses out of 80 Attempted Interviews
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 
Superintendent / Regional 
2

-

2

1

4

12

   Director / State Director / 
1 (Asst.)


1 (Asst.)


1(Asst)



   Field Manager / Forest 

   Supervisor 

Accessibility Coordinator
4

1

-

6

-

11

Engineer / Landscape Arch
-

6

3

-

-

9

Ranger / Rec. Planner
 
2

8

10

2

7

29

Maintenance Personnel
1

-

-

-

2

3

Permit / Concession Admin
2

1

-

1

-

4

Interpretation Personnel
2

-

-

-

-

2

Other



1

-

1

4

3

9

Total



15

16

17

14

17

79

Responses to Questions:

#1
How many people does your park, forest, refuge or unit serve annually?
Responses:

NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Fewer than 10,000
-

-

-

-

-

-


10,000 – 50,000
-

-

2

-

-

2


50,000 – 100,000
-

-

-

-

2

2


100,000 – 500,000
7

2

9

6

10

34


500,000 – 1 million
-

-

-

1

-

1


Over 1 million

8

14

3

3

5

33


#2
Of this number, estimate how many are persons with disabilities.

Responses:

NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

0-10%


14

8

5

2

9

38


11-20%

-

4

-

2

-

6


21-30%

-

-

-

-

-

-


over 30%

1

-

-

-

-

1


Don’t Know

-

4

5

6

-

15



Upon what do you base your estimation?

User Surveys

1

-

-

-

-

1


Visual Surveys
12

7

5

1

9

34


# of Disability-
1

2

2

-

-

5


   related requests

Other:


   Drive-thru visitation
-

1

-

-

-

1


   “Gut Reaction”


1

-

-

-

1


   Local Accessibility group

1

-

-

-

1


   Whatever the % of general

-

1

-

-

1


         Population

   Talking to park managers

-

-

2

-

2


#3
What portion of your budget do you spend to accommodate persons with disabilities?
Responses:

NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

0-1%


8

8

4

2

2

24

2-5%


6

-

2

-

5

13

6-10%


-

2

2

-

1

5

over 10%

-

4

2

1

-

7

Don’t Know

1

2

6

3

9

21


Comments:

NPS:  We’ve made a concerted effort over last 10 years to build accessible trails and buildings.

NPS:  Small percent of overall budget, but all new construction is built with accessible features 
 

that cannot be separated out.  (2)

USFS:  30-40% of Capital Investment Budget, 5-10% of Maintenance Budget.

USFS:  Related to Capital Investment budget, nothing is targeted specifically for accessibility,

 but everything built now has accessibility characteristics. (6)

USFS:  Congress does not allocate funds to accommodate persons with disabilities, specifically.

BLM:  All facilities are made to be accessible.  Don’t separate budget into accessibility 

components, (4)

BLM:  Budget has been cut for developing new accessible facilities, but our reconstruction is all 

done with accessibility in mind. (3)

FWS:  All of our new construction is fully accessible.  Don’t break out what is spent for access.

FWS:  Feels like the best compliance comes in the facility accessibility.  Lacking in areas of staff 

training and knowledge of opportunities for staff training.

#4
What activities do visitors come to your park/forest/refuge/area to participate in?

Responses:

NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Archeology

7

13

12

4

1

37


Bicycling

11

13

15

8

13

60


Camping

15

14

16

9

5

59


X-country Ski

11

12

8

4

3

38


Cultural History
15

14

14

9

10

62


Downhill Ski

-

12

4

-

-

16


Festivals/events
8

11

12

7

17

55


Fishing

15

14

17

9

15

70


Hiking


15

14

17

9

13

68


Horseback riding
10

13

16

6

5

50


Human-powered 
13

14

15

9

4

55


    Boating

Hunting

8

14

16

7

15

60


Interpretive Program
15

14

14

10

17

70


Mountain Biking
5

14

16

7

1

43


Mountaineering
7

11

9

2

-

29


Natural History
15

13

16

9

15

68


Off-highway 

1

14

15

5

5

40


    vehicle operation

Picnicking

15

14

16

7

5

57


Motorized watercraft
11

12

7

9

4

43


Trapping

4

4

7

5

3

23


Wildlife Viewing
15

14

16

8

17

70


Others:



    Pleasure driving
2

2

1

-

4

9


    Rock Climbing
5

-

-

3

-

8


    Horn hunting
-

-

2

-

-

2


    Swimming

3

1

-

-

-

4


    Dining

2

-

-

-

-

2


    Para-gliding

-

5

-

-

-

5


    Dog sledding
-

5

-

-

-

5


    Seeking solitude
-

2

-

-

-

2


    Extreme 4WD trail
-

-

1

-

-

1


    Photography
-

-

-

-

5

5


#5
Have you completed an accessibility self-evaluation as required under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act?

Responses:

NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Unaware that it 
-

-

4

-

-

4


    is required

Aware, but have 
-

-

7

1

1

9


    not begun

Begun, but not 
2

1

3

8

-

14


    yet completed

Completed

12

15

4

-

14

45


Comments:

NPS:  Completed 1988.

NPS:  Buildings surveyed, landscape mostly not complete.

NPS:  Need to revisit survey to include programmatic access.

NPS:  Fee Demo money being used to conduct programmatic assessments

NPS:  In 1988, began using USFS Design Guide to make accessible trails and provide 

     
information to people with disabilities.

USFS:  All required areas were done 4 to 5 years ago

USFS:  In last phase of getting public comment.

USFS:  Facilities have been completed, but not programmatic evaluations.

BLM:  Talked about completing this, but other jobs took me away.

BLM:  Computer problems with BOR download delayed implementation.

BLM:  Not familiar with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act.  Is it related to ADMS, or other 

inventory process?

BLM:  Contracting with BOR to look at 4 sites, with future goal of assessing 4 per year.

BOR:  30 – 40% completed on average across the BOR

FWS:  Lots of funding available over the following years allowed completion.

FWS:  504 coordinator was hired and made sure that facilities are accessible.

What prompted you to begin this process?

NPS:  Because of 504 Park study of Lighthouse access.

NPS:  Public Law (Section 504)  (10)

USFS:  Direction from Washington office.  Extra money was attached to get the job done.

USFS:  The Forest Service adoption of ADAAG.

USFS:  Required in normal workload.

USFS:  Regional Accessibility Coordinator got us going on it.

BLM:  Comply with the Law.

BLM:  Directives from Washington on accessibility of Fee Demo Sites.

FWS:  Sent a wheelchair user and employee to training for Section 504.

FWS: Bicentennial Land Heritage Fund to bring facilities up to accessibility standards.

#6
If accessibility review is completed, have you completed an action plan?

Responses:

NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Yes


14

8

1

3

8

34


No


-

5

3

6

2

16


Don’t know

1

2

8

-

4

15


Comments:

NPS:  Need to revisit list and put target dates.

NPS:  Planning wasn’t broad enough, some things were missed in original survey.

USFS:  10 of 12 forests in region have completed their transition plans.

USFS:  Transition plan has been completed and will be printed soon.  We intend to update it every 2 or 3 years.

USFS:  A transition plan was completed, but little has been done because of lack of funding.

USFS:  We use an informal transition plan as a management tool identifying priorities.  This allows for asking 

for funds as they become available.  If we put it in a formal transition plan, not all of the necessary 

money would be received, and we would lose out on funding for the necessary improvements.

BLM:  This will come out of ADMS assessments.

BLM:  Most states are lacking in my opinion.

BOR:  Starting shortly.  Will be completed by September 2000.

FWS:  Not formal.  We call them Individual Project Worksheets (IPW’s).

FWS:  Funding is holding us back from 100% completion.

#7
Do all program staff receive training on accessibility issues?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Accessibility is a priority in 
5

3

3

-

2

13


    our staff training.

It is mentioned in our staff 
5

6

5

-

8

24


    training.

It is up to each supervisor 
4

4

1

7

1

17


    to review accessibility 

    issues with staff.

Accessibility issues are not 
1

-

4

2

4

11


    discussed in staff training.

Don't know


-

3

3

-

2

8

Comments:

NPS:  All Interpretive staff receive annual access training (2 hours).  Unsure how it is done in rest of park.

NPS:  Always address access during planning of new buildings and during maintenance retrofits.

USFS:  Accessibility training is a priority at high level, but may not effectively get down to the field.

USFS:  TTY’s at all district offices.  Training on how to use TTY’s is planned for near future.

USFS:  Developed a Forest Access Team that covers training, as well as natural resources, 

human resources, etc.

USFS:  No formal annual training, but everyone gets training every 2-3 years. (3)

BLM:  Completed for the constructed environment

BLM:  Training is neither required by nor promoted by RESOURCES.

BLM:  Accessibility training is available to all staff, but is not manditory. Therefore, some may 

not have been exposed.

BLM:  Recreation Staff has minimal training.

BLM:  Outside trainings are available (NCA, Short Course, BOR), but its rarely mentioned in 

BLM staff trainings.

BOR:  Not mandatory, but it is offered at each area office on a regular basis.

BOR:  Will be instituted in May or June for all supervisors.

FWS:  Not formalized. (7)

FWS:  Depends on funding.  Limiting training opportunities.

FWS:  Usually, one person goes and gets outside training, then comes back and teaches to 

everyone they work with.

FWS:  Accessibility specialist in Regional Office is severely missed.

FWS:  Need more training opportunities and contacts.

#8
If yes, what kind of training is provided to program staff?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Disability awareness.

14

16

9

8

8

55


Universal Programming.
13

9

2

5

-

29


Universal Design.

