
Henry Cisneros 
Secretary
Departmem of Housing and Urban Development 
451 Seventh Sl SW 
Washington, DC 20410

January 23, 1995

[Jcar Secretary Cisneros.

On behalf of the individuals and organuations who are listed on the following pages, and 
on behalf of the many others who have not yet had an opportunity to read this report, but who 
we know will also enthusiastically support its positions, we submit this document for your 
immediate and serious consideration.

In our daily lives, people with disabilities face many, many obstacles. As activists at the 
grassroots level, in recent years many of us have focused our efforts on overcoming barriers to 
"mainstream" educational opportunities, barriers to medical insurance, barriers to transportation 
and barriers to getting jobs. More and more, we are now focusing our attention on the 
discriminatory housing programs for persons with disabilities - most of them funded, and often 
created, by HUD. With HUD’s latest efforts to "reinvent" itself, we hope there is a sincere 
willingness to actually assess the needs of, and actually involve true representatives of, persons 
with disabilities - one of the largest groups of HUD’s "customers".

This report is only a brief introduction to the many serious problems persons with 
disabilities encounter with HUD’s programs. We are in the process of forming a national 
coalition of individuals and organizations interested in future actions regarding these issues. We 
request that, as your "customers", we be involved with, be kept informed about, and be given the 
opportunity to react to proposed housing policies regarding persons with disabilities. To facilitate 
future communications and interactions with HUD, we request that an individual be 
identified to act as a contact person and liaison with each of HUD's organizations (Thea 
Spires. Special Assistant in the Office of the Secretary, has been especially helpful and 
responsive to us, and we would welcome the opportunity to continue to work with her in such 
a capacity.)

Thank you for receiving our comments and recommendations. We look forward to 
learning, very soon, from your office about opportunities to begin immediately to work with 
HUD to develop meaningful national housing policy for persons with disabilities.

Sincerely, for the National Action Coalition for Disability Rights in Housing,

Topelu lodcpcodcai Rcsowce Center
Topdex. Kansas
913J33.4572

Karen Tamely 
Atlantis Community. Inc. 
Denver. Colorado 
303.733.9324

World Institute oa Disability 
Oakland. Califbnnx 
310.251.4330

cc: Carol Rasco. Robeia Acbienberx, Nkbolas Retsinas. Joseph ShuWiDcr, Andrew Cuomo, William Gilmartio.
Helen Dunlap. Jacqui Lawing. Tbca Spires
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Disability Activists 
Dennis Jackson 
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Disabled in Action 
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Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Liberty Resources, Inc.
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Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Topeka Independent Living Resource Center 
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Topeka, Kansas



Supporting Individuals and Groups (conL)

Karen Carter
Member, National Action Coalition for Disability Rights in Housing 
Berkley, California

Josie Byzek
Member, National Action Coalition for Disability Rights in Housing 
101 S. Second Sl, Suite 4 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101

Stephanie Thomas
Member, National Action Coalition for Disability Rights in Housing 
1339 Lamar Sq., DR #B 
Austin, Texas 78704



Responding to HUD’s 

“Housing for Persons with Disabilities"
• • •

Debunking the Myths 

and
Recommending Poiicies WE Can Live With

Mini-insdcudons, Hka the industry-operated group 
homes, 'shared Hving* and 'transidonai' 
programs, are not considered 'housing* for 
persons without disabii'tdes because, in fact, 
such institudorts are NOT housing...

- from the report

People with disabilities and grassroots advocacy organizations nationwide 
• ’customers' without the resources to have lobbyists is Washington - 

respond to 'special needs' housing programs and HUD’s recent 'Blueprint'

National Action Coalition for Disability Rights in Housing



Executive Summary

Reacting to myths that are rooted in prejudice and ignorance. HUD has developed mini­
institutions, not housing, for persons with disabilities. These mini-institutions serve the interests 
of politicians, the housing and service industries, and some families, but not persons with 
disabilities. Instead of listening only to the self-interests of the housing and services industnj:s,. 
HUD needs to start communicating directly with persons with all types of disabilities in order 
to understand our housing needs and our fair housing concerns, and then develop programs that 
respond to us - one of HUD's largest "customer” groups.

In light of the dramatic changes proposed by HUD’s "Blueprint", it is critical that the 
needs of persons with disabilities are not, again, ignored, or our fates purposely left to the states 
and communities - where we will be expected to compete against the well-funded, well-connected 
local lobbyists for the housing and services industries. We believe that it is the role of the 
federal government to advocate for and protect the most disenfranchised, the most vulnerable to 
abuse and discrimination. We believe it is the role of HUD to champion the housing and fair 
housing goals advocated by persons with disabilities.

We recommend numerous, specific actions that would begin to assure that, in the new 
system, the needs of people with disabilities will be a mandated priority, that the resources 
developed will be consumer-controlled, and that our civil and fair housing rights will be 
protected. Examples from the three categories of recommendations include:

• Require that "disability" be a prime eligibility category for federal housing assistance.

• Retain the current federal preferences, and make having a disability an "enhancer” of 
any federal, stale or local preference

• Prohibit states and communities from restricting funds to specific diagnostic or disability 
groups, and prohibit "set-asides” on the basis of diagnosis or category of disability.

• Require that all programs for persons with disabilities be based on the consumer- 
survivor and independent living models of consumer control, consumer choice, full 
integration and freedom from service requirements.

• Prohibit any linkage of services to housing; prohibit any eligibility or tenancy 
requirements related to the need or use of services.

• Introduce a federal siamte that would require housing providers to treat a federal 
certificate as income, and prohibit discrimination on the basis of "status as a recipient of 

federal bousing assistance".



With few exceptions, HUD's housing programs for persons with disabilities are 
paternalistic, demeaning mini-institutions with program requirements that violate the spirit and 
the letter of fair housing and civil rights laws. These programs, no maoer how "well 
intentioned". are shaped by society’s prejudices, irrational fears and ignorance about persons 
with disabilities. The housing and service industries capitalize on these fears and prejudices 
as they influence HUD and Congress to, using the outmoded medical model, design mini- 
institutions that meet the business interests and convenience of the industries. Today. HUD's 
programs for persons with disabilities meet the needs of pdfiticians. the housing industry, the 
service industry and some "family groups" - but these programs do not meet the housing 
needs of persons with disabilities, and these programs contain basic elements that violate 
principles of civil rights and fair housing laws.

It is disturbing that the current HUD administration has apparently failed to recognize 
the discriminatory treatment of persons with disabilities in HUD programs, and has failed, as 
well, to recognize the need to involve actual persons with disabilities when developing 
housing policy. Despite repeated attempts during the past year to persxmde HUD to establish 
a disability advisory group to work cooperatively with the Department on housing and fair 
housing matters affecting persons with disabilities, it is our understanding that HUD staff, 
instead, continues to meet with industry representatives and Washington lobbyists to discuss 
disability policy issues. With the exception of Helen Dunlap. Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Multifaraily Housing, and Thea Spires, Special Assistant in the Office of the Secretary, to our 
knowledge no other member of HUD’s administration has made an effort to provide an 
opponuniiy for actual persons with disabilities and their designated advocates to discuss 
recommendations about federal housing policy for persons with disabilities.

MYTHS

From aU appearances, HUD has been developing programs for persons with disabilities 
based on eight myths. These myths have been invented and perpetuated by society, by the 
housing and services industries, and by HUD.'

The myths that underlie HUD’s housing policies for persons with disabilities include 
the following:

Myth 1
Housing providers and service providers know better than persons with 

disabilities how best to meet the needs of persons with disabilities. The hous’ing and 
service industries are effective spokespersons and advocates for persons with 
disabilities, and the housing and service industries are the real "stakeholders" in 
housing resources for persons with disabilities. It is HUD’s role to advocate on behalf

. iDcl«td« ia 'bouaia^ and »«rvic* iaduaczi««* cboae cbeuaanda of aoa>proflc boutinf d«velop«n 
and sozvico yro^idora wbo aay bo affiliated vith diaabilicy orjaaliaclcsaa but wbo operate bouainp aad/er 
aervice prs^reu ebat are not conaueer-oontrolled. con»»er*directed. i.itecrated. and free of aervice* 
related requiresaeaca.
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with disabilities should be of the mini-institutioa and contiguous types. Finally, aside 
from the service-related issues, people with disabilities want to live in disability- 
exclusive environments where they will feel at home among their "own kind".

