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 [ Live Captioner Standing by ] . 
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  We are beyond 20.
[ Laughter ]
>> Good morning, everyone.  Welcome in.  We are excited to see so many of you today and so prompt.  That's fabulous.  We will give it a minute to let ‑‑  make sure everybody is able to get in.
Good morning, everyone.  Thanks for being here.
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Elisa, I will be able to tell the LACCD that 400 people turned up to protest what they were doing.  And we are going over 400.
>> All right.  Well, why don't we go ahead and get started.  Yes, there are ‑‑  the numbers are still going up.  There are, gosh, they are going up fast.  Let me just give it another second, Paul.
Got some hellos in the chat from West Los Angeles College.  I will turn off my mic, and it will ‑‑  lots of hellos.  Florida.  They are going too fast for me to even read.  Texas, Madison, Memphis, UNLV, Kentucky, and I know I missed a whole bunch more before that.  We are going to go ahead and get started.
And I want to take no time at all away from Paul, so I am just going to turn it over to him.  My name is Elisa Laird.  I work at AHEAD.  And Paul Grossman is here to talk to us about a super important legal case that is currently pending and to rally the troops to help him get the support we need to push this case in the right direction.
So I'm going to just hand the mic over to you, Paul, and note that we are at just about 600 participants at this point.  So by all means, tell us more.
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Good morning, everyone.  I need to tell you first and prove that I'm a lawyer, but that I am not today giving you legal advice.  And that I have not been retained by nor do I speak for any of the parties in the matter of Payan versus the Los Angeles Community College District.  But I do want to thank AHEAD and its leaders for giving us this free forum and for the more than 600 people who have showed up so far.  And welcome to the alumni of Axelrod, Grossman & Vance and CAPED and AHEAD members.  And we have some pretty outstanding advocates listening in today.  And I want you to know, because I think it is important that I have invited officials from the Los Angeles Community College District and their attorney, and officials from the California Community College system wide office and their counsel as well.
This is the most serious matter in disability law in 20 years.  We are in a crisis and, therefore, today I am going to talk about the law and be a teacher some of the time, but much of the time I want to be an advocate today because I want to frankly charge you up to help us in this battle with regard to the Payan matter.
So there are 3 theories of liability or tools that disability counsel can use for proving discrimination, and these 3 theories of liability to date have been accepted by the courts, but one of them is under great stress.  So the 3 theories of liability are disparate treatment, disparate impact, and denial of accommodation.  And these tools might be called analytical paradigms or theories of proof or theories of liability, but they all pertain to the same general concept, and that is that the courts recognize that if you put on certain kinds of proof you can stop discrimination.  If you fail to put on that kind of proof, you may fail to establish discrimination.  And certain defenses are permitted.  So this is kind of about the burden and order of proof.
And in Payan and Mason versus ‑‑  it shouldn't be LAUSD, it should be LACCD, the Los Angels Community College District, a public taxpayer, federally‑ funded, enormous institution, 220,000 students before COVID, has about 5,000 DSS students, and 300 Blind students.  So when in this case Blindness is not a low incidence disability.  There are many Blind students seeking to use LACCD to advance their education.
And unfortunately, the Community College District has announced its plans to go to the Supreme Court of the United States and ask the high court to terminate the ability of any private party to bring disability discrimination cases under Section 504 or the ADA using disparate impact theory.
So Paul, what the heck does that mean?  You know, why is disparate theory under attack, and is it important?  The Supreme Court has been very anxious to take on this issue, and it granted ‑‑  CVS versus Doe, which raised the same issue of the viability of disparate impact theory.  The Doe case was not heard by the Supreme Court, so fortunately the court could not destroy and terminate disparate impact theory because the disability community persuaded CVS to withdraw its petition.
But a number of leading legal scholars following a Title VI precedent in the case called Alexander versus Sandoval believe would hand LA a victory on this issue if LA proceeds.  And one thing I need you to understand is if LA is successful in this matter, the damage it would do would apply to every aspect of disability rights.  Medical care, facilities access, shopping, entertainment, dining, you name it, and the precedent might also do similar damage under Title IX, greatly limiting the ability for women to address sex discrimination.
In overwhelming numbers, and we are now up to 869, and with relentless advocacy to which I'm certainly lending myself, we must persuade LACCD to abandon immediately this tactic, and I want to underscore the word immediately.  And you will understand why soon.