13

14

12

8

1

48


Program Adaptations.

5

5

2

2

-

14


Don't know


1

-

1

1

1

4

Comments:

NPS:  Try to span all types of disabilities, not just wheelchair users.  Include visual and hearing 

     
impairments as well.

NPS:  Not sure what park-wide training is offered.  Up to individual managers.

NPS:  Long ways to go on Universal Programming and Design.

NPS:  Person with a disability talked with the trail crews.  Increased their passion and interest in 

 providing accessible trail features.

USFS:  Regional trainings have been organized.

USFS:  Not formalized.  Often employees with disabilities cause effective informal trainings.

USFS:  I rented a wheelchair and went around all of our facilities to get first hand experience in 

seeing what was accessible.

BLM:  Mostly on-the-job training.

BLM:  All types of disability trainings are made available to BLM personnel.

BLM:  Funding for training has been limited. (2)

BOR:  NCA trainings are available.

BOR:  Mostly focused on physical access to facilities.

FWS:  Informal trainings.  (9)

#9
Do you allow people to bring and use their own special equipment to accommodate a disability (i.e. wheelchair, white cane, respirator, service animal, communication device, off-highway vehicle, personal watercraft)?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Yes



7

16

14

9

14

60

It depends on what the 
8

-

1

-

3

12

    adaptive equipment is

No    



-

-

-

-

-

-


Don't know


-

-

2

1

-

3

What kinds do you allow?

NPS:  Anything besides personal watercraft and ATV (for all people) (10)

USFS:  All kinds, except in wilderness on a case by case basis. (4)

BLM:  Don’t limit anything in this area. (5)

BOR:  No real restricted areas on BOR land.  No body has brought it up.

FWS:  Have wheelchairs available, and can allow ATV’s in specific areas if necessary. (7)

What kinds do you not allow?

NPS:  No personal watercraft or ATV use. (10)

NPS:  Only limitation is electrical device in areas where electricity is not provided, and vehicles 

     in designated wilderness areas.

USFS:  OHV if area is restricted to motorized use, for all people.

USFS:  Situational for Wilderness Areas, on a case by case basis. (5)

USFS:  No motorized wheelchair access in wilderness areas.

BLM:  Limit OHV and motorized use in wilderness and some other areas for all people. (5)

FWS:  No motorized watercraft allowed to anyone (except for electric).

FWS:  Service dogs attract alligators, so suggest they not go into swamp for their own safety.
Why?

NPS:  Prohibited by regulation.  (7)

NPS:  Motor scooters not allowed is not appropriate for indoor use.

USFS:  Wilderness regulations  prohibit motorized equipment.

BLM:  Agency Policy.

FWS:  Destruction of sensitive natural areas. (5)

#10
Do you provide special consideration, or make exceptions for persons with disabilities in areas such as:
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Backcountry permits.

7

-

-

-

-

7


Campsite reservations.
15

6

1

2

-

24


Group size limitations.
-

5

-

-

-

5


Guided or self guided tours.
8

9

1

3

4

25


Physical modification of 
2

3

1

3

4

13


    primitive areas.

Creation of programs or 
5

-

5

-

10

20


    facilities designed solely 

    for use by persons with 

    disabilities.

Entrance, parking, or 

9

12

4

3

7

35


    usage fees.

Special Usage Permits 
3

8

3

2

7

23


    (i.e. fishing, hunting, 

    trapping).

Special vehicle use in 

-

4

6

-

14

24


    restricted areas.

Is there a process that people have to go through? 

Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Yes



11

5

-

2

9

27

No    



4

7

7

4

3

25

Don't know


-

1

6

1

-

8

Is information available on this process? 


Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Yes



11

2

2

2

6

23

No    



-

9

6

4

6

25

Don't know


4

2

5

1

-

12

Explain:  

NPS:  Accessible reserved campsite can be reserved on Jan. 1, while other sites must be reserved within 30 

days of visit.

NPS:  In the process of making brochures and web page to inform public of accessible campsite.  (6)

NPS:  Backcountry campsite lean-to’s are not accessible, but the toilets are made accessible.

NPS:  Special population permits are given to operators serving people with disabilities.

NPS:  Guide/Service dogs allowed despite Wilderness designation.
USFS:  Special permits for disabled to hunt behind a locked gate. (2)

USFS:  No reduced rates for people with disabilities.  Thinking about special hunting program to 

allow vehicle hunting behind closed gates.

USFS:  Golden Access passes are honored. (2)

USFS:  Regional guidebook, “Outdoors for Everyone”.  Want to put it on the internet.

USFS:  Need better signage on gates, informing how to get permission to travel behind them if 

they are disabled.

USFS:  Decided on a case by case basis, but can’t be any justifiable handicapped request that 

would be turned down.

USFS:  Need to establish a Forest level contact for requests.

USFS:  Special handicapped parking outside of pay parking lots.

BLM:  Golden Access Passes are honored.

BLM:  No limitations on this land, except no off road driving

BLM:  Camping fees are all the same for every one

BLM:  There may be a process, depending on the outcome of the OHV EIS.

BOR:  Basic policy is to treat everyone the same.

FWS:  Hunting program is set aside on paved areas.  Special area and program set aside for the 

disabled. (5)

FWS:  2 disabled hunting blinds, with hardened paths and accessible platforms.

FWS:  Combined Youth and Disabled hunting programs, to work together.

FWS:  Need to change requirements for people with disabilities using ATV so that it is more 

restrictive than the DMV placard allows.  Want to change language to “permanently 

reliant on mobility aids” or something similar.

#11
Do you see existing or potential conflicts between any of your policies and providing access to persons with disabilities?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Yes



11

11

8

4

4

38

No    



4

5

8

5

14

36

Don't know


-

-

1

-

-

1

Comments:  
NPS:  I can see a lot of potential complaints out there.

NPS:  Limitations on vehicles in designated Wilderness.  (8)

NPS:  Electric wheelchairs on Carriage Roads, but no complaints to date.

USFS:  Closed gates to hotsprings require walk in, and would exclude people that can’t walk. Roads must be 

closed for resource preservation, and many other springs are available with a short walk.

USFS:  Hunting allowed behind closed gate could cause controversy for non-disabled hunters. (2)

USFS:  Motorized OHV use in closed areas would be perceived as unfair. (6)

BLM:  Fishing access hasn’t been discovered yet.

BLM:  Possibly the greatest conflict is when we THINK we are meeting policy and ADA 

standards, and we really aren’t.

BLM:  OHV designations for limited access may cause discrimination against people w/ disabilities. (2)

BLM:  Given the steep terrain, it is not feasible to adapt most of our non-motorized trails for 

handicapped access.

BOR:  Safety of dams issue.  Dam keepers cannot have disabilities, but those areas are not 

available to the public.

BOR:  When a request is made, we will work to provide access.  Wait for demand in order to provide access.

FWS:  Funding issues for action plan, including ramp work, and video work.

FWS:  Maybe service dog issue with alligators, but otherwise not.

#12
Do you see existing or potential conflicts between use/requests by persons with disabilities and other interest groups (i.e. environmental protection, wise-use, motorized vehicle advocates)?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 
Yes



10

12

11

2

6

41

No    



5

3

5

5

11

29

Don't know


-

1

1

-

-

2

Comments:  
NPS:  Not in this park.  There is a place for everyone.

NPS:  Primary features are most desirable for access, however, also are the most difficult for environmental 

considerations.

NPS:  Disability concern is used to leverage opening of primitive areas to OHV use.

NPS:  Restriction of OHV’s and PWC’s to all people could bring up conflict w/ persons with 

     
disabilities if they made a request.

USFS:  Hunting behind closed gates could cause controversy for non-disabled  hunters.

USFS:  Motorized use in wilderness areas would raise issues with hunters and  environmental protection. (6)

USFS:  People who use the disability arguments to change wilderness regulations and especially 

allow motorized use.

BLM:  A number of areas are closed for walk-in hunting only.

BLM:  Motorized / mechanical use in designated wilderness, or other closed areas. (4)

BLM:  OHV organizations say limitation of OHV’s discriminates against the handicapped. (3)

BOR:  Potential problem between people in wheelchairs and horses on shared use trails.

FWS:  Hunting for people with disabilities could conflict with wildlife viewing.

FWS:  ATV use by people with disabilities could conflict with other hunters, wildlife, etc.

#13
What types of requests have persons with disabilities, or organizations that serve persons with disabilities, made to your park / area / unit / refuge?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Group size exception.

-

-

-

-

-

-

Off-highway vehicle use in 
-

10

5

-

11

26


    restricted areas.

Discounts off of normal 
4

5

4

-

7

20


    fees.

Campsite reservation 

8

2

-

2

-

12


    preference.

Special equipment request 
2

7

-

-

3

12


    that conflict with current 

    allowed usage.

Hunting equipment (i.e. 
-

-

-

-

5

5


    crossbow, rifle) use in 

    areas or seasons when 

    prohibited.

Use of service animal in 
3

1

-

-

9

13


    areas prohibited to 

    domestic animals.

Others:

    School groups w/ kids
4

-

-

-

-

4



with disabilities

    Modification of a boat


-

-

1

-

1



launch for independent use.

    Hunting consideration off
-

-

-

-

5

5



of observation tower.

    Special parking in bus
1

-

-



-

1



only area.
Please give some examples of recent requests, your response, and the process by which you came to that response:

REQUEST

RESPONSE

DESCISION-MAKING PROCESS

	1)

  
	NPS:  Extra rangers needed for school grps
	Sent out extra rangers
	Rangers are allowed to physically assist People w/ Disabilities.