Myth 6
It is legal and reasonable to "set aside" a certain percentage of a program’s 

funds for persons with a particular diagnosis or type of disability (e.g. "mental illness"', 
"AIDS”, "Dear, etc.)

Myth?
The so<alled civil and fair housing "rights" of persons with disabilities are not 

really equivalent to civil rights related to race, color, religion, etc. For example:
• Not complying with Section 504’s structural accessibility requirements is not 
really discrimination, whereas refusing to rent to an African American is truly 
illeg^;
• Requiring a social worker to cosign a lease because the applicant is a person 
with a mental disability, is reasonable, whereas requiring a male of some sort 
to cosign a lease because the applicant is female is a real civil rights violation.

Since HUD has limited resources, HUD should focus fair housing enforcement 
and compliance efforts on real discrimination issues of race, gender, etc., and trust 
the social service professionals and the bousing industry to do what’s best for those 
with "special needs" and, therefore, where a "special" interpretation, looser application, 
and lighter enforcement of civil rights laws is appropriate.

Mvlhl
Only housing where persons with disabilities acnially live needs to be 

physically and programmatically accessible and needs to provide "reasonable 
accommodations." The percentage of accessible homes should be roughly equivalent to 
the percentage of people with disabilities. People with disabilities do not need to visit, 
attend meetings at the homes of. or have as cUents people withour disabilities who live 
m inaccessible housing. Universal, basic access is expensive, complex and unneedeU.

These are, inde^, all myths. Not one of them reflects reality.

It is time for HUD to get in touch with reality by involving persons with disabilities in 

the process of shaping federal hou^g policy.



Milstein 11/8

Cisneros and housing activists:

Mike Auberger; Bob Kafka from Austin; Becca V, Karen Tamley;

set up hsg for pwd office, like AIDS 
revisit policy
talk to Chicago re townhouses and whole use of townhouses 
try to do better at enforcement
232 nursing home insurance program: at first resistant, but then
said we should take a look at what we should do
Access fund for all communities that get CDBG money
wanted disab housing conf: he countered with a working group that
produces real change

Betsy, Marg Millner; meeting taped;
Retsinas commitment: hearings around the country on nursing homes 
Betsy/Bonnie point persons

AIDS advocates will get to decide who runs office;



CPD: CDBG: can be used by municipality; polling places, curb 
cuts; McKinney, HOPWA; HOME: don't like letting HOME be used for 
diagnosis specific housing

Marca met Secretary; mtg monthly w/AIDS providers; wants to start 
meeting reg'ly w/disability



Milstein: 11/7/95

couple of changes since we met in July; Betsy then wrote memo to 
Secretary; she will fax to us; Lori surprised we knew

1. '92/'93 regs allowed de-mixing and allows elderly only; 
consumer gps like regs; only a few housing auths applied; Hill 
turned this around; HR 117 amendment to Lazio's housing bill, 
which reauthorizes progs, and prohibits da&a from elderly; allows 
disabled-only or elderly-only housing; sap: no problem, good bee. 
elderly should be separate, regs are difficult

Ellen Webber, Legal Action Center

2. ADAPT showed up saying stop funding nursing homes and 
instead support . So Nick Retsinas, Assistant Secy of Housing 
(Dunlop, Millner); made some commitment, but she doesn't know — 
Assisted Housing

Eleanor Smith: complain re failure to enforce req for new public 
housing being accessible

Townhouses: 
Marchman)

public housing: Mary Ann Russ (will be Kevin

3. Section 236 low-income housing program that Congress 
defunded: HUD told folks in Calif that 504 doesn't apply; not 
true; should be easy; Julian's office is investigating

1. de-link housing and service: dislike HUD reinvention; 
Affordable Housing Fund; permits non-profits to get $ for 
people w/AIDS, CP, MH, etc.; Also don't like that

Cuomo theory; homeless people, need to get their lives 
together, on pain of losing housing

Was always a policy, but reinvention reiterated

2. how much they dislike segregated housing

3. only listens to providers, not consumers 

(tenant based vouchers, etc.)

Last NOFA for 811 (hsg for pwd): can turn the money into rental 
vouchers instead of tenant-based housing; Congress did algo; but 
HUD said services and housing don't have to be linked

811 created in '90; 202 still elderly

Sec 232 insurance program for nursing homes 
Sec 236, 221d3: assisted housing: denying 504



CPD: CDBG: can be used by municipality; polling places, curb 
cuts; McKinney, HOPWA; HOME; don't like letting HOME be used for 
diagnosis specific housing

Marca met Secretary; mtg monthly w/AIDS providers; wants to start 
meeting reg'ly w/disability
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"raarket" (in the same ways that are proposed for the housing authorities).

Reality 2
Mini-institutions, like the industry-operated group homes, "shared living" and 

"transitional” programs, are not considered "housing" for persons wiihour disabilities 
because, in fact, such institutions are NOT housing. When group homes, shared living 
arrangement and sets of contiguous apartments have mandated services incorporated 
into the facility, these programs are treatment facilitjef, and should not be perraioed to 
be considered "housing" for anyone - including p^Tmons with disabilities.

The vast majority of people with disabilities, just like the vast majority of 
people without disabilities, do not want to live in stigmatizing, unnatural "projects" 
where people are forced to live together on the basis of criteria dictated by the 
government or the provider. There are many variables - like proximity to work, stores 
and schools, safety concerns, access to transportation, etc. - that determine where 
people, including persons with disabilities, choose to live. "Projects", including mini­
institutions for persons with disabilities, do not offer any choices. Certificates do offer 
choice, and that is what persons with disabilities want, need, and deserve. With 
certificates, a person with a disability may choose to live alone in an apartment, with 
others in an apartment or a house, in a "boarding home", or maybe even a group home 
- but the reality is that people with disabilities want the opportunity to decide, among 
a variety of choices, where they will live.

Reality 3
"Supportive services" should nm be provided as part of housing programs for 

persons with disabilities. There should be a clear and complete separation between the 
housing and any services a person with a disability might receive. Any services a 
person needs and freely chooses to receive should be provided in a way that is distinct 
from the housing and should be "attached" to the PERSON, not the housing - so that 
wherever the person chooses to lives, the services will follow the person and be there 
regardless of the type of housing chosen.

Requiring supportive services only in housing programs for persons with 
disabilities is a "special term and condition" imposed because of the disability of the 
tenants. Imposing special terms and conditions on the basis of disability is a violation 
of fair housing law, the ADA* and section 504.

Requiring supportive services can be a deterrent to the development of units for 
persons with disabilities. Even though there may be housing stock or development 
options available, because a provider does not want to get involved in service dcU>^ 
issues, the provider is deterred from developing the housing units through a "disability 
program." Consequently, persons with disabilities are denied housing for reasons 
totally unrelated to bousing. We are denied housing opportunities for reasons related to

^ n* «ppli« to tho.o b^lng progroM tb.6 «ould -ol tt- dofinition of of .tot. oikI

local govorn»«i>t progriaa covered by Title II of tSe »et.



and Section 504 laW*.

b. Housing programs that offer certain services invariably limit tenancy to those 
who need and/or use such services. Therefore, an individual with a disability 
who is eligible for the housing, but who does not need or refuses the services, 
will be denied housing because of reasons related to services, not housing - 
which constitutes different treatment because of disability.

c. Most people with disabilities do not want to be forced to be segregated with 
only other persons with disabilities. Most people with disabilities want to live -
whether in an apartment building, a neighborhood of single family homes, a 

condominium community or a cooperative - with a variety of different types 
of individuals and families, some with disabilities and some without 
disabilities. Bui the imporuni point is not w/io individuals with disabilities 
choose to live with, beside, or near - the important point is that individuals . 
with disabilities have a choice.

