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Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, August 29, 2012
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 (Conference Call)
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
Cole Robison, Director, IT Accessibility – Office of Information Technology Services
David Rosenthal, Kansas Telecommunications Industry Association
Melissa Wangemann, General Counsel, Kansas Association of Counties
Ivan Weichert, Kansas Information of Technology Office
Others present:
Bill Griffiths, D of A Human Resources
Travis Haas, Kansas Dept. of Health and Environment
Scott Miller, Kansas Dept. of Health and Environment
I.	Approval: April 3, 2012 Minutes
The minutes were reviewed. Jim Hollingsworth moved to approve the minutes. David Rosenthal seconded the motion. The minutes were approved.
Duncan opened the meeting by conveying deep regrets from Anthony Schlinsog, who was out sick, for his inability to attend the meeting. 
II.	AMP Update:
Cole explained his findings about the usage and impact of AMP. Statistics can be found in the presentation. Cole reported that significant progress had been made between the number of violations show in his high-level reports run pre- and post- AMP introduction.  Duncan asked Cole for a re-examination of the numbers as it related specifically to improvements attributable to AMP, since it appeared only 29 of the 63 agencies in the original report have AMP access at present.
III.	Agency Self-Assessments Status
Martha Gabehart gave her report and recounted that last fall she met with the Governor’s cabinet about AMP, its importance, and that it was being provided free for agency use. With this, she got the support of the Governor’s office.
After the State ADA Coordinator asked cabinet agencies for report results and remediation plans, five have completed responses, while nine have not. He then discussed several examples. To address those that have not, we will reach out to them individually and actively offer to help. There are currently 29 users enrolled in AMP across the 14 cabinet agencies.
Duncan then brought up the 3yr IT plan, to which Cole responded by noting that the web accessibility tables that debuted as optional items in the instructions template last year are being made mandatory this year, along with a new request for agencies to list all website domains that they operate. This is necessary in order to understand the full breadth of assessment targets.
IV.	State ADA Coordinator Report
Anthony Fadale reported on accessibility work being done by the KEES project, which has engaged SSB BART Group as a consultant for accessibility testing. Outstanding issues with phase one of the project are being resolved, in keeping with a timeframe Anthony set, and consulting will be involved in phase two development.
Also mentioned briefly were undue burden exceptions for: CAPP, in the form of a time extension; KDOT 511, which provides an alternate page; and KUMC, for a closed product implementation.
V.	Procurement
Cole discussed this topic. Having integrated accessibility into the procurement process for IT projects as defined in K.S.A. 75-7201(c), the next step is to explore how we might do so for other levels of procurement, particularly statewide and agency contracts.
We’ve begun discussions with Procurement and Contracts about what would be an appropriate course of action. They can include requirements language in contract documents. Work needs to be done to identify those to which it would apply. It is believed that when contracts come up for renewal or rebidding is a reasonable time to engage the issue, as well as to do so for new contracts.
All of this would happen gradually, and only after discussions with, and support from, various interested parties in both IT and procurement/administration. It will be a long-term effort that we’re only just beginning.
Jim Hollingsworth brought up DA 146-A, and the role it might play in supplying the desired contract language.
VI.	PDF Accessibility
PDF represents a new technology to which the KPAT might turn its focus. It’s widely used and agencies have expressed interest in support for PDF accessibility numerous times when we’ve met with them.
Cole described the nature of PDF as it compares to HTML, and presented an overview of the landscape of PDF accessibility.
AMP reporting reveals the scope of the situation, in terms of number of documents found on state websites, to be comparable to that of HTML.
PDF/UA is a newly released standard for accessible PDF. As it is likely to provide definitive guidance, it may make this an opportune time to address PDF accessibility directly.
Known PDF accessibility resources were profiled briefly. The possibility exists for an approach that strongly parallels that taken with HTML, though important differences exist as well, particularly in the requirement of commercial remediation tools.
Details and links are provided in the presentation.
This was presented to provide the necessary background for discussions to occur over future meetings.
VII.	Open Discussion
Ivan Weichert asked whether we should stop using PDF and find a new way to make information accessible. Cole responded that, in many cases that may in fact be advisable, particularly given that creating accessible HTML is often easier than creating accessible PDF, even if it is generally more difficult than creating an inaccessible PDF. There may be other options as well, such as other document types, and there are situations for which PDF remains appropriate (and/or in which it is chosen for reasons other than production expediency).
Mike Erickson suggested using HTML
Duncan suggested that Cole investigate having a vendor/vendors come in and demonstrate how their products work at a high level, as well as get more understanding of what kind of workflow/processes they put in place to ensure ongoing creation of accessible pdfs (how/where the tools are usually implemented in their proposed model).
VIII.	Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 3:33 pm.