	2)
	NPS:  Parking in an area restricted to vehicles because allergic to exhaust
	Allowed
	Was not an ecologically sensitive area so it was allowed during their visit.

	3)
	NPS:  Use wheelchair on an inaccessible trail
	Was told that it was OK, but dangerous
	Discussion about safety with the person making request and the park personnel.

	4)
	NPS:  Use of motorized scooters on carriage roads
	Yes, if suitable for indoor use.  No, if an outdoor scooter.
	See previous.

	5)
	NPS:  Use an OHV to get to end of a washed out road.
	NO
	If no body was able to get to the end of the road, and no body was allowed to use OHV’s, then it’s not discriminatory.

	6)


	USFS:  Hunt from vehicle behind closed gate
	Allowed
	If hunter has state disabled permits, and the manager sees no resource issues, it is allowed.

	7)


	USFS:  Gate closure to hotsprings is discriminatory.
	Gate stays closed due to resource protection issues.
	Needs more study.  Don’t currently consider it an accessibility issue for persons with disabilities.

	8)
	USFS:  Motor Boat use in Wild and Scenic River
	No
	Access is denied to ALL people, so it is not descriminatory.  Can get in by other means.  Use “Decision Tool”

	9)
	USFS:  Service dog access in restricted area
	No
	The “service animal” was a 3-legged poodle.  What is the definition of a service animal???

	10)
	USFS:  Request for fee reduction in special areas (3)
	No
	Offered Golden Access Fee reduction, but otherwise no waiving of fees is allowed by FS policy.

	11)
	USFS:  Wheelchair user wants to moor boat on a reservoir beach.
	In the process of determining decision
	Will seek to accommodate, but is being considered after a written request is received from the user.

	12)
	BLM:  Native Americans wanted to collect pine nuts (elderly).
	Denied access
	Could hike or horseback.  Gave alternative area for collection.

	13)
	BLM:  Trout fisherman requests vehicle access to closed area
	Currently considering.
	Currently making decision locally.  Probably can accommodate him, however, conflicts with cultural and natural resource protection.

	14)
	BLM:  Vehicle access to Hike only area
	Allowed access upon approval of private landowner.
	Private landowner has a road that allowed person to access area, with landowners approval.

	15)
	BOR:  Park employees asked to help disabled in/out of boats
	Employees allowed to help.
	Puts them in grave liability risk and physical danger, but did it to provide greatest access possible.

	16)
	BOR: ATV use for hunting for people w/ disability
	Denied use.
	Provide designated area (observation tower) for disabled.



	17)
	FWS:  Service dogs allowed in swamp.
	Warned not to but allowed if person insisted.
	Suggest they not go in because alligators are attracted to dogs.  It’s for the safety of the dogs.

	18)
	FWS:  ATV use in area restricted
	Allowed
	Manager decided based upon resource protection, and by assuring that the person was actually disabled.

	19)
	FWS:  Special ORV use for the disabled
	Created a special hunting area for the disabled.
	Decision made by Disabled Access Working Group.  Refuge facilitated this group to help make decisions and exchange information.  Made up of PWD’s, hunters, and refuge personnel.


#14
Do you allow Concession Operation in your park / area / refuge? 


Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Yes



15

14

3

9

11

52

No    



-

2

12

-

6

20

Don't know


-

-

-

-

-

-

#15
If yes, how many Concession Operators:  


Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 




35

13

19

?

5

72

# that serve persons with disabilities:  

Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 



34

13

-

?

5

52

# that specialize in serving persons with disabilities:


Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 



2

0

0

0

0

2

#16
Do you encourage Concession Operators to make provisions to serve persons with disabilities?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Yes



14

15

3

6

11

49

No    



-

-

4

2

-

6

Don't know


1

1

1

1

-

4

How do you encourage them?   

Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Total 

Special incentives?  

5

-

1

-

-

6

Contractual Requirements?
14

9

-

5

9

37

How do you monitor this? 
NPS:  Visual Inspections.  (6)

NPS:  Employ a Concession Specialist whose job it is to check.  (3)

NPS:  Constant Review.

NPS:  Reading marketing information to determine whether access is available. (3)

USFS:  Don’t currently have, but if they do in the future it will be a part of their contract.

USFS:  Visual observation, but last job to get done because no money or man-power. (

USFS:  Given Transition Plan, and told they must comply within that guideline.

USFS:  Informal personal interaction.

USFS:  Annual performance reviews and facility inspections.  (10)

BLM:  Generally, BLM doesn’t deal with many concessionaires, more with outfitters. (3)

BOR:  Operators receive higher priority in contracting process if they provide accessibility.

BOR:  Yearly check-in by supervisor of area.

FWS:  Routine spot checks.

FWS:  Visitor complaints send up red flags, which are then followed up on.  Can’t do anything until a complaint is made, even if we notice that there is a problem.

#17
What, in your opinion, could be done to improve: 

Participation by persons with disabilities: 
NPS:  Improve marketing/outreach to disabled community (5)

NPS:  Professional accessibility review completed in 1999, by outside company.

NPS:  Outreach to communities near park to increase local knowledge and usership.

NPS:  Have local persons with disabilities help as consultants in planning process.

USFS:  Improve printed materials for accessibility, and get access information on the internet. (11)

USFS:  Marketing and letting people with disabilities know what is available.  Have great 

facilities, but no one knows that they are out there. (2)

USFS:  “Outdoors for Everyone” (2)

USFS:  Increase funding to implement transition plan and improve facilities. (5)

USFS:  Start seeking out events, conferences, and conventions for persons with disabilities. (2)

USFS:  Send forest job notices to disability organizations.

BLM:  Need more participation in planning by people with disabilities. (4)

BLM:  Need to make more media splashes about accessible features and programs.

BLM:  Unaware of any attempts to initiate a “brainstorm” dialogue with disability 

organizations in the community.

BLM:  Make persons with disabilities aware of which sites are accessible (i.e. websites, brochures, etc.) (4)

BLM:  Need to be careful advertising sites as accessible, when they really are not.

BLM:  Hire people with disabilities.  Seek and engage disabled community when hiring.

FWS:  Don’t allow “No Interest” excuse.  Need to outreach to disability organizations.

BOR:  Relied on word of mouth in the past, need to outreach through sites like Recreation.gov, 

and have a link to the ADMS database.

BOR:  Provide a blanket liability policy for federal agencies to stop the liability obstacle for 

getting improvements done.

BOR:  Have disability organizations cooperate in coming to evaluate areas for accessibility.

BOR:  Outreach at Abilities Expos throughout the country.

BOR:  Reservoirs with good access need road signs advertising this fact.

BOR:  Increase awareness of programs on part of the managers through education and training.

BOR:  Budgetary and resource threat of punishment if they do not make programs accessible.  

They know what needs to be done, but need incentives to get them done.

BOR:  Use media to make people aware of opportunities.

FWS:  Working group of local people with disabilities has opened doors  to hunting programs.  

Personal outreach to local groups needs to happen.

FWS:  Need more good quality outreach with brochure of accessible opportunities.

FWS:  Need to train personnel better in how to adapt programs appropriately.

Access to persons with disabilities:  
NPS:  Need to develop videos/audio tape alternatives to Lighthouse/Historic structure tours.

NPS:  Need better waterfront /  lake access like transfer platforms or lifts for boats.

NPS:   Make trails as barrier free as possible, even though they can’t fully meet ADAAG standards.

NPS:  Need better training of park staff and campground contacts.

NPS:  Make Accessibility Coordinators into full time position on the regional or park level.

NPS:  Need one definitive, easy to read guide for building accessible trails.

USFS:  Doing a great job on facility access.  Most of construction money goes to improving access.

USFS:  Facilities need a lot of help.  Need to “harden”sites.

USFS:  Work with outfitters and guides to ensure that they follow the same philosophy as Forest 

Service, especially in the programs side of things.

USFS:  Need a full-time national coordinator on Accessibility, best to have one in each region.

USFS:  Have direction, but don’t have Legal Policy.  Need backup for legal questions.

USFS:  Need more money allocated for accessibility upgrades.

BLM:  Resources has to “buy into” the program.  This state must have a resources PROGRAM accessibility 

coordinator and an interpretive specialist who participates in providing an accessible experience.

BLM:  Use universal design theory.

BLM:  More Money. Have designated funds for accessibility projects. (3)

BLM:  Improve education and training of employees.

BLM:  Always bring up ADA in meetings and gatherings.

BLM:  Have special equipment available for people to use.

BLM:  Need more engineers with knowledge of access needs and design specs.

BOR:  Connect ADMS module to a website to give more information to the public about access.

BOR:  People with disabilities work with designers to teach why it is important to create access.

FWS:  Provide a spectrum of experiences (not all paved).

FWS:  Improve tours for sight and hearing impaired people (i.e. videos)

FWS:  Provide specialized equipment like rugged wheelchairs for rough terrain, especially for the elderly.

FWS:  Need more funding to provide accessible trails.

FWS:  Need an agency coordinator for access issues, to promote and move accessibility forward.

FWS:  Hire people with disabilities.  Will open eyes to thoughts and ideas.

FWS:  Improve educational opportunities for staff, volunteers, outfitters, etc.

Integration of persons with disabilities:
NPS:  Need greater education of staff and constituencies on providing access.  Increase staff 

sensitivity and awareness of accessibility issues. (4)

USFS:  Emphasis Universal Design when training engineers.  Architects are good, but engineers 

need the on the ground training.