Reality 6
According to Section 504, it is not legal to "set aside" a percentage of funds of 

a "general disability program" for persons with particular diagnoses or disabilities.^ It 
may make polirical sense to set aside a certain amount of resources for a particular 
diagnosis-specific group (i.e. the group that has the greatest political clout and the 
highest paid lobbyist), but it does not malce humanistic sense to split up very limited 
resources on the basis of diagnosis. Anyone who knows even a little bit about 
disabilities knows that within any diagnostic group there arc greatly divergent natures 
and severity of impairmenL It should be the goal of HUD’s programs to reach the 
neediest Distributing housing resources on the basis of diagnosis or "category" of 
disability will not achieve this goal because in any diagnosis-specific group there will 
be some who are seriously impaired by the disease/injury, while others with the same 
diagnosis will have very mild impairments, and, therefore, less degree of need.

. Similarly, at the same time, there will be individuals with different diagnoses who will 
be much more seriously impaired - and, therefore, in greater need - than many of 

those with the "eligible" diagnosis.

Federal bousing resources should be available to the neediest, and, in addition 
to considerations related to current living situation - "neediest" should be based on the 
degree of disabling effects of a diseascTinjury/diagnosis - not simply the diagnosis or 
category of disability, alone. For example, while it does not make sense to provide 
priority assistance simply on the basis of the diagnosis of AIDS (because of the gamut 
of possible degree of severity of symptoms), it docs make sense to provide assistance

S«c:ion 504 prohibit* *»sr««»=lo« '...ucles* such iction i» n»c»e*»ry to provid* <pj.iliti*a 
In^WiauaU with h*a^lc«p* with hou»ing, benefit*, or fervice* the* ere *e effective e* thoee provided
to other*.• 24 CTK |8.4(hMiv).

* Section 504 epecifie* the only eituelion* when progrea benefit* nny he reetricted to « certain 
cl.** of Individual, with di..bilitiee: '...A tpeclfie claae of individual^lth
fro- a progra- if the prograa i. li-ited by FederaX atalute or ISecutive order to a different claa. of 
ibdividuale.* 24 OT l».4tenll.



confirms an alarming degree of need*. One of the roles of the federal government, and, 
therefore, HUD. is to address the needs of the most disenfranchised, the most neglected and 
those who are experiencing serious discrimination throughout the nation. To date, HUD’s 
efforts to fulfill its responsibilities regarding persons with disabilities have been, at best, 
misguided, and, at worst, openly hostile.

It is our understanding that HUD is in the process of developing policies and 
legislation that will be necessary to implement the new reinveniion "Blueprint" proposed by 
the department on December 19. 1994. In light of HUD’s poor treatment of persons with 
disabilities in the past, it is imperative that HUD not continue to alienate, humiliate and 
discriminate against persons with disabilities by not including aaual persons with disabilities 
in policy discussions and the development of programs.

Furthermore, wc suggest that HUD's consideration of the impact of the "Blueprint" on 
persons with disabilities revolve around the answers to three basic questions:

Consideration A: Fair Share
What statutory provisions must be built into the federal "formula grant" and "block 
grant" distribution process to ensure that at least a certain base percentage of federal 
housing resources will be available, on a priority basis, specifically to meet the 
housing needs of persons with disabilities?

Consideration B: Consumer Control
What statutory provisions or policies are necessary to ensure that programs and 
activities under this new system will be consistent with the independent living and 
consumer-survivor models of consumer-control, consumer-choice, integrated living 
options and freedom from mandated services?

Consideration C: Protection of Rights
How can it be guaranteed that rights of persons with disabilities under the fair housing 
laws, the ADA and section 504 will be monitored, protected and defended? How can 
a knowledgeable and empowered national network be created to assess and monitor 
the industries’ compliance with section 504, the ADA, and the Fair Housing Act?
How can past, current and future lack of compliance with the civil rights and fair 

housing laws be remedied.

The following recommendations are some of our first thoughts in response to these 
three critical questions. We look forward to working with HUD staff to further explore these 
and other housing and fair housing policy issues.

Worse C«»« for Houtinq In tb* in 1990 19»1. A Mpore to



individual who is homeless and does not have a disatnlity. Having a disability, in and of 
itself, would not qualify as a distinct preference, but would be considered an "enhancement" 
of an individual’s or family’s need for housing, and. therefore, would enhance priority for
resources.

.1 f̂.'-'

A-6. Advlsorv and "citizen" boards.
Require that a disability advisory board be established at the federal level, and require 

"citizen boards" to be established at state and local levels. The boards would participate in 
the development and monitoring of housing policy.

a. Membership on the federal disability advisory board must be restricted to persons 
with disabilities.
b. The state and local boards must have at least two persons with disabilities, at least 
one person representing the needs of individuals with physical disabilities, and at least 
one person representing the needs of persons with mental disabilities.
c. All of the boards shall exclude non-consumer housing and service providers.

A-7. Prohibit ”set-asides" based on TYPE of dlsabllitY.
Allowing states and communities to earmark a certain percentage of federal assistance 

for persons with disabilities - as a general class, and allowing priorities for assistance based 
on severity of need related to the effects of disease, disability or injury (e.g. "terminally ill” 
or "institutionalized", however, prohibit states and communities from restricting funds on the 
basis of types of disabilities.

a. Prohibit funds, programs, or any other type of "set-asides" for diagnosis-specific 
groups (e.g. AIDS, paraplegia, etc.), or for a particular "category" of persons with 
disabilities (e.g. mental disability, developmental disabilities).

, A-8. Track need.
Require agencies who are administering housing programs to continue to take 

applications even when all program funds have been expended - this is one means of tracking 

unmet need.

A-9. Rgasonable accommodations.
With every application or informational packet regarding a housing program, require 

the inclusion of specific information about the rights of persons with disabilities to request 
reasonable accommodations of any rule, policy, procedure, or service (sec Recommendation 
C-6 regarding standard "Reasonable Accommodation Form".) Also include examples of 
accommodations, such as raising the allowable Fair Market Rent (FMR) amount because the 
monthly rent for a unit that has been modified by a private housing provider to meet an 
individual’s specific structural needs may necess^y exceed the "standard" FMR - which is
based on an average inaccessible uniL

•
A-IQ. Prohibit use of funds for services unrelated to hoosiag.
Prohibit the use of any federal funds, including and especially any portion of monies 

identified for persons with disabilities, to pay for service coordinatioo, services, or any other 

non-housing related activities.

A-ll. "Work” exemptioDS.
Exempt persons with disabilities from any program requirements related to "work".



provide for consumer choice.
c. AH programs must allow integration into the larger community (individuals vnth 
disabilities should be living together or in contiguous units only if the individuals with 
disabilities have freely chosen such arrangements from an array of integrated housing 
options.)

B-4. Prohibit Segregation.
Prohibit forced segregation on the basis of diagnosis, disability, category of disability, 

service need, or service use.

B'5. Prohibit linkase of housiriE with services.
Prohibit any linkage of services to housing. Prohibit all mandatory service 

requirements related to development of housing programs, eligibility for housing, tenancy or 
ownership, eviction or foreclosure, and intimidation or coercion (including actions to force 
involuntary treatment), or any other illegal use, or threat of withdrawal of services related to 
housing.

a. Prohibit requirements that housing providers develop any sort of services package 
or a list of available community services.
b. Prohibit assessments by housing providers of the "service needs" of potential 
tenants. (Many questions are already prohibited by fair housing law.)

B-6. Restrict who administers programs.
Prohibit the use of non-profit service providers to administer housing programs. 

Prohibit diagnostic- or category-specific disability organizations from administering housing 

programs.

