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Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, October 5, 2011
Landon State Office Building, Room 106, Topeka, KS
The meeting was called to order by Duncan Friend. Those members present were:
Representative Mike Burgess, Topeka
Michael Donnelly, Director of Rehabilitation Services, Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services
Mike Erickson, Emporia State University
Anthony Fadale, State Americans with Disabilities Act Coordinator
Duncan Friend, Chair, Kansas Partnership for Accessible Technology
Martha Gabehart,  Vice-chair, KPAT/Executive Director, Kansas Commission on Disability Concerns
Jim Hollingsworth, Executive Director, Information Network of Kansas
Chris Howe, Director, Division of Purchases
Cole Robison, Director, IT Accessibility – Division of Information Systems and Communications
David Rosenthal, Kansas Telecommunications Industry Association
Melissa Wangemann, General Counsel, Kansas Association of Counties
Ivan Weichert, State Geographic Information Systems Director

Others present:
Phil White, SRS
Mike Branam, CIO, Kansas Public Employees Retirement System
Bill Griffiths, Kansas Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services

I. 	Approval:  May 23, 2011 Minutes
The minutes were reviewed. Jim Hollingsworth moved to approve the minutes. Mike Branam seconded the motion. The minutes were approved.
II.   IT Project Planning Update

Cole briefed the group on the status of project review activities conducted under ITEC Policy 2400a for information technology projects over $250,000. To-date, he has reviewed 24 projects totaling $115,847,000.  In discussing the process, he noted that he hasn’t run into any misunderstandings – agencies seem to understand the process and it is running fairly smoothly.  While a number of the filings look “clean” as submitted, for those that do have some issues, he has been working with agencies to resolve issues. Jim Hollingsworth offered a few questions about the process and the components of Cole’s review. Michael Donnelly asked about the duration of any exceptions granted by Anthony Fadale. Anthony indicated they were temporary – it only applies until work can be completed to make the product accessible. Anthony also suggested the idea that some projects could help partially fund the accessibility tool by their use of the license for accessibility work. Duncan agreed to work with Cole to look into options there.
III.	Web Accessibility Assessment
Cole also provided an update on the results in the initial cut of responses to the new Web Accessibility question in the state’s Three-Year Information Technology Management and Budget Plan (http://da.ks.gov/kito/cita/ITMBP.htm).  With the caveat that the reports had not all been filed yet with the Kansas Information Technology Office (KITO) and the table showing specific results was optional for agencies – the standard approach the first year a question is added, there were some responses to discuss. Overall, to-date, six agencies had filled in the table and, for the question on whether or not an assessment had been performed, 34% of the respondents had indicated that there had not been an assessment. Mike Donnelly asked whether we planned to follow up on those responding that they had not performed an assessment. Cole and Duncan responded that that would be the intent as part of the larger tool rollout. Martha asked about whether agencies understood that the results should include sites hosted/developed by contractors – that may not be the case, so we’ll work on revising the questions/instructions next time.  Mike expressed that while agencies might not have been ready to complete the question this year, he felt it was OK to keep this set of questions in the three-year IT plan since we’re rolling it out and agencies will be in better shape next year to use the tool to answer them. 
IV.    Legislative Committee Captioning 
Cole mentioned that he had received a brief update from Terri Clark in Legislative Computing Services that they were moving forward with a re-speaking approach to captioning – Cole hasn’t had much involvement in this so far, but there was apparently going to be some captioning of October meetings of the KPERS commission.
V.      AMP Rollout Approach and Next Steps
There was an open discussion about plans to roll out the Accessibility Management Platform (AMP) and where things stood to-date.  At present, Cole related that there were 44 users representing 16 agencies. We had held a training meeting and gotten some good feedback and were moving forward with the rollout of the tool.  The group again discussed various perspectives on the sensitivities around reporting…what happens to the results? would an approach like the annual assessment similar to the statewide security assessment be helpful?…in general, it was expressed that we definitely need a baseline to see where we’re at, but the focus should continue to be on assistance. Duncan noted that, overall, executive sponsorship would be needed to help marshal interest and resources to focus more on improvement and what can be done vs. obstacles. Separately from the agencies, Cole plans to run general reports to understand overall status statewide, looking at trends and areas where training seems like it would be helpful. Rep. Burgess suggested that, for the smaller agencies, we might need to put together some type of volunteer “SWAT” team to provide assistance as needed to help those with limited resources.

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 pm.