USFS:  Use principals of Universal Design in all construction/reconstruction of facilities.(4)

BLM:  Use universal design theory. (4)

BLM:  Good coordination between state offices and large project managers.

BLM:  Have a full time accessibility coordinator, that is not co-lateral duty. (3)

BLM:  Better outreach to local disability groups for planning assistance.

BOR:  Integrate people with disabilities into the planning process.  And have people with 

disabilities conduct the assessments in ADMS.

BOR:  Implement Universal Design. All picnic tables accessible, even though no accessible route to them.

FWS:  This is the goal.  Create children’s programs and tours for people who use other languages.

FWS:  Try to provide the same experience to all people, unless historic preservation issues prevent full access.

FWS:  Have a process for keeping up with ideas, so when people with disabilities show up, we 

are ready to accommodate them.

#18
Describe any innovative strategies you have employed to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities to outdoor environments and recreation opportunities: 
NPS:  Raised funding for a professional outside source accessibility survey and are currently 


implementing suggested changes.

NPS:  Persons with disabilities are an invisible population.  Not many people speak up and 


complain, so they just don’t come to visit.

NPS:  We look at our trail system as a whole to make improvements for accessibility, and 


provide a variety of trail experiences. (3)

NPS:  Successful funding of regional accessibility projects by making them line item budget requests.

NPS:  Use “Friends of the National Parks” groups to survey trails and beaches for accessibility.

USFS:  “Outdoors for Everyone” Booklet.

USFS:  Hunter’s Access Program has spread throughout all of our districts.

USFS:  Every site in one campground and picnic area were designed to be universally accessible.  Followed 


Universal Design principals fully, and it didn’t add much to the overall cost.

USFS:  Need to constantly push the minimums.  Don’t limit yourself.

USFS:  Have a district work day, solely aimed at making accessibility improvements.

USFS:  Ongoing TTY training’s  by offices periodically calling each other on the device  to keep 


up on how to use it.

USFS:  Have descriptions of trails and facilities and let people decide for themselves whether it 


is accessible to them.  Don’t just tell them it is accessible or not.

USFS:  Keep a running mailing list of people with disabilities to send information about accessible features.

USFS:  Develop partnerships and volunteer networks to make up for lack of funding. (6)

BLM:  Render the site accessible by taking advantage of the topography, eliminating visual 


differences.  And it don’t cost a dime!

BLM:  Innovative fee service station design that is universally accessible for kids, seniors, chair-users, etc.

BLM:  Frustrated by having too many other jobs to do.  It has to be a lower priority than many jobs.

BLM:  Working with local students with disabilities to do jobs at BLM sites.  Raised awareness 


levels and made employees really think about what makes accessibility.

BLM:  Display “Degrees of Accessibility” on brochures, etc.

BLM:  Hired person with a disability as a wilderness ranger.

BLM:  Use Universal Design principals across the board, in all construction and reconstruction.

BLM:  Compacted .25” minus gravel surfaces proved to be inexpensive yet accessible alternative to asphalt.

BOR:  Title 28 improvements are getting a lot done.

BOR:  BOR and others establish an Interagency Forum on Accessibility and Outdoor 


Recreation, based in California.  Meets every 6 weeks to exchange ideas and share information.

FWS:  Provide hunting programs, hardened surfaces on trails, special parking areas, and 


improved ramps to observation platforms.

FWS:  Created video of inaccessible areas of historic house and inaccessible trails.

FWS:  Have a resident volunteer with Parkinson’s Disease.  Ambassador that opens people’s 


eyes to accessibility issues.

FWS:  Manager’s sensitivity is enhanced by having a nephew that is disabled.

FWS:  Experimenting with accessible surface materials to share with other FWS areas.

FWS:  All brochures are available on CD’s.  Tours available on tape and on radio stations for guided tours.

FWS:  Overnight floating platform with ramp to composting toilet, boat slip, and disembarking 


ramp into the water.

FWS:  Combined Youth and Disabled Hunting programs together to mentor each other.

FWS:  Have volunteer coordinator get volunteers from local disability organizations.

#19
Do you know of any persons with disabilities who would be interested in helping out with this survey?
Responses:


NPS

USFS

BLM

BOR

FWS

Yes



6

12

7

8

15

No



4

4

9

2

2

Don't know


-

-

-

1

-

Appendix 7:  Outdoor Recreation Organization Contacts

Appendix 8:  National Disability Organization Contacts

Appendix 9:  Regulatory Negotiation Committee Contacts

Appendix 10A:  Persons with Disabilities Cover Letters and Survey

Note:  This letter was mailed on Wilderness Inquiry letterhead

Dear Outdoor Enthusiast,

The United States Congress has required that a study be conducted on methods to improve access for persons with disabilities to outdoor recreational opportunities made available to the public on federal lands.  This study is a requirement under Public Law 105-359.

Wilderness Inquiry, a non-profit organization that seeks to improve access to the outdoor environment for people of all abilities, has been chosen to conduct the study.

You have been identified as a person who may have experience in outdoor recreation on federal lands.  Your response to the enclosed survey is critical to identifying methods to improve access to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities on federal lands.  

Enclosed, please find a set of questions seeking your ideas on ways to improve accessibility on the federal lands that you have visited.  Please respond as thoroughly as you are able.  The more specific you can be with regards to your suggestions for improvement, the more useful the report to congress will be.

Thank you for your cooperation in this important study.  Please return the completed survey in the enclosed reply envelope by May 19, 2000.  

If you prefer, or require an electronic format version, reply to the survey online at www.wildernessinquiry.org/accesssurvey.html.  Please call Mike Passo at 612-676-9400, or email him at mikepasso@wildernessinquiry.org with any questions.

Sincerely,


[image: image2.wmf]
Greg Lais

Executive Director

Enclosures:
Consumer Questionnaire



Postage-paid reply envelope

 Email Cover Letter 

Greetings!

Please help us to determine ways to make our public lands more accessible to people of all abilities.  Your assistance in forwarding the attached email message to people with disabilities can help us to determine appropriate recommendations to Congress on how to improve accessibility on Federal Lands.

The United States Congress has required that a study be conducted on methods to improve access for persons with disabilities to outdoor recreational opportunities made available on federal lands.  This study is a requirement under Public Law 105-359.

Wilderness Inquiry (WI), a non-profit organization that seeks to improve access to the outdoor environment for people of all abilities, has been chosen to conduct the study.

Your member’s input is critical to identifying methods to improve access to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities on federal lands.  Please forward the email message below to your constituency so that they can complete the survey online at www.wildernessinquiry.org/accesssurvey.html.

You will also receive a package in the mail that contains 5 ready-to-be-mailed surveys. You can hand out or mail these surveys to interested people that are unable to, or do not wish to complete the survey online.  If you need more than the enclosed 5 surveys, please call WI for additional surveys.  Or, if you prefer, distribution of the surveys can also be accomplished by sending WI a mailing list of your constituency, and we will send out the surveys and collect the responses.

Thank you for your cooperation in this important study.  Please encourage your members to respond to this survey by May 19, 2000.  If you have any questions, please call Mike Passo or Greg Lais at 612-676-9400, or email us at mikepasso@wildernessinquiry.org.

“Help Congress Improve Outdoor Accessibility”

Dear Outdoor Enthusiast,

The United States Congress has required that a study be conducted on methods to improve access for persons with disabilities to outdoor recreational opportunities made available to the public on federal lands.  This study is a requirement under Public Law 105-359.

Wilderness Inquiry, a non-profit organization that seeks to improve access to the outdoor environment for people of all abilities, has been chosen to conduct the study.

You have been identified as a person who may have experience in outdoor recreation on federal lands.  Your response to the enclosed survey is critical to identifying methods to improve access to outdoor recreation for persons with disabilities on federal lands.  

Please visit www.wildernessinquiry.org/accesssurvey.html and complete the survey as thoroughly as you are able.  The more specific you can be with regards to your suggestions for improvement, the more useful the report to congress will be.

Thank you for your cooperation in this important study.  Your response to the survey by May 12, 2000, would be greatly appreciated.  Feel free to call Mike Passo or Greg Lais at 612-676-9400, or email mikepasso@wildernessinquiry.org with any questions.

Sincerely,

Greg Lais

Executive Director
Consumer Questionnaire

Please take a few moments to complete this questionnaire as completely as you can.  If any answers require more space than is provided on this form, feel free to attach additional sheets of paper as needed.  When you have completed the form, return it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope by May 12, 2000, to Mike Passo, Wilderness Inquiry, 808 14th Ave SE, Minneapolis, MN  55414.  You can also complete this form online at www.wildernessinquiry.org/accesssurvey.html, if you prefer.

1.  Personal Profile

Name:














Address:













Phone: 













Email:














Occupation:













Number of Family members:











 Are you a member of any Outdoor/Sporting/Environmental organizations?

( Yes

( No

If yes, which ones:

· American Canoe Association 

( International Mountain Biking Assoc. 

· American Hiking Society

( National OHV Conservation Council 

· American Motorcycle Assoc.

( National Rifle Association

· American Snowmobile Assoc. 
( National Trappers Association
· American Trails


( Nature Conservancy

· Backcountry Horsemen of America
( Sierra Club

· International Game Fish Assoc.
( Wilderness Society

· Other, please specify:  











 Do you have a:

· Hearing Impairment 


( Cognitive Impairment

· Visual Impairment 


( Mobility Impairment

· Other, please specify:  











What, specifically, is your disability?  (i.e. paraplegia, diabetes, head injury, cerebral palsy)

Do you use(check all that apply):

( Manual wheelchair

( Service animal

( Sign language interpreter

( Power wheelchair

( White cane

( Personal Care Attendant

( Communication device
(Crutches / Cane / Walker


( Other assistive devices, please list: 










2.  Past Participation on Federal Lands

 Which of the following land management agencies have you visited in the past year?