B-7. Modify certificate/voucher program(s).
Modify the current certificate/voucher programs in the following ways (some changes 

would affea all HUD customers.)
a. Have just a voucher program. Combine the best aspects of the certificate program 
with the flexibility of the voucher program. Allow total (country-wide) portability.
b. Allow the vouchers to be used in either a mortgage or rental situation. The 
vouchers could be used to supplement personal income in order to meet mortgage 
responsibilities, or the vouchers could used to cover part of, or the entire monthly 

rent.
c. Create a federal law that would require housing providers (including banks and 
mortgage companies) to treat vouchers as income, and would disallow the denial of 
housing or a mortgage on the basis of someone’s status as a recipient of housing 
assistance (e.g. a federal or state voucher.)
d. Develop a special component of the voucher program that would provide funds 
needed for structural modifications and other "reasonable 
accommodations/modifications".
e. Prohibit service providers, diagnosis-specific non-profit hqusing providers, and any 
other entities affiliated with a particular disability or services for persons with specific 
disabilities from being administrators of the voucher (or any other housing) program 

for persons with disabilities.



Housing Act. the ADA and HUD policy to set aside a percentage of funds, or establish a 
priority for a particular disability group when those funds were designated by Congress to be 
for persons with disabilities in generaL

C-7. -<gtanriard rityibnihf forms.
Develop and require the use of standard eligibility forms that do not make illegal 

inquiries regarding the namre or severity of a person’s disability.
. ^

C-8. Standard reasonable accommodatkm forms.
Develop and require the use of standard reasonable accommodation request and 

response forms.

C-9. Add ’’status as a redpient of public assistance".
Amend the Fair Housing Act to include prohibitions on discrimination because of a 

person’s "stanis as a recipient of public assistance".

C-10. Involve dtizers boards.
Require the federal, state and local "citizens boards" to review all HUD documents to 

determine if the materials accurately reflect current law. Rewrite and/or redesign as necessary 
to ensure that "disability" is listed as an among the "protected classes" or areas of unlawful 
considerations.



DRAFT

Hrtiiginft Resources for Persons with Pigabilitjes

Debunking the Myths 
and

Establishing Policies We Can Live With

With few exceptions. HUD’s housing programs for persons with disabilities 
are paternalistic, demeaning mini-institutions with program requirements that violate 
the spirit and the letter of fair housing and civil rights laws. These programs no 
matter how “well intentioned". are shaped by society’s prejudices, irrational fears 
and ignorance about persons with disabilities. The housing and service industries 
capitalize on these fears and prejudices as they influence HUD and Congress to, 
using the outmoded medical model, design mini-institutions that meet the business 
interests and convenience of the Industries. Today. HUD’s programs for persons 
with disabilities meet the needs of politicians, the housing industry, the semce 
Industry and some “family groups" - but these programs do not meet the housing 
needs of persons with disabilities, and these programs contain basic elements that 
violate principles of civil rights and fair housing laws.

It is disturbing that the current HUD administration has apparently failed to 
recognize the discriminatory treatment of persons with disabilrties in HUD programs, 
and has failed, as well, to recognize the need to involve actual persons with 
disabilities when developing housing policy. Despite repeated atternpts during the 
past year to persuade HUD to establish a disability advisory group to work 
cooperatively with the Department on housing and fair housing maters afferting 
persons wrth disabilities, it is our understanding that HUD staff, instead, continues to 
meet with industry representatives and Washington [phbyjsts to discus dis^^ty 
policy issues. With the exception of Helen Dunlap. Deputy As^stant 
Multifamily Housing, to our knowledge no other member of HUD s 
made an effort to provide an opportunity for actual persons with disabilities and their 
designated advocates to discuss recommendations about federal housing policy for 

persons with disabilities.

MYTHS

From all appearances. HUD has been developing programs for persons with 
disabilities based on eight myths. These myths have been invented and
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perpetuated by society, by the housing and services industries, and by HUD.’

The myths that underlie HUD’s housing policies for persons with disabilities 
Include the following:

Myth 1
Housing providers and service providers know better than persons with 

disabilities how best to meet the needs of persons with disabilities. The 
housing and service industries are effective spokespersons and advocates for 
persons with disabilities, and the housing and service industries are the real 
"stakeholders" In housing resources for persons with disabilities. Therefore, 
when developing housing policy regarding people with disabilities, it is 
appropriate to have the participation of industry representatives and it Is not 
necessary to have any participation by actual customers with disabilities.

Myth 2
Mini-institutions - like industry-controlled group homos, "shared living" 

and single room occupancy programs - can be considered "housing" for 
persons with disabilities, even though such programs are not considered 
"housing" for persons withouf disabilities. People with disabilities do not need 
privacy, do not seek independence, nor do they live with partners or have 
families. Therefore, it is appropriate for public monies to continue to support 
the development of mini-institutions as "housing" for persons with disabilities.

Myth 3
"Supportive services" must be provided in all housing for persons with 

disabilities. Individuals with disabilities are incapable of independent living - 
without professionally managed services. Individuals with disabilities need 
someone to watch over them and they need a "continuum of care", not simply 
housing. HUD is doing a favor for people with disabilities by requiring 
housing providers to incorporate services into all housing programs for 
persons with disabilrties. Likewise, the practice, especially in group homes, 
of establishing "resident contribution" levels (for rent plus "servi^") that often 
are equal to nearly 100% of the total monthly income of the individual with a 
disability Is a fair and healthy practice because the individual Is receiving all 
that s/he needs In the home and. therefore, anything additional the Individual 
would want to spend money for would be frivolous and therefore a waste of 
taxpayers' welfare dollars.

^ na lacludt la "houainj and acrvicm Induatrlaa* tboae tWaanda of non-profita auoh aa the

of aarvlce-ralatad raqui^amota.
DRAFT 2
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Myth 4

hmiQihn The services packages must be designed for distinct diagnosbc 

"deveiopmentar*.

Myth 5̂ People with the same or similar disabilities a!i need the same

sis *=.“

disability-excl usive environments where they  will feel at home amosts,sr;srsir;izs£jss“4s,ir,KS,Tss,«x^ »̂ng 
Xjitheir

“«"own kind".

Myth 6 It is legal and reasonable to "set aside" a certain ®program's fSds for persons with a particular diagnosis or type of disability (e.g "mental Illness". “AIDS". "Dear, etc.)

Myth 7

sss.’Ss.fS'.TJ sr«" s." “
IZI?e.S "p"of cS,n righb la«. is 
appropriate.
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These are
, Indeed. eU myths. Not one of them Is true.

.. , , HUD to oet in touch with reality by involving persons withdlsebllile^r^fp-^
An importarrt Tth'ofv^S « disabil^Js

Consequently, rjo Jevery opinion of all other P«°P «

“sssfX~ rsJ «u,. 
experience.

REMJTY

After years of personal 
advocates for thousands of

^^p^fllSbinties. it is our tfsabil SM^and housing Is very PWfet^*

......... _,_:i;s:^v. »svh;if» lovina and well-
intentioned

wishes of the person with the disability.
pe.so,I'':iS.°d-Sir"hS
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phtoso'^wSrWere^^^
disabilities. The only 
■pSs"a
interestStss  ofof  personspersons  withwiui  ------disabilrties.-----

The only housing or
"reality" are those providers wh

consumer^^^^^
. ^independent living [ajdels

  

S"rr=
 

—.servic^related requirements.

Reality 2

Realitv_3

dfetS''be«ose, in oT«nSuourapartn«n^^^^^^

'SIS persons wimdisabiiiUes,

and complete

tvoa ofof  housinghousing  chosen.chosen.
RoouMng supportive senrices only >" ,Ses®ls a-special terrn end ^°!^p,uons onon  theIhe  babasisis a violation of fair housing .aw. u.. -

may be housing sto<*
Rcquiriilring supportive services"4  4nfa".

 

 SSrunits for persons w

disabilities^uirtng services in housing tor pemonsvdlhdisabiiilies is not a
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interests of persons with disabilities.

Si==^5S-S. 
service-related requirements.

Reality 2

Reality

Mini-insmutas, like the ..Sg"
are NOT housing. When group

and "transitionar Prog^s. disabilities because, in fa • homes, shared living 
. ^ contiguous apartments have. . thelacilrty these programs are treatmentr^ns.e./«- .or onyono -including persons with disabilities.

