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Meeting Minutes
April 3, 2012 1:30 – 3:30 PM
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
John Baranski, Information Delivery Manager, Kansas State Department of Education (for Brenda Wilson)
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
Jim Miller, Legislative Chief Information Technology Officer
Cole Robison, Director, IT Accessibility – Office of Information Technology Services
David Rosenthal, Kansas Telecommunications Industry Association
Matt Veatch, State Archivist, Kansas Historical Society
Melissa Wangemann, General Counsel, Kansas Association of Counties
Others present:
Cole Godsey, Kansas Commission on Disability Concerns
Bill Griffiths, Kansas Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services
Matt Powell, Kansas State Historical Society

I.	Approval:  Friday, January 27, 2012 Minutes
The minutes were reviewed. Anthony Fadale moved to approve the minutes. Matt Veatch seconded the motion. The minutes were approved.
Duncan asked for introductions. Anthony Schlinsog then talked briefly about the compilation of the 25 Initiatives and his interest in putting together a scorecard for OITS agencies to measure performance with regard to web accessibility.  The idea would be not to approach it as a punitive thing, but to encourage compliance, with it being a problem if an agency falls short over time.
II.	Section 508 Refresh Comments
Cole briefly discussed the comments filed by the State on the latest version of the federal Section 508 refresh, indicating that the state supported the incorporation of WCAG 2.0 principles and encouraged prompt adoption. Anthony Fadale stressed the importance of the outcome of the rule related to captioning. Cole talked about Peter Wallack’s comments (head of accessibility for Oracle) and how the convergence of Section 508 and W3C in this area will be helpful with in working with vendors.
III.	AMP Rollout Update
Cole then led a discussion of the rollout of the Accessibility Management Platform (AMP). Cole, Martha, and periodically Duncan have met with all cabinet agencies to-date.  There are currently 104 users across  25 agencies. Both KDOC and KHP report they have reached 100% compliance on the automated test.  Cole then talked about training – Mike Burgess asked to be added to the list of training, and Bill Griffith’s asked for clarification on whether the training to be held would be on AMP, or on accessibility techniques. The idea would be that there would be training on both, but the initial training from SSB BART Group focused on the usage of AMP.
IV.	KPAT Annual Report
Cole recapped what he found with regard to questions on the overall status of state website accessibility and its presentation in the annual report.  Mike Erickson asked about the makeup of the 63 agencies in the example.   The consensus of the members was that Cole should move forward with this approach in the Annual Report.
V.	Agency Appraisal / Recognition
As we have rolled out the AMP tool and agencies have begun remediation, the question arises as to how/if to provide recognition in this area.  There has been a suggestion of a “We’re compliant” type statement -  Cole discussed the cons of using a “badge” type of approach, in that — like security — one could be inviting more intense scrutiny.  Jim Miller suggested that an agency might just make a statement that they’re following the guidelines with a link back to the website that outlines them. There was also discussion of a “letter grade” approach — also discussed in the January meeting.  Jim Hollingsworth and others talked about the possibility of framing it somewhat similar to the Security Council’s self-assessment, with less of a focus on grades. Anthony Schlinsog then discussed the need to provide incentives to change. He referenced his previous experience with a database of clinical data shared by children’s hospitals where identity of the hospital was visible. While there was some angst, they decided that – even though there would always be a top and bottom score – they would use it as a learning opportunity for the group to improve overall outcomes.
There was significant discussion around this topic.  Anthony Fadale noted that everyone had made a good point. Self-evaluation is not a negative thing — he gave the example of the Kansas State Fair. Martha Gabehart pointed out that when she, Cole, and Duncan had talked with agencies, they had told them to report their results to Anthony Fadale along with a timeline to fix things.  We still need to get the parameters of the reporting defined.  Mike Burgess pointed out that there are many ways to prompt action outside of grades – there could be a hearing of a legislative committee, the JCIT could write a letter, a CITO could write a letter — we could just be direct — a phone call and a letter if we know where the problems are.   Anthony Fadale talked about the need to keep KPAT out of an “enforcement” posture and have that be in his area.  John Baranski mentioned the liability that could be associated with a grade.  Jim Miller also talked about the issues of taking something as complex as web accessibility compliance and reducing it to a letter grade — there are so many other non-AMP related aspects that taking a score from AMP and saying “here’s your grade”, plus perhaps the legal aspects, may end up doing a disservice to areas where agencies are making progress.  David Rosenthal mentioned that while progress could be made, technology is continuously updated — and suggested there was a question as to whether the tool could keep up with these things. It does require money in a number of cases to fix issues — yet we’re hearing a lot about agency budget cuts…and now we’ll be setting up a grading system. There might be some way to enlist volunteers to participate to start.
The discussion ended with Anthony Fadale stating that the best way to proceed would be for the agency reports to be submitted to him, then the CITOs  and Regents can do what they want as far as a letter grade. 
VI.	PDF Accessibility
After the previous discussion, time available for this agenda item was very limited. So, Cole provided a very brief overview and we agreed to table the full presentation until the next meeting.
VII.	State ADA Coordinator Report
Anthony Fadale noted that the KU Vice Chancellor’s report on accessibility had been posted online — web accessibility was mentioned as a key goal, and they were interested in leveraging AMP and the state contract.
He also provided an update on undue burden requests. Secretary Gilmore at SRS had made a request for the CAPP project (Consumer and Provider Portal) and had asked for time to perform remediation.
VIII.	July Meeting Schedule
Cole pointed out that there could be a conflict around the scheduled date for the next KPAT due to the Fourth of July Holiday.  He would poll the members on their availability and suggest a date that fit best.
The meeting adjourned at 3:30.