( National Parks

( Bureau of Land Management
( Bureau of Reclamation

( National Forest
( Fish and Wildlife Service

( Don't know

Please list the names of any parks, forests, refuges, or sites that you visited in the last year, and rate the level of accessibility you experienced, overall.

Park/Forest/Refuge/Site Name


Level of Accessibility

            (poor)

  (moderate)
             (excellent)

1)  





    
1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
2)  





    
1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5

3)  





    
1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5 

4)  





    
1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5

5)  





    
1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5

What types of outdoor recreation activities did you participate in at the parks listed above, and rate their general level of accessibility?

Activity




Level of Accessibility
        
           (poor)

 (moderate)
             (excellent)

· Bicycling




1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Camping




1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Cross-country skiing



1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Downhill skiing



1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Festivals/Events



1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Fishing 




1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Interpretive programs



1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Hiking





1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Horseback riding



1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Human-powered boating


1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Hunting




1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Off-highway vehicle driving


1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Picnicking




1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5



· Power boating 



1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Trapping




1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Wildlife viewing 



1----------2-----------3-----------4-----------5
· Other, please list: 











How did you visit the parks listed in question 2.2?

· Automobile
( Human powered watercraft 
( Off-Highway Vehicle
( RV

· Bicycle 
( Motorized watercraft 

( Pedestrian


( Snowmobile

· Other, please list:  











3.  Perceived Level of Accessibility

Are there any types of outdoor recreation activities that you were unable to participate in, but would have liked to?

( Yes

( No
If yes, please list:  





























How helpful, knowledgeable, or accommodating were the park / forest / refuge staff in seeking ways to meet your needs?

· Staff did everything they could to make their programs accessible

· Staff were moderately helpful

· Staff were not helpful

· There were no staff available to assist me.

What did the outdoor recreation providers do well in order to provide access to their programs and facilities? (check all that apply)

· Policies and practices are effective at providing the most integrated setting.

· Staff were well trained and sensitive to disability issues.

· Built features were accessible.

· I was allowed to use assistive devices.

· All program information was available and useable.

· I was integrated into already existing program(s), without the provision of a separate program for persons with disabilities.

· No human-made barriers added to the inaccessibility of the natural environment.  (i.e. trail/access road blockades, unnecessary steps, etc.)

· Nothing was done well.

· Other, please specify:  










Please comment on your answers.  Specific examples are most helpful:  




































Have you requested a special consideration at a park, forest, refuge, or site due to your disability?  (i.e. Special permits, fee reduction, campsite or program reservation priority)

( Yes

( No

If yes, what was the request: 










































What was the response:  










































4.  Suggestions for Improving Access for Persons with Disabilities

What special considerations do you think ought to be made to accommodate persons with disabilities: (check all that apply)

· Reduced fees.

· Campsite or program reservation preference.

· Use of off-highway vehicles or other motorized vehicles in areas where they are prohibited to the general public.

· Use of service animals in areas where domesticated animals are prohibited.

· Additional people to provide support in areas where group sizes are restricted.

· Use of special hunting equipment (i.e. crossbows, rifles) in areas / seasons where these items are not allowed for use by the general public.

· Allow hunting / fishing / trapping in areas where these activities are restricted to the general public.

· Other:  











Please comment on your answers.  Specific suggestions are most helpful:  



















































Have you noticed any innovative strategies for improving accessibility for people with disabilities to outdoor environments and recreation opportunities?  (Please attach additional sheets if necessary)
( Yes

( No



Please explain: 
























































































Do you have suggestions for improving the ability of persons with disabilities to enjoy outdoor environments and recreation opportunities on federal lands? (Please attach additional sheets if necessary)
( Yes

( No



Please explain: 
























































































Thank you for your participation in this important study.

Please return the survey by May 12, 2000 in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, to 

Mike Passo, Wilderness Inquiry, 808 14th Ave SE, Minneapolis, MN  55414.
Appendix 10B:  Tabulated Responses from Persons with Disabilities Survey

Respondent Profile:

# of Respondents: (as of 5/31/00)


288 individual respondents


619 family members affected

Geographic Distribution of Respondents:

States Represented:  
AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, HI, IA, ID, IL, LA, MA, MD, MI, MN, MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NJ, NM, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WA, WI, WV 

Members of Outdoor / Sporting / Environmental organizations:


Yes:
126


No:
151

Types of Impairments Represented:

	Hearing Impairment:
	24

	Visual Impairment:
	44

	Cognitive Impairment:
	37

	Mobility Impairment:
	152


Past Participation on Federal Lands by People with disabilities

Agency Visitation in Past Year:

	National Park Service:
	152

	National Forest Service:
	120

	Bureau of Land Management:
	47

	Fish and Wildlife Service:
	59

	Bureau Of Reclamation:
	12

	Don't Know:
	37


Types of Activities People with Disabilities Enjoyed:

	Bicycling:
	88

	Camping:
	253

	Cross-country skiing:
	34

	Downhill Skiing:
	56

	Festivals / Events:
	61

	Fishing:
	122

	Interpretive Programs:
	95

	Hiking:
	194

	Horseback Riding:
	45

	Human-powered Boating:
	104

	Hunting:
	37

	Off-Highway Vehicle driving:
	59

	Picnicking:
	199

	Power Boating:
	31

	Trapping:
	19

	Wildlife Viewing:
	192

	Other:

	3


Perceived Level of Accessibility

Perceived Level of Accessibility of Park/Forest/Refuge/Sites Visited:


Average rating of accessibility:
3.7 (on a scale of 1 to 5)

Perceived Level of Accessibility of Each Activity: (on a scale of 1 to 5)


	Bicycling:
	4.0

	Camping:
	4.0

	Cross-country skiing:
	4.1

	Downhill Skiing:
	3.3

	Festivals / Events:
	3.6

	Fishing:
	3.9

	Interpretive Programs:
	3.8

	Hiking:
	3.7

	Horseback Riding:
	4.0

	Human-powered Boating:
	4.2

	Hunting:
	3.4

	Off-Highway Vehicle driving:
	3.4

	Picnicking:
	4.3

	Power Boating:
	3.9

	Trapping:
	3.6

	Wildlife Viewing:
	3.8


Were there Outdoor Activities that Persons with Disabilities were Unable to Participate in:


Yes:
91


No: 
121

Staff Accommodation of Persons with Disabilities:


	Staff did everything they could:
	85

	Staff were moderately helpful:
	44

	Staff were not helpful:
	5

	There were no staff available:
	42


What Do Persons with Disabilities Perceive was Done Well:

	Policies and practices are effective:
	58

	Staff were well trained:
	74

	Built features were accessible;
	90

	I was allowed to use assistive devices:
	41

	All program information was available:
	71

	I was integrated into already existing programs:
	50

	No human-made barriers:
	52

	Nothing was done well:
	4


Special Consideration was Requested by Persons with Disabilities:


Yes:
51


No:
174

Suggestions for Improving Accessibility on Federal Lands for Persons with Disabilities:

Special Considerations That Should be Made to Accommodate Persons with Disabilites:


	Reduced Fees:
	121

	Campsite or program reservation preference:
	110

	Use of Off Highway Vehicles:
	112

	Use of service animals:
	140

	Additional people to provide support:
	93

	Use of special hunting equipment:
	58

	Allow hunting/fishing / trapping in areas where restricted:
	57


Suggestions for improving access:

	Allow access behind closed gates for PWD's:
	3

	Have equipment available for PWD's:
	4

	Improve training and sensitivity of staff:
	9

	Include PWD / disabled groups in planning process:
	8

	Improve restroom/toilet access:
	12

	Support wilderness programs that serve PWD's:
	5

	Hire PWD's:
	3

	Create outdoor programs specifically for PWD's:
	10

	Universal Design in accessible facilities that don't ruin the environ.:
	27

	Provide more information on accessible programs and facilities available (signage, websites, brochures):
	23

	Allow expanded OHV access for PWD's:
	12

	Waive or decrease fees for PWD's:
	7

	Expand use of animals for accessible hiking opportunities:
	2

	Use Community groups for help and ideas:
	2

	Create more accessible trails:
	21

	The wilderness should not be modified to accommodate PWD's
	4

	Don't make individuals w/disabilities traverse motorized areas to get to areas truly managed as wilderness
	1

	Fund accessibility assessments of parks:
	3

	Make access an equal priority to other funded programs:
	2

	Campsite reservation preference:
	1

	Stop closing off existing motorized roads:
	4

	Encourage protection of the resource:
	2


Appendix 11:  Service Provider Interviews

Service Provider Questionnaire
As part of a Congressionally mandated study, Wilderness Inquiry is seeking your input on ways to improve accessibility to persons with disabilities on the Federal lands on which you operate.  Please take a moment to review the following questions.  We will call you within the week to discuss these questions in a conversational phone interview.  Call Mike Passo at (612) 676-9416 if you have any questions.  Talk to you soon.

· Does the Federal agency you work with encourage you to make provisions to serve persons with disabilities?

___  Yes
___  No    ___  Don't know

How do they encourage you?   ___  Special incentives?  ___  Contractual Requirements?
How do they monitor this? 














































· What, in your opinion, could be done on Federal lands to improve: 

Participation by persons with disabilities: 









































































Access to persons with disabilities:  




































Integration of persons with disabilities:  



































· Describe any innovative strategies you have employed to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities to outdoor environments and recreation opportunities: 

















· Do you know of any persons with disabilities who would be interested in helping out with this survey?