 3prograiS’Ce^Wi^^HSH^

^^,6 freely chooses to receive

fhf

separalion between the 

si^Sdr;r%i5s 
 

r™ .hfus
pjr'ana he the. rega^less

Is a'SSn LTSrS'rawX ADA ana secUon 504.

of the type of housing chosen.

..a»
 a«2  

5SSSE   SL
 

Reguiang supponweunits for persons with ^isabj hes^ because a provider does not want to 
get or development options ava ^b Involved in service delivery issue^ m P

deterred from developing ^.. consequently, persons 
withafe=SNna,o^-oK7afe no. usea to aeny housing to persons 

without disabilities.
Requiring services in housing tor persons Wrth ababilities is not a
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"favo.^ for persons with disabilities, but. rather, it is P/^bably wew^ by some in the housing and service industries as a "favor" to them. Some in th housing industry want services because (after losing legal battles to exclude “fradtelbiil elderlitle^rly" omfr omit s "faelderlmily y" housinghousing) and the to  exclindusudê  younger perthSsons tSy won’tthat these "frail" and”dangerous" people will be monitored
fhe
dam

 sta
age ndaS

the 
 pate
buildingrnal ist

or ic,hurt
 

 blatantl
businesy s discri

by minat
"upsettiory ng"atti 

othetuder that pervades the housing industry and is nurtured by many in the services industry.

legitimitcThe
 
 reatSan^lity ^^is'

 
 As long as persoallns

 
 othewithr  distenanabiltsit ies rnustmee

 
tmee thet  (paysameing,  rent ^time keeping the unit clean, and abiding by other standard ‘^as®

riflii effect ho^i^Whetheg 
SSSrHSSr orprovide,- not ,a  l^elperso nright  usesto  servntahe icesInqu Is iriesirr riils-.,eleor vant-alegal no 

authority to dictate.

Reality 4

nidix«5.ie elioibilitv for housing should not be based on the fo 

for housing.

Reality 5

'legal.

Segregation on the basis of service need is neither appropnate 
nor a. Since there are no restrWons on ^ow “rvte

““ru-s .. ^
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blatant violation of fait housing and Section 504 iaw*. segregation is a

b Housing programs that offer certain services invanab^ tenant-ErJSSrSSSHi?
 

because of disability.

dlsabinti^^nUo ^e ^ndominium community or a

disabilities have a choice.

RealityS

I.rs: Sr3,^2XiS‘SSr«r.basis of diasrignosis.“  grea

 

ter poiiticalci
 
rrs'.s:s

£|S|5i*otrta^^ >■„ 

humanisho sense to spirt up

disabilities knows that within anyS^sZlrZ there are grea.^^». 
najur^^and SS\oSrasou
£on^s^^

?rjsr:x-5i„therefore. >ess d^ree f ^ much more seriously  impaired
of those with the -eligible-

diagnosis.

»,.„i«...
ibirulocnelvirt -la   -^ch     

ra..•’ 3*J4 CPRCPR J8.4(D)je.4(b)((ivsvl.j.

• »=  “S'?
• .«w=.r... -

!»“w w 54Ki';»u «""" “ •
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Federal housing resources should be available to the n^iest. and in oHHHion to considerations related to current living situation > neediest should

our civil rights are no less clear and no less valid than others. HUD.
5SK-*K,Si^li:S
HUD’S suggestion (via legislative initiatives).

Even if the civil rights were fully and vigerously enfort^. pespla with

therapeutic animals).

ppr.nMMENDAT10NS_

most disenfranchised th« mo^ 5^"b"SaS Pns with disabilities have been, at best, n,isguided.
and, at worst, openly hostile.

11 le eur understanding that HUD Is In the process of developing policies and

’ seal wv^T-er Caa- for W luiBfT.ntte In rh- mired St»^ •a fn mo and ml. X Retiort toCCTigraex
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draftlegislation that will be necessary to 
of°HUD’s p^oor

js imperative that HUD not

pr?>posed by the department treXent of 3S 
with di^b.lrties by

development of programs.
.B,uepri"^nTwTd
—questions;

w.a. ata.u.0^ " n\^«tara. H2.1 "p-"'

r;4SS“«na ana .eeao. fron, .anaatea
C. How can it be suarant^ Ihat^P^ moniS'protedea ana5M ^g^ional netwo^ bej^uslries' cLpliance with serttori 504

fair housing laws, the ADA and defended? How can a created to assess and how can past, current and Mure lack of

Tha following 

to furtherc^S^amra"* PCP«

.. ba bum into the feberaiwa granr anaA What statutory provisions m>^t M uui u u- ^
"block arant" distribution available, on a pno^

obvious ways to ensure 'Pf* f''®°?AP®ri“S«°«ob'<i Inciuae:
aealcaSTtoShoS^^^^

draft 9



DRAFT
address any other P°PV!^^"^J°^ered‘‘an retain theorrabinty; reouire the estabnshment of advisory and
citizens boards.

wowing includes elaborations of the Ideas noted above, as well asThe 
additional Ideas

Retain ■^sabillV - - «
ihe eSablished eligibility categories

-elderly, etc.) for federal
bite steSsJlSes^-T^^^
different from the federal categories.

A-2 For purposes of deterteln^g eligMW
Xte ill reclptents of fonnulamlocK housing andimmunity grants to use this definition.

A-3 Retain the current -federal preferences- and clarify (Wdh statutonr""®"TTlc;slnXSs'l'?l''T'orneless- must be the lop priority of all states
1"^"%. -homeless- Wludes m^e
are in institutions, ® "f^sitional" facilities, "shared livmg

c If housing is inaccessible it is su for reasons related to her/his law“ r-n "^n^hieted -Involuntarily displaced- and eUgIbla 
for that f^eral preference.

prefere^i.“FSr—
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housing, and. therefore, would enhance priority for resources.

eS^and^onitoring of housing 'evels.policy. The
level, andA-6.

  requireRequir e that ^ 
boards would^^rhcipate in ^

be restricted to

iSieTaK l«S'"n.on repre«n«ng «« need, of peroono rw'"Ss Shall axcluda non-coasunaoi housing and san,ica providers.

A.7 Pram. P«.. w. PP*™.'.'*.* t™" ™pWp<^ "P'^p ^

^-lopmenhd disabi,i.,es,.

U.ufe^PpStsir^lren'tllSf^^^^^
^
tracking unmet need.A-9. With eveiy ^°™f|SorSortpUsabilities to request reasonabl

 rog.rogram,ram require »«'" rule, policy,   proced^.     '-**•'^7* r* WWW — — . - ,"Reasonableble  AccommodationAccommodation
ircommendation eM 

 
ac<fP9P'<‘

^__ i^t™°tSTrarZForm .) ruso include examples of a^rnmoda^ ^ ^Fair Mariret Rent (FMR) =7°“"* meet an inLaual's specific structural"dr^Mt^rr? FMR - Which is based 

 

on isav-v;;..an aver--inaccessible unit

A-11. Exempt persons Jd°'yreon'’s3i'dSl0es formSfns sow'^e£ to e"mptoyment (or lack- of emptoyment)' Issues, ForFor  
erexample.
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.escurc*. «.3t 3. s r-SS-eCrperrSS.^rfuSe .o wo^ or  prepore for wortr.

A-12 Require each corumunity lo develop a P'°9-3m«h3tprovMes funds to

r““
sSSi=.rr;s-r^

(»j ;~£s'S‘ •"'"
 ss“  ”

i^'s'^rllerlolS^lSSS" end freedont from mandated

“i«^< ̂  te osrx»“r  «uSn~  O?assist -eli gible ;sn.rresidents  to obtain a mortgage. topurchase their own home- -otinnortive" "shared" and similar types of b . stopJundjng • ^a* torrent resident a certificate or voucher, ors§=laii2S—:»H“intermediate care facilities or other types of instrtutions.

,S£-Jsr s?.=KSH£r3'£SS:
rentals, etc.