So let's do a quick review of the 3 tools just so we understand what's at stake here.  So the first tool is called disparate treatment.  It is for the purpose of preventing intentional discrimination.  And essentially disparate treatment posits that people with similar or identical qualifications ought to be treated in the same way.  And when they are not treated in the same way there is a presumption created that the reason is discriminatory intent.  It might be on the basis of race or sex or national origin, or disability.
Where does this come up in disability practice?  Well, denial of admission on the basis of disability would be an example.  Let's say that you have several applicants with the exact same qualifications, but because the person was an undergraduate at the institution, they are now seeking to be a graduate student, this person is known to have bipolar disorder.
And on that ‑‑  for that reason she is denied admissions to the graduate program, but of course that's not the reason given by this school, but if you look at her qualifications and you compare them to other admitted people, it becomes pretty clear what the problem is.
This also comes up in discipline cases, where students with disabilities are held to a higher standard, or punished more harshly than a nondisabled student would, or it might come up in retaliation cases or hostile environment on the basis of disability.
Okay.  Disparate impact is a very different tool because it is for the purpose of addressing benign neglect or the unintended disparate consequences to persons with disabilities.  And you know Congress just before it passed the ADA really thought carefully about what is the nature of disability discrimination, and it can be purposeful.  But it also can just simply be ignorance, or benign neglect.  So a school might build a building and not intend to exclude people with disabilities, but because it failed to put in a ramp, that's exactly what it's done.
This tool is not easy to use successfully.  It requires a lot of elements of proof.  But it is the most effective one for addressing institutional systemic reform, as it incentivizes timely compliance and prophylactic actions.  And by the way, they were at the very center of the Payan case, and we will get to that in a minute.
This is particularly the way to address discriminatory effects of selection standards.  It is the best tool for addressing ad hoc‑ ism.  Paul, what the heck is ad hoc‑ ism?  That's when the school says, we won't fix that until we are sued, or we won't convert our websites until somebody tells us they can't understand what's on our website, and they need it to come into compliance with, let's say, WCAG 2.
So what are some examples you might need it for?  Well, you could have a district that develops and maintains websites that don't comply with WCAG.  The District to purchase software with no review of its accessibility before it's purchased, the District could have a practice of never requiring its faculty to provide alternate media or captioned videos, and I think this is a problem in the LACCD case.  LACCD has some very good policies, but the problem is it doesn't require its faculty to comply with them.
Another simple example, the District washrooms are not accessible.  So when would you use disparate treatment or disparate impact?  Well, here is an interesting question.  If a school knows a widely used piece of academic software is inaccessible to Blind students but does nothing, doesn't look for implement patches, doesn't figure out work‑ arounds, waits for a complaint, is this disparate treatment, intentional discrimination?  I think that as well needs to be argued.  Or is it disparate impact?  Or is it both?
And I think it's both, and we need both of these tools to address this kind of systemic discrimination.  And the third basic tool, which you probably all know best of all, is denial of accommodation, and this mostly applies just to disability, although I have seen some Title IX cases that apply this concept as well.
The important thing is, is to solve an individual issue on a student by student basis.  Nearly always the student will be registered with DSS and be required to document their disability.  So the regs that you all know for denial of accommodation are those pertaining to academic adjustments and auxiliary aids and equal communication.  And generally, a denial of accommodation is the easiest form of discrimination to prove.  No doubt about it.  But, the scope of the remedy will be considerably more limited.  It is not the tool for addressing institutional or systemic noncompliance.
So let's take an illustrative example here.  Let's say you have a Blind student and they want to register for classes, and at least in the time of COVID, the only way they can do it is online.  And the student quickly realizes that the website for course registration is not available to him.  He is a JAWS user.  So he or she could go to DSS, prove they have a disability, ask for an accommodation, and DSS might say, well, since the website is inaccessible, we are going to have a work study student read to you the entire range of courses, and then you can make your selections and we will even help you do it one by one over the phone.
Well, what's going to happen to this poor student?  Well, if the catalog is big enough, they might just give up.  And certainly their chance of getting in for early registration will be next to nil.  And, the same problem is going to occur next semester, and the same problem is going to occur for all Blind students.
Or, through disparate impact as the tool, the registration system could get replaced or fixed.  The student could register on time, and DSS resources are used elsewhere.  And Blind students are able to be independent and self‑ sufficient.  And I believe independence and self‑ sufficiency is maybe one of the most important objectives in anyone's education.