___  Yes

___  No

___  Don't know


If yes, please identify their name and phone # or email.

1)













2)













3)













4)












APPENDIX  12A:  Technological Advancements

As our aging population continues to grow, there is an equally increasing need for better and more readily available equipment for counteracting the disabling events that inevitably occur to most people.  In the last 10 years, there has been a boom in the quantity and quality of adaptive equipment available to the public.  In addition, the lines between “adaptive equipment” and equipment designed for the general public are beginning to blur with the advent of Universally Designed equipment.  Inevitably, this equipment is pushing the limits and perceptions of what adaptive equipment is.  Issues have begun to arise, and will continue to arise at an ever-increasing pace, about what types of equipment are appropriate for use in the outdoor environment. 

This section of the report will examine some recently developed and controversial pieces of adaptive equipment currently available on the market.  In reviewing this equipment, this report suggests that decisions about the appropriateness of the equipment be reviewed based upon the following criteria:

1. Is the device suitable for indoor pedestrian use (i.e. use in an office, mall or home) 

· It is apparent that clarification is required on what is allowed in an indoor setting.  This report suggests that clear definitions be established based upon the following factors:

· Emissions (none should be allowed)

· Noise (nothing allowed over 5 decibels)

· Size (must fit through a standard door way)

· Impact on surfaces (cannot degrade carpet or other surfaces more than foot traffic)

2. Is the device designed solely for use by a person with a disability?

· Currently under ADA, this definition is applicable and appropriate; however, as Universal Design principals are coming more into practice, the line between what is designed solely for persons with disabilities over other people is beginning to blur.  In the future, these types of distinctions will become unrecognizable.

3. Does the request conflict with the current agency priorities for protection of natural, cultural or historic resources, or would it fundamentally alter the desired experience for other users of the area, road or trail?

Following are several examples of recent technological advancements.  These examples will discuss what the equipment is, what are the issues associated with its use on Federal lands, and a recommendation for its allowed usage based on an analysis of the questions outlined above.

Technological Advancement #1:

Phoenix Razor Off-road Wheelchair

Specifications:  Hand powered, 4-wheel wheelchair designed to be used in rough terrain. (See attached information)

Issues associated with its use on Federal lands:  

· It looks much like a mountain bike and therefore could cause conflicts by other bikers seeking access to the same area, or hikers that are unhappy to see its use on restricted trails.

· It’s large, knobby tires may cause erosion of trail surfaces, especially when used at high speeds.

· It is designed solely for the locomotion of a person with a mobility impairment.  It is also suitable for use in a shopping mall or other public place (though not preferable).

Recommendation:

The Phoenix Razor, and other off-road wheelchairs, should be allowed in all areas where pedestrian use is allowed.  It is a vehicle designed solely for use by persons with mobility impairments, and, though unwieldy, it would be allowed in a mall or other indoor public setting.

Technological Advancement #2:

Independence 3000 IBOT Transporter

Specifications:  Powered transporter with the ability to climb stairs and balance on 2 wheels.  Not currently classified as a power wheelchair. (See attached information)

Issues associated with its use on Federal lands:  

· The IBOT works much like a large power wheelchair, though it is not currently classified as such.

· The IBOT is powered by an electric motor that is suitable for use in a shopping mall or other public space.

· The IBOT can balance on 2 wheels, raising the rider to standing level height.  It can also climb stairs.

Recommendation:

Though the IBOT is not currently recognized by the medical community as a powered wheelchair, it should be considered as one, and therefore allowed in all areas open to pedestrian use.  It meets the ADA definition of a wheelchair, and would be allowed in any indoor public setting.  The IBOT, and technology like it, have the potential to open up areas of the outdoors (and indoors, for that matter) that previously were viewed as completely inaccessible to a person with a mobility impairment.

Technological Advancement #3:

Titanium Arts One-Off Handcycle

Specifications:  Hand powered, 3-wheel vehicle.  Powered by bicycle style pedals used by the hands.  Very stable.  Can climb very steep slopes and single track trails. (See attached information)

Issues associated with its use on Federal lands:  

· It looks much like a mountain bike and therefore could cause conflicts by other bikers seeking access to the same area, or hikers that are unhappy to see its use on restricted trails.

· It has large, knobby tires that may cause erosion of trail surfaces, especially when used at high speeds.

· It is designed solely for the locomotion of a person with a mobility impairment.  However, it may not be suitable for use in a shopping mall or other public place due to its bike-like appearance.

· It has the ability to climb very steep slopes and to traverse quite rough terrain.

· It opens rough, single-track trails to many people that would be unable to traverse them in a traditional wheelchair.

Recommendation:

The One-Off handcycle should be allowed anywhere bicycling is allowed to the general public.  In addition, it’s use should be allowed as a reasonable accommodation in all areas, roads or trails where motorized vehicles are routinely used, or in hiking-only areas, roads or trails if it’s use would not conflict with the protection of natural, cultural or historic resources.

Technological Advancement #4:

British Columbia Mobility Opportunities Society (BCMOS)”Trailrider”

Specifications:  Human pedestrian assisted, single-wheel cart, designed to transport an individual over rough, single track trails. (See attached information)

Issues associated with its use on Federal lands:  

· Large and a little unwieldy.

· All of the weight of the persons and the cart is concentrated upon one small wheel

Recommendation:

Though hard to imagine, this cart would be allowed in a shopping mall.  Its single tire has no more impact on the trail surface than would foot traffic.  Therefore, this example of equipment should be allowed in any environment that hiking is allowed for the general public.

Other Recent Technological Advancements:

(See Appendix 12B for additional Sources for Technological Advancements)

Appendix  12B:  Sources for Technological Advancements

Periodicals:

In Motion

Amputee Coalition of America

900 E Hill Ave, Ste 285

Knoxville, TN  37915-2568

(865) 524-8722

Fax: (865) 525-7917

Email: editor@amputee-coalition.org

New Mobility

No Limits Communications Inc.

PO Box 220 

Horsham, PA  19044

(215)675-9133

Fax (215) 675-9376

Sports and Spokes

Paralyzed Veterans of America

2111 East Highland Ave, Suite 180

Phoenix, AZ  85016-4702

(602)224-0500

1 (800) 850-0344

Fax (602)224-0507

The International Federation of Sleddog Sports Gazette

Helen Lundberg, Editor

Sandviksas, 504 96

Bredared, Sweden

+46 33 244235

email:  sladhundsport@swipnet.se
Catalogs:

Access to Recreation

1 (800) 634-4351

Budde Built Custom Carts

41935 County Road 167

St Rosa, MN  56331

Phone:  (320) 267-4793

Fax:  (320) 836-2114

Don Krebs Access to Recreation Inc.

PO Box 5072-430

Thousand Oaks, CA  91359

Phone: 1 (800) 634-4351

Recreation Unlimited

7700 Piper Road

Asheley, OH  43003-9741

Phone:  (614) 548-7006 ext. 328

Websites:

www.titaniumarts.com/content/handcycles.html
One-off Titanium Handcycle information and ordering.

www.permobil.com
Off-road powered wheelchair

www.disabilityoptions.com
Kili Kart Off-road “wheelchair” information.

www.sitski.com/dhx1.htm
Sit ski and Off-road wheelchair information.

www.spokesnmotion.com
Source for sitskis

www.ncpad.org
Source for various adaptive paddling equipment and ideas.

www.open.org/horses88/
Adaptive horse riding programs and equipment.

www.abledata.com
Source for a variety of adaptive equipment.

www.options@alaska.net
Off road transport device

www.sportsquest.com/questdisabled.cfm
Source for adaptive equipment for outdoor recreation.

Appendix 13:  Shenandoah Summit Attendees

Appendix 14:  Sources of Recommendations

1) AGENCIES MUST RE-DEDICATE THEIR EFFORTS TO ACHIEVE THE GOAL OF EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR ACCESS TO OUTDOOR RECREATION BY PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES.

Sources:

Policy review:  Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

· FWS:  Accessibility specialist in Regional Office is severely missed.

· FWS:  Need an agency coordinator for access issues, to promote and move accessibility forward.

· FWS:  Manager’s sensitivity is enhanced by having a nephew that is disabled.

· NPS:  Make Accessibility Coordinators into full time position on the regional or park level.

· USFS:  Need a full-time national coordinator on Accessibility, best to have one in each region.

· BLM:  Frustrated by having too many other jobs to do.  It [accessibility] has to be a lower priority than many jobs. 

· BLM:  Resources has to “buy into” the program.  This state must have a resources PROGRAM accessibility coordinator and an interpretive specialist who participates in providing an accessible experience.

· BLM:  Have a full time accessibility coordinator, that is not co-lateral duty. (3)

Persons with Disabilities:

· Make access an equal priority to other funded programs:
Focus Groups:

· Access board is about to release concrete standards that will make a difference. But we have standards today that are not being enforced

· How should we be relevant in the 21st century?  We need to reach compliance and increase awareness of importance of public lands

· We should make a recommendation to request a report from the agencies on the status of the transition plans (i.e. a benchmark plan)

2) CONDUCT BASELINE ASSESSMENTS OF EXISTING STATE OF FACILITY AND PROGRAMMATIC ACCESSIBILITY.

Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

From Question #5 of Agency Personnel interviews:

Have you completed an accessibility self-evaluation as required under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act?