; K5S3T-!S*«~-i«.whole, must the larger community (individualsc. All programs Srs'SKb°osen sucH^rrangunitsemen onlyts  if fromthe an
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array of Ir^tegrated housing options.)

B4. Prohibft forced segregaton on the baste of diagnosis, disability, category of disabiiity. service need, or service use.

package or a list of 
provider OBvelop any sod of services 

“’2™"'^.^rrl'^ the -service needs" of

administering housing programs.

B-7 Modify the current cerhficate/vcucher progranrs in the following ways(some changes would aff^ all best aspects of the certificate^pr^^^^r’rthTS
 
roMhe ^c^^egram. ^tew total (countrywvide,

S°Scrthe vouchee to be
"n^aTe^li«s.°or me vouchers could be used to cover pad of. or 

aTeK that w.te « ST?,'^dTnSThc“^r.:^«e on. s^^ - a

accommodations/
modifi^tions . e. Prohibit 
service

^ non-profit housing providers, 
narticular disability or services for

 

SS
 

SSa&'Ss:-'—
Develop a tax credit Progr-moXCfaccess modifications) for P''° by persons with disabilities,and/or programmatic accommodations needed oy pe
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.. ~ »>»«~
Act?------------------ 

--------------------------- ------------------------------------------C-1. Amend S«r«n 504 and <he Fair Housing Act to substitute the term
"disabllity".in its appropriate forms, for handicap/s .

C-2. Keep Do'l?orOTnS‘'o^^SternTfoJa^UntS:^. 
ent«-
controlled organizatron

etc) to ensure cLpHance with applicableindustries {housing, banking, real estate, etc.) lo ens federal civil rights laws.

C-3. Require states ° ^7ovid^ iSs^been determined

S??o "e»"a".rU-nt to design and implement a coneobve 
plan approved by HUD.

04. Publish and widely
(l./-d?veiopmen,ally disabled-, physically

disabled", "chronically mentally ill").
. a a a. ?<• A saa^lo^l^

mandatory service requiremci a violation of ch/il rights laws.
06. Publish.and widely

504. the Fair group when those funds were designated by
or. Develop and regulre the use of standatd eligibility forms that do not

ioeai covra. .y Title II oI Ut.
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make illegal Inquiries regarding the nature or severity of a person’s disability.

C-8. Develop and require the use of standard reasonable accommodationrequest and response forms.
C-9. Amend the Fair Housing Act to include prohibitions on discrimination because of a person’s "status as a recipient of public assistance".
G-10 Require the federal, state and local "citizens boards" to review all HUD documents to determine if the materials accurately refled current law. RewrHe and/or redesign as necessary to ensure that "disability" is listed as an among the "proteded classes" or areas of unlawful considerations.

draft 16



National Action Coalition
for

Disability Rights
in

Housing

Diana Fortina
Old Executive Office Building 
Room 224
Washington D.C. 20500

July 12, 1995

Dear Ms. Fortuna:

Thank you for your interest in meeting with the National 
Action Coalition for Disability Rights in Housing in an attempt 
to understand the housing issues of grave concern to the lives of 
people with disabilities.

iEnclosed is the initial report and recommendations, we sent 
to HUD in late January, as well as some additional reports. One 
responds to the new Community Partnerships Act legislation. This 
is currently in DRAFT form so we would appreciate if it would

with the purpose of understanding our 
position. Lastly I have included a summary sheet on what we db-^ 
and do not want in ANY housing legislation, as well as our recent 3 
letter to HUD.

We would very much like the opportunity to have a conference 
call with you sometime late next week, to discuss some of these 
issues in more detail. ----- ------------

I will try to contact you on Tuesday, to see if this is a 
possibility. At that time, I hope I c^ give you some more 
specific dates of when our members will be in Washington.

Thank you again for your interest. We look forward to 
talking to you soon. If you have questions, feel free to contact
me at (303) 733-9324. ~ , ,Jq..cAc(q

Sincerely,

J
A'rCiC'vc. 

u (CovU. t---■
I \ j ^ w(. i iHousing Director, Atlantia Community In^, ^^oali^iion Member

~.L

^ A'* '""D

SW Jaclcion Suite 100-B Topeks, Ki.66603 
v/tdd 913-233-4572 fas 913-233-5072
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National Action Coalition 
for

Disability Rights
in

Housing

501 SW J«ck»on St. SKt« WO-B Top**. Or*** ■ HfiO3-330e ♦1J.r».*S7J .my f»* ai3.233.;^7^

'sV^o We Are:

We are a national, cross-disability coalition who. through an array of activities including 
education, lobbying, publicity and legal action, work on the federal, state and local levels 
to ensure that the civil and human rights of persons with disabilities are recognized and 
fully honored In the provision of housing, and that the independent living and 
consumer/survivor models - based on consumer control, consumer choice, integrated 
living and visiting options and freedom from mandated services - are followed in the 
development and management of housirrg.

The coairtion indudes individuals, groups and advocates of persons with ail types of 
disabilities; we operate in ways that affirm the civil and human rights of people 
regardless of their disability, gender, race, ethnicity, national origin, religion, sexual 
orientation, age or color.

What VVe Do; (/

1. Through a national, cross-disability, grassroots network, we gather and circulate 
information on housing and fair housing issues, and we recommend and support pro­
active and re-active efforts to influence such issues.

2. Through political, educational, legal and other actions, we assist coalition members 
to act locally, and we support coalition representatives to act nationally to defend and 
further the housing and fair housing rights of persons with all types of disabilities.

3. Through direct action, concerted advocacy and multi-targeted educational campaigns, 
we seek to ensure that all federal, state and local, both private and public housing 
programs are accessible and available to. and do not discriminate against people with 
all types of disabilities.

4 As a coalition, we use the gamut of options - including education, negotiation, 
publicity, demonstrations, and filing complaints - to assist coalition members as well as 
specific individuals with disabilities In the exercise of their chri! and human rights related 

to housing.

5 We partidpate in the development and monitoring of both private and public housing 
resources, programs, practices and legislation, and we take whatever legislative, 
regulatory or legal action necessary to change those programmatic/legislative elements 
that are adverse to persons with djsabflities.

6. We organize and coordinate an annual housing conference.

o



National Action Coalition

Disability Rights

Housing

TO: HUD LIAISONS

FROM: THE NATIONAL ACTION COALITION FOR DISABILITY RIGHTS IN
HOUSING

DATE: July II, 1995

The National Action Coalition for Disability Rights in 
Housing has made a strong commitment through time and limited 
financial resources to work with HUD because we truly want to see 
a just and equal Rational housing policy for people with disabil­
ities. We hope that you have learned about the issues of grave 
concern to us. Tjhose major issues being (but not limited to) :

1) Enforcement of Section 504 and Fair Housing Accessibility 
Laws, and new ways to increase accessible housing stock

2) Delinkage of MANDATORY services from housing

3) Elimination of Diagnosis Specific Housing and Targeting, 
specifically eliminating Section 6 of the new legislation.

We will provide at out next meeting, a summary sheet of what 
we do and do not v/ant included in any housing legislation.

As we continue to emphasise, we are not industry represen­
tatives and we are not high paid lobbyists. What we represent 
are the customers, the advocates and the people with disabilities 
themselves, whom these policies and programs effect.

This letter serves to sum up many of the frustrations we 
have felt and the roadblocks preventing any policy changes as 
they relate to people with disabilities.

Over the past five months the Coalition presented our case, 
made numerous requests for information and has been promised re­
sponses from each of the departments related to our concerns. 
Here are the issues we see lacking:

* In late February we were promised by HUD staff a meeting 
with Secretary Cisneros at our March 20th meeting. To date, 
despite numerous written and telephone contacts, no such meeting 
has occurred. Your staff agreed to assist us in securing such a 
meeting.

1

501 SW Jackion Suite 100-B Topeka, Ki.66603 
v/tdd 913-233-4572 fas 913-233-5072



* We requested at our first (March 20th) meeting that you 
' respond to our recommendations by outlining which areas your

department has the commitment and authority to change. While we 
understand some issues are being addressed by HUD to date no 
written comments have been received by the Coalition.