So now let's talk about the Payan case in particular.  So I have already told you that LACCD is a very large institution, and among its 300 Blind students are Portia Mason and Roy Payan.  So all the way back in 2017, so this litigation is now 5 years old, they were filed in Federal District Court.  And counsel for Payan and Mason, largely the law firm that represents the National Federation of the Blind, alleged intentional discrimination, denial of equal communication, denial of accommodation, but did not allege disparate impact.  We only get to disparate impact because the federal courts threw that issue in, and we will see what happened in a minute.  
So what did these students claim?  They claimed that the library research tools were inaccessible.  The teachers had syllabi, but they weren't converted in a timely basis to any accessible format.  And I'm not clear whether the 2 students wanted Braille or audio most of the time.  I know Payan was an audio user.
There were many teacher‑ made textbook and notebooks with Xeroxes in them, and they were not timely or ever converted to an accessible format.  In‑ class handouts were not timely or ever converted to an accessible format.  Assigned textbook, particularly those in math, this is where a lot of the problems occurred, in the math department, were not timely or ever converted.
The selection of PeopleSoft was made without any pre‑ contract investigation of its accessibility, and at least without work‑ arounds or adaptations, it was not accessible.  The selection of MyMathLab went through the same, for want of a better word, thoughtless process.  And once Payan, who needed to take math courses to go on to graduate school, where he is currently a Ph.D. student, they could not find work‑ arounds for MyMathLab.  Payan explained, if it was the size of a refrigerator, he still couldn't see it.
And they even tried to redirect Blind students to avoid providing them accommodations for the classes they had chosen, and for some strange reason, Payan was redirected to a film class.  And I want you to see how they run in examples.  They didn't plan in advance.  They waited for there to be a problem to solve, and in many instances found out, oh, in this short period of time we can't solve this problem.
And so I just want to urge you to listen to Roy Payan eloquently tell his own story, and Payan points out that he entered LACCD at 44 years of age, and he didn't take crap from anybody.  But even with his adult ability to stand up for himself, he was not able to get all of the accommodations he needed.  And he ‑‑  I think nearly in tears, he spoke about how many other Blind students, young ones at LACCD, he felt would be stuck, particularly in math forever.
So this case has a very complex procedural history, and I'm not going to go into it in detail in the few minutes we have left together, but I just want to point out that it went to the District Court.  The District Court issued opinions.  Payan's request for monetary damages went to a trial court, which is the required procedure when you want monetary damages.  And ultimately, the judge found for the plaintiffs on most issues, but not quite all of them and issued a permanent injunction, a remedial order, and there was a pretty tough remedial order, and the jury found in the favor of Payan in at least one of his allegations, ordering that the District reimburse him ‑‑  excuse me, pay him in damages $40,000.
The District appealed all of these decisions, and the order to the 9th Circuit, and the plaintiffs cross‑ appealed since the District has gone to the 9th Circuit.
So in the 9th Circuit you get a 3‑ judge panel, and essentially, they drew 2 liberal judges and one conservative, but respected not extremist judge.  And I have here the link to hear the oral argument, and I think if you want a fun hour, you should do it.  Because the judges made the life of counsel for the District unpleasant, but asked tough questions of both sides.
So the District, through its appellate counsel, essentially made 4 arguments, that the District Court's measure of compliance went beyond what the law requires affirmatively of recipients.  At least in higher education, case‑ by‑ case accommodation is appropriate to most circumstances.
To me, this is a plea for ad hoc‑ ism, and ad hoc‑ ism does not always work.  Sometimes you need prophylactic measures, sometimes you need to plan what you are doing, sometimes you need to get your resources in order before you have students who need those resources.
Second argument.  Equal educational opportunity does not require that students with disabilities get materials at the exact same moment as nondisabled students.  I would agree on that technically, if you focus on the word "exact," but LACCD wasn't giving students materials at all, or they weren't giving student materials in time for the flow of case.
Some remedies ordered by the District Court went too far, and I would agree with that, as to most remedies, no, I thought they were quite appropriate.
And most importantly, Section 504 and the ADA do not authorize claims by private parties based on disparate impact, and that's the big issue.
So watching the oral argument, I don't think any of the judges appear to believe the District did not discriminate against Payan, Mason, and other Blind students.  The court notes that this is not a case about a district that has no policies or procedures in place, it is about whether it implements them or holds its faculty to them.
The court was disturbed that the District had not filled an open position for someone, a Dean or Vice‑ President, to act as a digital compliance coordinator.  So the District had plans, maybe, to do the right thing, but it didn't fulfill them.
