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I have been a member of the Technical Committee that labored over the redrafting of IBC Chapter 11, Accessibility and related appendixes. (I am also a volunteer at the New York City Chapter of the National Multiple Sclerosis Society where I am Program Director, Legal Services and serve on several committees concerned with issues affecting people with disabilities, including the Board of Directors of the Disabilities Network of New York City.)


I recognize that the product of our IBC committee, like those of the other Technical Committees, represents a compromise among the competing interests of the stakeholders, but as the only wheelchair user on our committee, I cannot say that my needs are adequately met by the proposal you have before you.  


There remain in the draft too many ambiguities that would allow commercial and residential developers to skimp on space needed by a disabled and aging workforce and resident population. Definitions are loose (for example, with respect to work areas and work spaces) and certain requirements hinge on the anticipated use of a space at the time of construction when it should be recognized that usage of buildings and spaces within buildings may change over time.  


Of all of the issues raised by this Code one of the most important to me is the availability of wheelchair-accessible bathrooms.  While there are enormous improvements in public spaces since I acquired my first scooter over 20 years ago, the proposed Code is a major disappointment with respect to residential units. 
 Builders would be allowed to create one large bathroom within a unit—then make every other one totally inaccessible.  Let’s take a family of 4 or more in a 2-bathroom apartment.  If the larger bathroom is part of the master bedroom, does the disabled teenager have to go through his parents’ bedroom in the middle of the night? Or it could be the other way around and the disabled parent would make his way into the hall.  As an alternative that would alleviate this problem, builders could be required to make all comply with the minimal specifications in Appendix P. 


Perhaps you have read the recent New York Magazine article about the extensive renovations that the artist Chuck Close made to his apartment, particularly his bathroom, in order to accommodate his wheelchair.  Needless to say, almost none of the City’s  young and the old who develop disabilities and want to stay in their homes possess Mr. Close’s resources.  And there are hardly any accessible, affordable places to move to.  So let’s build apartments right the first time.

� The Code also creates a glass ceiling in the workplace by not requiring private executive washrooms to be accessible and substantially limits the number of accessible features in many institutional settings and luxury boxes in arenas.





� The standards enumerated in Appendix P are problematic for scooter users like me:  They would find the floor space a hardship and the requirements for accessible storage space grossly inadequate.  But at least these bathrooms are significantly more usable than unregulated bathrooms are likely to be.