Unaware that it is required

4


Aware, but have not begun

9


Begun, but not yet completed

14


Completed



45


From Question #6 of Agency Personnel interviews:

If accessibility review is completed, have you completed an action plan?

Yes




34


No





16


Don’t know



15


Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· NPS:  Need to revisit survey to include programmatic access.

· NPS:  Completed the assessments in 1988.

· NPS:  Use “Friends of the National Parks” groups to survey trails and beaches for accessibility.

· NPS:  Raised funding for a professional outside source accessibility survey and are currently implementing suggested changes.

· BLM:  Talked about completing this, but other jobs took me away.

· BLM:  Contracting with BOR to look at 4 sites, with future goal of assessing 4 per year.

· BOR:  30 – 40% completed on average across the BOR

· USFS:  Facilities have been completed, but not programmatic evaluations.

From “Accessibility in the National Park Service” (National Center on Accessibility, 1999)

When asked to identify the primary challenges in making the park accessible, respondents identified:

· Lack of knowledge of retrofitting options / requirements.

Persons with Disabilities:

Examples of Suggestions from Persons with Disabilities:

4. Fund accessibility assessments of parks.

Focus Groups:

· Need to recognize the need to determine what is out there so we know where to go
· We talk about giving people information, but we don’t know.  We need to do the evaluations!  Need to develop the consistent tool.
· Why don’t we have an external group come in and do the assessments

· We know we don’t have the data, we need a directive from above to gather the data.  We can’t do the assessment until we get the money.

· What impedes you from making accessibility a priority?  We don’t know enough about what should and could be done.  I don’t think it is money, there are lots of sources of money.  A reasonable list of feasible goals.

· Transition Plans don’t represent real need.  They put a small amount of deficiencies in the plan because they would be forced to divert funds from other areas to solve deficiencies.  This puts us in a position of not even knowing the magnitude of the deficiency!

3) INCREASE ACCESSIBILITY RELATED AWARENESS AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR AGENCY PERSONNEL, SERVICE PROVIDERS, AND PARTNERS

Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

From Question #7 of Agency Personnel interviews:

Do all program staff receive training on accessibility issues?

Accessibility is a priority in our staff training.




13


It is mentioned in our staff training.






24


It is up to each supervisor to review accessibility issues with staff.

17


Accessibility issues are not discussed in staff training.



11


Don't know









8


Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· USFS:  Accessibility training is a priority at high level, but may not effectively get down to the field.

· USFS:  No formal annual training, but everyone gets training every 2-3 years. (3)

· USFS:  Emphasis Universal Design when training engineers.  Architects are good, but engineers need the on the ground training.

· USFS:  Ongoing TTY trainings  by offices periodically calling each other on the device  to keep up on how to use it.

· BLM:  Training is neither required by nor promoted by RESOURCES.

· BLM:  Recreation Staff has minimal training.

· BLM:  Improve education and training of employees.

· BLM:  Need more engineers with knowledge of access needs and design specs.

· BOR:  Not mandatory, but it is offered at each area office on a regular basis.

· BOR:  Increase awareness of programs on part of the managers through education and training.

· FWS:  Improve educational opportunities for staff, volunteers, outfitters, etc.

· FWS:  Depends on funding.  Limiting training opportunities.

· FWS:  Need more training opportunities and contacts.

· FWS:  Informal trainings.  (9)

· FWS:  Need to train personnel better in how to adapt programs appropriately.

· NPS:  Not sure what park-wide training is offered.  Up to individual managers.

· NPS:  Need greater education of staff and constituencies on providing access.  Increase staff sensitivity and awareness of accessibility issues. (4)

· NPS:  Need better training of park staff and campground contacts.

From “Accessibility in the National Park Service” (National Center on Accessibility, 1999)

“This lack of accessibility knowledge can be better understood when reviewing the results of the survey questions related to accessibility training.  Individuals were asked how many total hours of accessibility training they had attended in the last five years.  Seventy-five percent (75%) of the Superintendents reported they had less than one hour in the last five years, and 52% of the Accessibility Coordinators reported they had less than 10 hours of training.”

When asked to identify the primary challenges in making the park accessible, respondents commonly identified:

· Lack of accessibility education and training funds for employees.

Persons with Disabilities:

From Question # 3.2 of the Consumer Questionnaire:

Staff Accommodation of Persons with Disabilities:

	Staff did everything they could:
	85

	Staff were moderately helpful:
	44

	Staff were not helpful:
	5

	There were no staff available:
	42


From Question # 3.3 of the Consumer Questionnaire:

What Do Persons with Disabilities Perceive was Done Well:

	Staff were well trained:
	74


Examples of Suggestions from Persons with Disabilities:

· Improve training and sensitivity of staff (9)

Focus Groups:

· Having training for accessibility would do wonders for awareness.  LNT is pop culture, accessibility could be the same thing.  Package it, and sell it.  

· It will be a matrix of training to be developed

· Develop agency wide mission based training programs for all staff and service providers to ensure accessible opportunities for all people in compliance with all applicable laws regulations and policies

· How do you educate people in manager position to understand the issues?  The leader ship of upper levels.  To be inspired at a personal level!

4) INCREASE FUNDING TO FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCIES FOR ACCESSIBILITY

Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

From Question #3 of Agency Personnel interviews:

What portion of your budget do you spend to accommodate persons with disabilities?

0-1%



24


2-5%



13


6-10%



5


over 10%



7


Don’t Know


21


Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· NPS:  Successful funding of regional accessibility projects by making them line item budget requests.

· USFS:  Related to Capital Investment budget, nothing is targeted specifically for accessibility, but everything built now has accessibility characteristics. (6)

· USFS:  Congress does not allocate funds to accommodate persons with disabilities, specifically.

· USFS:  Increase funding to implement transition plan and improve facilities. (5)

· USFS:  Need more money allocated for accessibility upgrades.

· BLM:  Budget has been cut for developing new accessible facilities, but our reconstruction is all done with accessibility in mind. (3)

· FWS:  Funding is holding us back from 100% completion of action plans.

· FWS: Limited training opportunities depend on funding.

· BLM:  More Money. Have designated funds for accessibility projects. (3)

· FWS:  Need more funding to provide accessible trails.

From “Accessibility in the National Park Service” (National Center on Accessibility, 1999)

When asked to identify the primary challenges in making the park accessible, respondents most commonly identified:

5. Lack of funds.

Persons with Disabilities:

Examples of Suggestions from Persons with Disabilities:

	· Fund accessibility assessments of parks:

	· Make access an equal priority to other funded programs:


Focus Groups:

· Can’t blame congress for lack of funding, but we have not asked congress for the money.  

· Line item usually starts out with inadequate $$ and is slow to build.  It might be appropriate to have a line item for the initial assessment.

· If you get new money with out line item, it is easy for the agency to dip in the money for other purposes.  Annual performance plans are an attempt to hold agencies accountable.

· Upside - The line item creates the momentum to do the project even if the money isn’t allocated.  Down side -  if the money isn’t allocated, then that is the excuse for not providing the service.  

5) INCREASE ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT

Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

From Question #10 of Agency Personnel interviews:

Do you provide special consideration, or make exceptions for persons with disabilities in areas such as:
Backcountry permits.






7


Campsite reservations.






24


Group size limitations.






5


Guided or self guided tours.





25


Physical modification of primitive areas.



13


Creation of programs or facilities designed solely


20


    for use by persons with disabilities.


Entrance, parking, or usage fees.




35


Special Usage Permits (i.e. fishing, hunting, trapping).

23


Special vehicle use in restricted areas.



24


Is there a process that people have to go through? 


Yes








27


No    








25


Don't know







8


Is information available on this process? 



Yes








23


No    








25


Don't know







12


Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· NPS:  Persons with disabilities are an invisible population.  Not many people speak up and complain, so they just don’t come to visit.

· NPS:  Need one definitive, easy to read guide for building accessible trails.

· BLM:  Unaware of any attempts to initiate a “brainstorm” dialogue with disability organizations in the community.

· BLM:  Good coordination between state offices and large project managers.

· BLM:  Always bring up ADA in meetings and gatherings.

· BOR:  Have disability organizations cooperate in coming to evaluate areas for accessibility.

· BOR:  Budgetary and resource threat of punishment if they do not make programs accessible.  They know what needs to be done, but need incentives to get them done.

· BOR:  BOR and others establish an Interagency Forum on Accessibility and Outdoor Recreation, based in California.  Meets every 6 weeks to exchange ideas and share information.

· USFS:  Have a district work day, solely aimed at making accessibility improvements.

· USFS:  Work with outfitters and guides to ensure that they follow the same philosophy as Forest Service, especially in the programs side of things.

· FWS:  Have a process for keeping up with ideas, so when people with disabilities show up, we are ready to accommodate them.

Persons with Disabilities:

From Question #3.4 of the Consumer Questionnaire:

Special Consideration was Requested by Persons with Disabilities:


Yes:

51


No:

174

Examples of Suggestions from Persons with Disabilities:

	· Include PWD / disabled groups in planning process:
	


Focus Groups:

· Managers above us don’t know the magnitude of what we need, recommend we set down a time line for gathering a baseline and then ask for it.  Model this off of the deferred maintenance program of the past

· More people should be hired to oversee contracts, review drawings

· Mechanisms in place so any new designs be done in accordance with accessibility coordinators

· Raise ‘accessibility and the civil rights’ to be equal to ‘health and safety’ in the priority rating system.  This is different amongst agencies though.  Dept of Interior set this standard.  There is also Code compliance but the ADA isn’t considered code.  This is the deferred maintenance ranking system.