The court agreed with one point, which is the remedies went too far with regard to one thing, and I would agree with that, and maybe in Cleveland I will get to present that in greater detail.
The court faulted the District Court for conflating, pressing together disparate impact with the denial of accommodation, and as a result the 9th Circuit felt that the District Court had placed too much burden on the plaintiffs because some issues it would be easier for them to present as reasonable accommodation issues.  But I want to be clear here that the appellate court inserted the fact that some of the issues must be addressed under disparate impact or they cannot be successfully addressed at all.
So what is LACCD arguing?  LACCD's argument is not ridiculous, unfounded, just made up.  There was a Supreme Court decision, Alexander v. Sandoval in 2001, under Title VI, private parties may not bring disparate impact claims.  And the District was asking the 9th Circuit to apply this principle or this holding to Section 504 and the ADA.  And given that Section 504 and the ADA and Title VI are often called companion statutes, they share some statutory history, they share operative language, they derive remedies from one another.  There is some merit to this argument, but fortunately, the 9th Circuit, 2 of the judges at least, were not having it.  They were able to rely on the briefs filed by the advocates distinguishing Title VI and the ADA and Section 504.  And 2 of the 3 judges bought the distinctions.  Justice Lee, the more conservative judge, dissented and he wrote a pretty strong opinion why Alexander versus Sandoval should apply, but I would like to remind you that Justice Lee also appeared to believe that LACCD was in noncompliance.
So what's the rest of the story?  The 9th Circuit ordered a remand back to the District Court so that it will apply the proper paradigms and take additional evidence as is necessary, and that would particularly be evidence that pertains to reasonable accommodation.
In the meantime, CVS, in Doe versus CVS, successfully filed for certiorari.  So why we care about this is, this is the exact same issue as in LACCD.  It, too, was arguing under Alexander versus Sandoval that disparate impact is not a viable tool for private parties under Section 504 or the ADA.  Fortunately, the disability community, including leaders like Judy Heumann, were able to withdraw its petition for cert.  But what happened reveals that the Supreme Court is likely to grant cert if LACCD seeks it.
So LACCD gave notice that it intends to file for cert no later than March 3.  In the meantime, on December 19, 2021, the LACCD board directed the District and its counsel to immediately seek settlement in Payan and Mason and to withdraw its petition for cert if settlement is reached.
Now the disability community is seeking to help LACCD.  You all, all 939 of you, to persuade LACCD ‑‑  I'm turning off my phone, sorry ‑‑  to see the light.  And so here is my speculation as to why there is no settlement already.  Counsel for the plaintiffs wants a really large amount of money for legal fees.  I'm not saying they are not justified, or unfair, or unrational, but it is a heck of a lot of money.
LACCD would have to hold its faculty accountable for compliance.  It couldn't bring off compliance just through its DSS offices, couldn't just bring off compliance of it gets its computers to do it automatically, it would need to tell faculty, you must make your materials accessible and hold them to it and give them consequences if they don't do it.  That's a hard thing to do.
I don't think LACCD in its wildest dreams would believe that we have 930 people today interested in this cause.  And the Board appears to believe that it has reached a fair compromise position.  We are only going to do this if the parties don't settle.
It is not a fair compromise.  It is a horrible idea.  The Board has chosen an illegitimate strategy.  It must be dropped immediately.  I'd like it to be dropped by sundown today.
Why do I think this is an illegitimate strategy?  Well, first of all, let me say, the Board is receiving savvy legal advice.  As lawyers, we have a duty to represent our client as effectively as we can.  But you know what?  Sometimes leaders, boards, need to not follow the advice of their counsel, to at least reject the strategy now in favor of what is ethical and moral and democratic.
First of all, this is a public district.  It has a duty to represent everyone, all the taxpayers, including individuals with disabilities, including its faculty and students with disabilities.  We all pay taxes to support this institution, and we all should have a voice in this institution.
Keeping open the option to go to the Supreme Court while in mediation does not represent something that's reasonable.  The District cannot honor our rights yesterday or tomorrow, but ignore them today.  And damn it, when the District issued its decision, it wrote all of this verbiage about how it still respects and cares about disability rights.  Apparently not.  We are not expendable.
The Board is dangling our rights over the head of the NFB.  It is our rights, not the board's currency.  The Board can't just bargain our rights and negate them and then expect us to believe it has done something reasonable.  Our rights must not be held hostage, not today, not tomorrow, not down the road with the Supreme Court, for an ill‑ advised gain.