* After three face to face meetings and continious written 
information stating our position and concerns, HUD's new legis­
lation continues to include all of the outdated patronizing, 
medical model jargon and policies, it contained PRIOR to our 
meetings. Any changes which may have been made, have not been 
brought to the attention of the coaltion.

* We have invited members of your staff to meet in a small, 
informal setting outside of the meetings to further discuss our 
concerns and issues, with no response.

* We have openly invited members of HUD who develop legisla­
tion, to visit model housing programs which illustrate our posi­
tion.

* We have asked to be given the opportunity to present 
testimony, and attend relevant housing meetings which your de­
partment sponsors. All of the meetings we have attended (2), 
have been at the persistence of our members, not by the invita­
tion of your department to all of our coaltion.

* We felt that the June 19th meeting was the first hope of 
truly forming a working partmentship to address these issues 
We were very pleased and thankful to have had the full attendance 
of Betsy Julian and her agreed commitment from FHEO to work on 
many of our issues. We look forward to working on the issues 
discussed at the meeting, but over the past three weeks have not 
received any communication from her office.

Please understand that the coalition has appreciated the 
opportunity to meet and work with members of HUD. These meeting 
are undoubtedly unprecedented in the history of the disability 
community. Yet in order to feel as if we are moving together 
towards a national housing policy that not only reflects the 
needs and desires of your CUSTOMERS but upholds civil rights laws 
protecting people with disabilities, we need responses to the 
above issues.

While the National Action Coalition has, and will continue 
to meet with members of congress and other national housing and 
fair housing agencies we need to know from HUD: WHAT COMMITT­
MENT, WH.fl.T AUTHORITY AND WITHIN WHAT TIMELINE YOU HAVE TO IMPrE- 
MENT OUR POLICY CHANGES WE HAVE RECOMMENDED.

The coaltion is interested consulting with HUD, however we 
would need responses to these issues and any funding options 
which may be available to us, before a next meeting date is set. 
In addition it would be extremely helpful to have from HUD a 
concrete outline of the direction of our working relationship.'



j .

Thank you in advance for your attention and commitment to 
working towards needed and appropriate changes in housing poli­
cies for people with disabilities. Please feel free to contact 
Becca Vaughn at (913) 233-4572 or Karen Tamley at (303) 733-9324 
with questions or concerns, or mail any correspondence to the 
below address.

THE NATIONAL ACTION COALTION FOR DISABILITY RIGHTS IN HOUSING



nHtWWyR|g|t<te»H0urtW9
WhalMVTe Want and Do Not Want 

inHousinaLe<

Lgj^^onrra^

i.ProwidftiQf tHflpjiffflifinQVouchergfcirALLpeisons with incomes at or below 30% of 
Median Fsniiy Income (MH).

a. At least 50% of the vouchefs must go to persons whose income is at or below 30%
of MR.
b. Vouchers must be usable for homeowneiship or rental.
C. The process for determining market rents (FMR$) must be reviewed and 
improved in ways that make more rental housing available. FMRs for accessible units 
must accurately reflect market rates for comparabfo, eceesstfrfo units.

itp ouMic
and Private Housers, into voucherattis* wiU on directtv to oersons of low4neame.

a. Convert all project-based Si1 funds into vouchers for persons with disabflitfes.
b. Provide for community advocacy organizations, not housers like the pubfic housing 
authorises or service providers, to administer the lentai voucher program.

3. Provide for a "reasonable modifleatien" fund for persons with disabHities who need to 
midre structural Granges to a home/rentaJ unit

to treat a federal assistance housing vourfier as "income*. and tndude language that 
mates any disenmination on the basis of a person's status as a holder of a voucher Wegal.

S. Wetain the current ‘‘federal oreterences” and ctaiify that:
a. Those indhriduals who ate “homeiera" must be the top priorify of ad states and 
communities;
b. The definition of "homeiessr indudes those persons with dbabffittes who are in 
institutions. State psychiatric hos(»tais, nursing homes. intenn«£ate care fadOies, 
group homes, so-caBed Transitional" fatties, "shared Bvkig* programs and lesidentiai 
treatment facSties ate institutions".
CL Housing that is "tnaocessfole" is "substandard".
d. If someone cannot return to heirtiis home for reasons leteed to herAiis disability, 
that person is to be Gonswdered ^ther "hometess" or "iiwoluntarBy disitiaced" 
(depencting upon the indwiduars dtcutiBiances.)



and only »ihe kjcal and state pi«foi«nc8s: 
a» are based on lofWHnoome i^atU9; 
b. an» based on demonstialed need for housing; 
e. do not vloiaie CM rights and housing laws.

Impaiimem that agrtOcantl/aflecta a majpr Sfe activity.)
"disabtfitv** {Le. having a physical at mental

9. Require the Cfeafien of advisory and ■cHSaeo*boaitte. Reoutie that a dtsabtOiyadvisoty 
boaid be established at the federal fevel. and requlie that "dtizsns boards* (that must include 
advocates and persons with disabailies) be established at sue and local levels.

housing funds, indudlng ami especially any portion of monies idenflfled ftir housing for 
pefsons wiA tSsabflities, to pay for sendee coordinalion, service or other ncavbousing
related activiiies.

12. Eaewot persons edthdisabilitiea from any pregramreouiranierwa related to wotfc.

AM newdy constructed homes must have at least one entrance that is wtieetehair acces^rie.

At least 2% of aB newly conatmeted homes must be free of matenats that are known toxins fo



many imividuais tMttt ttie disabiRy of muidipte chmnieal sen^tMiy or envfrMUTtentsI HlnMe.

^OTtiftentwaa

nme. Proh8)it gnxg} homes, apartment buildmgs, floors 
or ¥<tnqs, *traittttkanar or 'supportiv»tf' ftouafcrg. or any oftef faim of housing from segregating 
on th« basts of dtegnoste or sanrtco need or use.

Pmtiaia att mandatory senrice requirements leiaidd to development of tunising piogruns. 
eSgibSty fbrltousing. tenancy or oemetsh^p, evicQon, or foredosuie. and indrrMation or 
coercion OndurSng acdons to force 'mvotuntary treatmenO, or any other negal use, or threat of 
erithdiawal of services related to housittg.

andfor programmalic aoomnmodations needed by persons wSi rfisabaties.

I in their
a of teaidantiai near constnmtion far compliance with



HoHMig LagUrixm Mutt

1. Voudwr md Mortgaga Pn»*tn»

-eondo

PnhU Mivieaa Wttd tft housing, for aiimpte:
hw«g f»ntiu<ft>g housing progrwm) accseoWa.

ofi«**sltti^Mngr1. vouefaorPragtam OTodo»(ooyil>fagthaipwwMaota*ap»Wseyihan«ptiiw<*sls«p^
oraotorowtipafaan.)

wUi otham of dmico

•» mueb bomins *»»«■ kh* SvCCiM 50« conditlan OMC •ueb



Housing LtgMrtion Must HoudngLsgWxdonMwi

__________ leenpriBadonly of:
•poRoncoiihr
•odooelw B< ponwno wiUi diistiaHoo

■Muit iACilMl# pMMftS

PwhMt any non«coBtumir«cofitnited homing or w>vc» 
pioOTdOrt. btgf aopaoiaty, spoeifiB prowdia o* twuoing
aiKVor Mivieoo. fi«m on Dm tadonri adviDanf boards or tho

«nd ioeal beards.

ttMKMvud

-now-boBcawr 
.non aoivteaprosWata

ProUbitary nan-eonaumar contwasd bousing or: 
prewda>a,biHaspodal|r, dlsabi>r ipseiTBprawdataei housing 
andfor soivicaa. from adnMatofing «B« bouaing pra^Biiv.

•nquots that ai aotpondbura of fa ^bojnMya
that ara «enal«ani wMi mdspondanl Mng aid esnsumar^ 
survivor morisfa.