· The incentive for accessibility is that it is the right thing to do.  

· Get away from the system of complaint driven, proactive instead, because it is the right thing to do and the law

· Create a committee that oversees and enforces the implementation of accessibility (separate from the agencies)

6) Improve Communications about Opportunities for Outdoor Recreation to Persons with Disabilities:

Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· NPS:  In the process of making brochures and web page to inform public of accessible campsite.  (6)

· NPS:  Persons with disabilities are an invisible population.  Not many people speak up and complain, so they just don’t come to visit.

· NPS:  Improve marketing/outreach to disabled community (5)

· USFS:  Regional guidebook, “Outdoors for Everyone”.  Want to put it on the internet.

· USFS:  Improve printed materials for accessibility, and get access information on the internet. (11)

· USFS:  Marketing and letting people with disabilities know what is available.  Have great facilities, but no one knows that they are out there. (2)

· USFS:  Have descriptions of trails and facilities and let people decide for themselves whether it is accessible to them.  Don’t just tell them it is accessible or not.

· USFS:  Keep a running mailing list of people with disabilities to send information about accessible features.

· BLM:  Make persons with disabilities aware of which sites are accessible (i.e. websites, brochures, etc.) (4)

· BLM:  Better outreach to local disability groups for planning assistance.

· BLM:  Display “Degrees of Accessibility” on brochures, etc.

· FWS:  Don’t allow “No Interest” excuse.  Need to outreach to disability organizations.

· FWS:  All brochures are available on CD’s.  Tours available on tape and on radio stations for guided tours.

· FWS:  Have volunteer coordinator get volunteers from local disability organizations.

· BOR:  Relied on word of mouth in the past, need to outreach through sites like Recreation.gov, and have a link to the ADMS database.

· BOR:  Outreach at Abilities Expos throughout the country.

· BOR:  Reservoirs with good access need road signs advertising this fact.

· BOR:  Connect ADMS module to a website to give more information to the public about access.

· FWS:  Need more good quality outreach with brochure of accessible opportunities.

Persons with Disabilities:

From Question #3.3 of the Consumer Questionnaire:

What Do Persons with Disabilities Perceive was Done Well:

	All program information was available:
	71


Examples of Suggestions from Persons with Disabilities:

	· Include PWD / disabled groups in planning process:

	· Provide more information on accessible programs and facilities available (signage, websites, brochures):

	· Use Community groups for help and ideas:


Focus Groups:

· Average group size is 3.7, multiply that by the number of PWD and that is the number of people that accessibility affects.  Add people recovering from injury, pushing baby strollers, and aging people

· The problem is of interpretation of terms; Many places saying it is ‘accessible’, but in reality it is not.  People need to know how to read the standards and apply them.
· Users want information, we should be able to provide that information so people can use the information to plan their vacation; the key is CONSISTENT information.
7) CLARIFY THE BALANCE BETWEEN RESOURCE PROTECTION AND ACCESSIBILITY
Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

From Question #12 of Agency Personnel interviews:

Do you see existing or potential conflicts between use/requests by persons with disabilities and other interest groups (i.e. environmental protection, wise-use, motorized vehicle advocates)?
Yes




41

No    




29


Don't know



2


Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

6. NPS:  Primary features are most desirable for access, however, also are the most difficult for environmental considerations.

7. NPS:  Disability concern is used to leverage opening of primitive areas to OHV use.

8. NPS:  We look at our trail system as a whole to make improvements for accessibility, and provide a variety of trail experiences. (3)

9. USFS:  Motorized use in wilderness areas would raise issues with hunters and environmental protection. (6)

10. USFS:  People who use the disability arguments to change wilderness regulations and especially allow motorized use.

11. FWS:  Try to provide the same experience to all people, unless environmental or historic preservation issues prevent full access.

12. BLM:  Compacted .25” minus gravel surfaces proved to be inexpensive yet accessible alternative to asphalt.

13. BLM:  Given the steep terrain, it is not feasible to adapt most of our non-motorized trails for handicapped access.

From “Accessibility in the National Park Service” (National Center on Accessibility, 1999)

When asked to identify the primary challenges in making the park accessible, respondents commonly identified:

· Difficulty providing access to historic sites while maintaining historic integrity.

· Difficulty making natural areas accessible.

Persons with Disabilities:

From Question #2.3 from the Consumer Questionnaire:

Types of Activities People with Disabilities Enjoyed:

	Bicycling:
	88

	Camping:
	253

	Cross-country skiing:
	34

	Downhill Skiing:
	56

	Festivals / Events:
	61

	Fishing:
	122

	Interpretive Programs:
	95

	Hiking:
	194

	Horseback Riding:
	45

	Human-powered Boating:
	104

	Hunting:
	37

	Off-Highway Vehicle driving:
	59

	Picnicking:
	199

	Power Boating:
	31

	Trapping:
	19

	Wildlife Viewing:
	192

	Other:

	3


Examples of Suggestions from Persons with Disabilities:

	· Allow access behind closed gates for PWD's:

	· Support wilderness programs that serve PWD's:

	· Allow expanded OHV access for PWD's:

	· Create more accessible trails:

	· The wilderness should not be modified to accommodate PWD's

	· Don't make individuals w/disabilities traverse motorized areas to get to areas truly managed as wilderness

	· Stop closing off existing motorized roads:

	· Encourage protection of the resource:


Focus Groups:

· The current baseline is, you can’t fundamentally alter the place, this is a good baseline.  But when you make an exception, how do you make sure this isn’t a precedent.

· Natural barriers are what recreation is about.  Which ones to remove?

· Sustainability and carrying capacity, T & E (threatened and endangered) used to shut down public lands,

Other Conclusions:

8) WORKING WITH OUTFITTERS AND OTHER PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS

Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

From Question #16 of Agency Personnel interviews:

Do you encourage Concession Operators to make provisions to serve persons with disabilities?
Yes





49

No    





6


Don't know




4


How do you encourage them?   

Special incentives?  


6


Contractual Requirements?

37

Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· USFS:  Service providers are given the agency Transition Plan, and told they must comply within that guideline.

· USFS:  Annual performance reviews and facility inspections are used to monitor.  (10)

· USFS:  Work with outfitters and guides to ensure that they follow the same philosophy as Forest Service, especially in the programs side of things.

· BOR:  Operators receive higher priority in contracting process if they provide accessibility.

· BOR:  Budgetary and resource threat of punishment if they do not make programs accessible.  They know what needs to be done, but need incentives to get them done.

· FWS:  Visitor complaints send up red flags, which are then followed up on.  Can’t do anything until a complaint is made, even if we notice that there is a problem.

· FWS:  Improve educational opportunities for staff, volunteers, outfitters, etc.

Persons with Disabilities:

Examples of Suggestions from Consumer Questionnaire:

	· Support wilderness programs that serve PWD's:


Focus Groups:

· Concessionaires and guides should be included in the training.

· Need to build allies among the national constituencies.  Need money but that will come from the grassroots pressure from the bottom on Congress. (Karen Lutz)

· How do we deal efficiently with the concessionaires? 

· Should have incentives for compliance (outfitter/guide), use compliance as a factor for earning points to renew permits

· There is a perception in the public that the concessionaire ARE the park etc

9) ESTABLISH A MORE ACCURATE MEANS OF IDENTIFYING PEOPLE WHO ARE CONSIDERED “DISABLED” 

Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· FWS:  Need to change requirements for people with disabilities using ATV so that it is more restrictive than the DMV placard allows.  Want to change language to “permanently reliant on mobility aids” or something similar.

Persons with Disabilities:  Not applicable

Focus Groups:  Not applicable

10) HIRE PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 
Sources:

Policy review: Not applicable

Agency Personnel:

Examples of Suggestions from Agency Personnel:

· NPS:  Have local persons with disabilities help as consultants in planning process.

· USFS:  Send forest job notices to disability organizations.

· BLM:  Hire people with disabilities.  Seek and engage disabled community when hiring.

· BLM:  Hired person with a disability as a wilderness ranger.

· BOR:  Outreach at Abilities Expos throughout the country.

· BOR:  People with disabilities work with designers to teach why it is important to create access.

· BOR:  Integrate people with disabilities into the planning process.  And have people with disabilities conduct the assessments in ADMS.

· FWS:  Working group of local people with disabilities has opened doors to hunting programs.  Personal outreach to local groups needs to happen.

· FWS:  Hire people with disabilities.  Will open eyes to thoughts and ideas.

· FWS:  Have a resident volunteer with Parkinson’s Disease.  Ambassador that opens people’s eyes to accessibility issues.

· FWS:  Manager’s sensitivity is enhanced by having a nephew that is disabled.

Persons with Disabilities:

Examples of Suggestions from Consumer Questionnaire:

	· Support wilderness programs that serve PWD's:


Focus Groups:

Examples of Suggestions from Focus Group:

· Keep the hiring piece here, 1% of federal employees are people with disabilities and  most are at a low level (< G7).  It is important to increase hiring of people with disabilities.
From President’s Commission on Employment of People with Disabilities (See Appendix 4)

Table 3-1 Workforce Distribution of Persons with Disabilities

Characteristic
1994 SIPP
   FY'97 Federal 
SIPP(%)          FY'97 Fed (%)

All Persons

123,042,000
   2,478,700

100.00          100.00


Age 20-64

Any Disability
29,919,000
   167,902

24.3

6.8


(incl. severe)

Age 20 -64

Severe or Targeted14,350,000
   28,672

11.7

1.2


Disability


Source: Monthly Labor Review, September 1998; and OPM for Fed. Data.
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