Mr. Chancellor, Members of the Board, Counsel for the Board, you cannot both teach students, tell them they matter, and then barter away the tools necessary for them to achieve independence and self‑ sufficiency.  I'm sorry, but this is hypocritical.
The Board would not do this to anyone else's rights.  I don't believe the Board would do this to national origin rights.  I don't believe the Board would do this to sex rights.  It does not seem yet to understand that disability rights are bona fide, legitimate, real civil rights.  Our rights are based in the law, our rights require courage and commitment.  Man, if you saw the 504 sit‑ in, you would know, we worked hard to get these rights.  And we are not going to depend on the mere kindness of faculty and administrators.  We need to assert and protect our rights.
And frankly, there is also a practical question here, which I don't think the Board's strategy even serves the District's monetary interest.  Because if the District loses in the Supreme Court, it is going to have an even huger bill to pay, but if the District wins, there will still be a trial and the District Court on plaintiff's theory of intentional discrimination, and failure to accommodate.  There will still be a large array of remedies to address, and having watched that argument, I don't think the 9th Circuit will likely be supportive of the District should it appeal again after that trial.
So what must we do right now.  In California we need to organize ourselves for statewide pressure.  For example, lobbying the governor's office, and if someone has a connection that I can get to in the governor's office, because so far I have gotten no response from the governor's office.  Most immediately, go to the DREDF website, and get more information, and sign the DREDF petition.
These links are on the AHEAD website.  I think you have even been sent all of these links.  Go to this second link, the https form, jotform, I expect there will be 950 signing it today.
AHEAD is going to be sending letters to the Chancellor and to the LACCD Board of Trustees to try to move them not down the line, not in March when we see whether there is a settlement, but now.
Watch for announcements with regard to the LACCD trustees agendas and if the issue is going to be discussed and if you are in the LA area, please show up.
But in addition, we need to put pressure on the system‑ wide Board of Governors to tell LACCD, you can't go there.
And so I only ran over 3 minutes Elisa, but I would be happy to open it up for questions and comments.  I understand that our interpreter's hands will last another 15 minutes, so let's take advantage of that time.
I'm particularly interested in people's strategies for moving this to a good resolution.
>> Yes.  I'm putting in my headphones so I can be better heard, responding to ...  so first of all, thank you so much, Paul, for that.  That was extremely helpful.  And the comments in the chat and the Q&A certainly back that up.
So one of the questions ...
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Thank you very much.
>> Yeah.  So one of the questions we got was how likely is it that the Supreme Court would take up the case if LACCD won't back down and does appeal?  And would it be better or worse if they take it up and hear the case?
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  It is very likely that the Supreme Court would take the issue for two reasons.  One is, you have a conservative majority that does not like disparate impact used by any group of individuals, even in employment discrimination, where there is no yes, it is a viable tool, but they just don't like it.
Second, I'm told I'm kind of pollyanna about what would happen before the Supreme Court.  So I will just say the odds are 50/50.  Many experts, however, believe the odds are 80/20 in favor of LA.  So I don't want this issue to get to the court under any circumstance.
>> Yeah.  I totally agree with that.  So what can ‑‑  so in addition to signing the petition themselves and then sharing the petition, anyone who is on this call that has that link, if they want to post it to their Facebook, get friends and family to sign it, too, share it among colleagues at work, and someone suggested sharing it with students because that's an important resource.  So that's all the ways the petition can be shared which can be helpful and effective.  What else, if anything, can people do?
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Well, let me underscore, first of all, getting students to sign up is extremely important.  And if anybody has a child, a friend, if you are a student in LACCD, I believe that the Board is more likely to listen to you than me any day of the week.  Let the Board know, hey, I'm a student at LACCD, and this has to stop.
And one more reason why I was saying please look and see if this ever gets back on to the Board's agenda so that you can show up.
Now, I'm not going to make life hard for the LACCD board by giving you their direct email addresses.  I just couldn't do that.  But, if you went to the DREDF website, you might see those addresses and write every one of them.  So something to think about.
Now, what else.  I wish we could put some pressure on through the governor's office.  I think we need to underscore with the District system‑ wide office the importance of this issue.  And by the way, I have no reason to think that the system‑ wide office is happy about what LACCD is doing, but there are apparently limits as to what the system can do with regard to the decisions of an individual campus, but we could at least keep pressure up there.  I think they are a favorable audience.