PmhUt nduatry«o«msd aim tmragad'bp«dar housing for 
parsons with dbabttisa. Prohiiii'bohavioialcontractrf’.apocial 
taiiiB md conditiena. NokiMBry traattnaid avaamartbir, or any
ediar iritsntpn le tadueoMonyttw gM and fair hmiaing rights «f

MmaIimi a^v
-rsquira that fodaml housing funds be used only for

Ptoima USB of funds for‘buppoftiro sorviBosr.’sorvica 
coonMMiar, tnaalB. transporiadon. macScal traatmant and arv

<«g. group homaa, auppoitivo housing, ate.)

l»mbtoilBiilMaaof bOMainnufthaarvicaa.

traalRisnt). or aiy oM legal use, or tbrsot of vMKkawaf el ssfvicaa rol^d to bousing.

a—>«■« ^ ttM. beata ol diannoals. t IsaMBtv. oaiaoarv of rfiaaWSto. aanioAnaid^
t/SUSSJBSk

-the proooaa for dsssmining fair marital rants (PMAs>
RSHt ba imiswad and imprawsd « vrayathai ma* 
iwtslhousiAgawalablsL
■FMHa foe raaessstli unta must aceuwaaty rallaet wiamm 
latos for anmuavaMiib ■ooaaaMs unte.

Pndabit tbs FMA for ■aaaaaWa wdta to be tha aama as, or Ism 
itan aceasmiia unis iHrtsastbara is documantattan that 
coiiparabia, aecassMa unte an tniV aqmi to or ioaa than uia 
coat of stoccas^ unbs.



VaUCMER Prdgimk

Housing LiA^iflilCiOii MtMt Housing mm
PttMUt

i eonwMt il praf( «811 sn42lttfufMteiMe

PmdWt pmjm-tMdatsistsnoo. aspaeM^ lo dteMfey^apadfiB, 
asndsrap*eiifc mca tpacate, and other aogpl pwiiaolB.

veuelim (or panonn Mfitti < 
b. cotivart a athar projacl bMSd siififimrn, that new 
goas to puMte and pfiMte houBors, Bile vouehan for al 
ailpMa bousoboWfe:

•rantal 
•amargooejr sbebar

ProNbk loatridiana on uaa of vouchara:
•al ai|^ houmliaidB must bo oBaNOd to use the 
ueudMtt w 8m afiywtiare may ciioose (eg. • homaiess 
paiaon must ba alawod to use tba veuchar to pwetnm 
a hems - 9 may ate amansisa quaWiad)
•ihaia must be no msklaney facnjiianiaiiti ______

•ferbem ranm ««id hemacomaiohip programa. must bo a 
fond for iimBfeaitaia naeded by pMsons wUi dbabilias.

IMt ■iod* monias aheuM net bo prowidad to puMo heussig 
prajedb nor to primm proiacts ' bol. rantwr, funds Anuld bo g^ran 
directly to the bufi^duato to make ohsiamrstnictundchaogaa 
may noad whafavar may want to fira.

•vouehar must ba traalod as'mcoma'by H beuaeiB, 
banks, mattgsgeodmpansst sle.

-advBiaa taaalmstt bacause of slatiB of hohlsr at a 
vouehar mustbaWsgtf,

Prohibit denial qf bousiBg or any otfiof tdseriminatwn 
parson's status as a raeipian! of a vouebar.

trust ba aUo to taka and usa a voucher anywhara in 
ttiacounny.

PrMMt rasidsney laquBamatsa or gaotpapbie Bmttatfons on the 
usa of veuehais.

Pwdtibttt
sagdSsa^&aL

t naaflfcHyoiuBtorf f>»»m

- ma bousing program ftad faquitaa omolo to a«ifc must provida lor ehld cars, transponmion, pamonat «aodsnt and 
aftar costa assocbtod wlm kaftiidiidta partfc^asing in tha oo*k protfwn.



EueMUANoPmomry
PonfumoNC

Homing LtgMaiion Mum Homing UMiirtMton Mmt

PrMdbil a«9bny otoin rafaMKf to MMKir «B «Bflc
-p0l*OA«WM><

(wiUt chSdMii

4im PU Homfctg Act’s da«Wtkm M *<flBM>aty'.
ProtiM oGgliMy GrtMioitm inchidm mynvt

icunOMdoAtMon 
-tnciudo poraons witi dhafaWes in inGtftutiono 
•Mad* pMSOn* wim ora imng in iMtceaasMft mils fls 
iviig n Vjbstmlanr homing

PtohiMtfmbWy-gpociHcondowrit wiModprioigm.
Do net nquira MMthmIo or tmtfm to May in ahotet* to bo 
tfonoidwd hamefere.

2nd Ptiatfcr. inweluatarihrdtoolaced
•V OMaoono eamet rolum to hedllio Homo fornooon
lalModto hoOhte diMbRy. that poraon is ID b« 
conshteMd flilMr‘homoioe^ or VvehMaf^ <i«pioea^ 
(dapewUinguponihoindW^MfauimmBtancDe.)

3ni Priorihr: ominfl
-incMmlho** M grttup itemaB and Mhor imtkiMonBiMte 
must Mimmtor abnost aa or thMr fnoMMjr ineonv for 
nieuain^ and'Mwsiend* OndMHng nwBla).

•M laa« 90% el fodaial rmouteas should bo targaisd M 
pwcfonooilMi am M or bolow 30% M MFL

PiohM bioocna tMgadng aimad al thorn loMi hi^ ineamso and
IhM mdudasttwaa Witt* loimr Heomoa.

agaonbla only 9 they M» aaeocidary te fadaral
PioWbfc pwlawncoa that aiabaaad oft maidency.ab»ytpwetk.
(liUjiwiiiiM, lanrtra naarti or oihor biotavant-urilsrion.

■ inuM ba baaad Oft savofby of homing naod 
• must ba for vwy lo(»4neemo
■ iwv not oiolMa eW rtgMa and Im homing IttM

Any pmfamneas naxM ba ba 
aufagraupa”. dngnoois. aaivb

mmmiilSOflioiiMaBtia^ Any pfMamnom Or oM-aMdsa bmad on 
Kt. ag^a^ to wetfcM oKf irmlamM crtenow naiM.lia pmlUhliart.



Access

HouGing.lj«9d«aM Mwt 
Provide for

•M lM«t «M Miranea of al iww «in^*4afiSr «nd 
muWbMdy homes buift idn Mwal aHWanM mint b« 
Niet-obW.

Housing Le^eiSfon Must 
Pwiiaiit

A IBM 2% o( «l now «in0h>^miar and nunsmir 
hoHMs buR mat tedeial antomncs <in6ki«ag meitgiges) 
iniM b* mode seeasAie to pemon* tMOi flw^de
ctHwricrteonaibirRyoronvIwiiinBmaianoM.
»all tonw»Ale«wqsiHgfodeiallsisncts> eeeietMiPB mid< 
UM notmMe end piMtMthA ora inivieKieto ponmw 
wRh Riesfai^ in geaoral.

_____ __
• a foderA'Moeas UK cmdb* must bo oetabSBlMd tor 
howstg protridew malm smwural m««ea*io«
ancyor *cconimoditfan» imodwi by

i.>..^...*^*«i«n#«i^datffWSAiiawciOitaSiie!tM!P

« condMon of mealwlng ary HUD fund* (Inetefing
GOBO Tunda),OQnmwMao must bn logoirodta m^id* in
thair eoda anfcucsmaM lha mofilKiring of now raaidentW 
oimsttwawn foe conylaneouahtha Fair Hewssig Act

Loeoi i:oi»s.iiiinsHttn Brir IlnnsillQ U»am^•eT^ndWoo of looaWng any HUO fund*. 
consnunUas must iima a Mr hoocirig 
cnn^pGamm praeadura and must cloariy pnhbd

\nmoidKafiimar piohWod by 1h* F^ Housing
AS and Soctian 904 a«-color, raigian. 
sox. nAlonaity. tandU stsma. or ifi*ab«ty)

--------- 9

8

TOTAL P.09