>> Got it.  So a couple of listeners have suggested ‑‑  have asked whether diversity, equity, and inclusion offices might be allies on this and how would you suggest engaging with them to add to the pressure?
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  So I'm not sure how to engage with them because I don't know, you know, one organizational point through which we could reach them.  That might be something for AHEAD to look at.  But I want to add one more relevant point here.  Diversity, equity, and inclusion has been the lone star of the California Community College system.  But what's missing?  What's missing is the letter A.  It needed to be diversity, equity, inclusion, and access.  And any place you see DEI, write them and let them know, no, going forward this needs to be DEIA.
>> Yes.  A legal question for you.  Because you said earlier a minute ago that you didn't think that the Supreme Court would rule in favor of the students, the question is does that mean you think that the arguments aren't good enough to win with the Supreme Court or are legally invalid?
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Thank you for that question.  Because there is something I have failed to make clear as that question reveals.  The question of whether or not LACCD violated the rights of Mason and Payan will still be before the District Court on remand.  The difference is the question of what tools the plaintiffs can use may eliminate one of the three most important and major tools.
So in some ways, I think ultimately Payan and Mason are going to prevail at least on some of their allegations.  Maybe most of their allegations.  But at the cost of one of our most important tools, and going forward, if we lost in the Supreme Court, no one who is a private party would be able to use that tool.  The Justice Department could still use it, OCR could still use it, but as much as I love both of those bodies, they only have so many attorneys and so many resources.  We all greatly depend on advocates like the Disability Rights Education and Defense Fund.  Disability Right Advocates.  The Goldstein, Brown, Levy, Goldstein, which represents the AFB.  If we cut off one of their arms before we go to court again, that's a big deal.
>> Right.  So I think what you are saying is the issue is the law isn't on the side of the students, you have considered that those 9 justices, at least 5 of them would tip the other way and change their opinion about what they think the law is, and that would change it for the entire country and for everyone.  Is that a fair summary?
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Yes.  That's a fair summary.  And the only caveat I want to give is I have seen the briefs of DRA, DREDF, and most importantly the Solicitor General of the United States in the CVS case, and I believe there are some legitimate arguments to not extend Sandoval to Title II and the ADA.  But people tell me I'm being pollyanna on this.
>> In the last 3 minutes that we have left, what is your takeaway for our audience today?  I saw people asking about the DEI and you were talking about that, I think.  Sharing the link to this petition with your DEI office and having them and their allies share it because we are all in this together, we were ‑‑  somebody else was making comments about intersectionality, so that's also vital.  So, yeah, asking for their help with all of this is a great way to get them involved and remind them that access should be part of the DEI mission.
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  And Elisa, we should note that today's presentation is recorded, and people can see it at any time.  They can pass the link on to anyone they wish.  And when I say anyone, I mean people who are currently in support of what LACCD is doing.  Because I want them to see the arguments on the other side, and just how compelling those arguments happen to be.
>> Yes.  Absolutely.  Absolutely.  Yeah.  I see in the chat some folks sharing some contact information for folks in LA and California to potentially connect after this webinar.  
Paul, you are right, this will be recorded.  It will be posted on the AHEAD website.  AHEAD will send out an email, hopefully later today, certainly no later than tomorrow, with the link to this webinar.
Paul, are you willing to share your slide deck?
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Yes.
>> All right.  So the slides will be posted, the webinar itself will be posted, several of the links that Paul mentioned will also be posted.
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  And Elisa, I also want to give a shout‑ out to CAPED.  Because they have been fighting this for months now, and without them we wouldn't even have a foothold on this issue.  So I'm confident AHEAD will do a wonderful job, but I also want to give a pat on the back to all of my colleagues at CAPED as well.
>> Yes.  I agree as well.  So lots of thank yous to Paul in the chat, and I echo that.  We are ‑‑  we at AHEAD are very grateful for him, and DREDF, to try to save these critical, critical rights.  So thank you for everyone who is here, for doing your part, for sharing the link to the petition.  And yes, and for being here.
So we will see you all at the next AHEAD webinar.  Paul, any parting words?
>>PAUL GROSSMAN:  Fight on, everybody.  This is really, really important and really, really immediate.  Do not accept the LACCD compromise.  It is not a real compromise.
>> Amen.  Thank you for being here today, everyone.
[ Webinar concluded at 2:15 p.m. Eastern Standard Time ]
  


