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Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, April 9, 2013
Landon State Office Building, Room 560, Topeka, KS
The meeting was called to order by Duncan Friend.
Those members present were:
Michael Donnelly, Director of Vocational Rehabilitation Services, Kansas Department for Children and Families
Anthony Fadale, State Americans with Disabilities Act Coordinator
Duncan Friend, Chair, Kansas Partnership for Accessible Technology
Martha Gabehart, Vice-Chair, Kansas Partnership for Accessible Technology
Jim Hollingsworth, Executive Director, Information Network of Kansas
Joe Oborny, Director of Technology, Kansas State School for the Deaf
Cole Robison, Director, IT Accessibility, Office of Information Technology Services
David Rosenthal, President, Kansas Telecommunications Industry Association
Ivan Weichert, State Geographic Information Systems Director, Kansas Information of Technology Office
Others present: 
Bill Griffiths, Assistive Technology / Information Accessibility Consultant, Kansas Department for Children and Families
Phil White, Application Support Technician, Kansas Department for Children and Families
I.	Approval: February Minutes
The February 2013 minutes were reviewed and Jim Hollingsworth moved to approve and Martha Gabehart seconded. The motion carried.
II.	State ADA Coordinator Report	by Anthony Fadale
Anthony Fadale reported on an undue burden request he had received from the KU Medical Center for purchase of a commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) item. As the item is a closed-end product, no remediation is possible, so the undue burden requirement was met, and the exception was granted. The entity was told to work with the vendor to improve the product so that future releases comply with the accessibility requirements.
Joe Oborny asked what the product was and what its issues are. Anthony did not remember, and will follow up with the answer.
More specific details were requested. 
Anthony then reported on another undue burden request associated with the KEES project, for training that starts in June. The training is for employees, not the public. Key to the request is a non-negotiable, federally-mandated October 1 launch date.
Mike noted that a KEES presentation he had seen gave the impression that the exception was a given. Anthony reassured the group that no extension has been granted and that he has not received a remediation plan to review. He is still working on it, but has not drafted any response yet. Duncan said he would communicate this to KEES.
Mike Donnelly voiced his disapproval of any extension of time since there are some blind employees who will be using the system and need to have the accommodations when they do the training.  Martha Gabehart also voiced her disapproval saying the company has known since they signed the contract that they have to provide an accessible product.
Jim Hollingsworth asked if an estimate of what it would take to make it compliant was provided.
Mike asked about the level of confidence in compliance for the overall project. He remarked that the project’s perspective is concerned with being “technically compliant” vs. “accessible and usable”, an important difference.
Mike asked for an update of KTRIPS for the next meeting. 
Mike expressed doubt whether the process is working, and asked for the status of previous projects that had been granted exceptions. He asked for an update on what the process is for determining whether or not to approve an undue burden request. Others echoed the request for such a status report.
Ivan Weichert asked Anthony to confirm that he would not be granting this exception. Anthony replied that the training will have to be made compliant.
Ivan asked about what has been received for the various project phases, and noted that it would help to re-educate the KPAT as to what’s occurred to date.
Mike cautioned that the response would be precedent-setting. He expressed concern over the question “If KEES is exempt, what isn’t?” and that when a project gets an exception no one ever looks at it again.
Anthony remarked that he appreciates all the feedback.
Anthony reported that the Governor signed HB 2193 into law on April 4, updating a federal reference in existing state law (K.S.A. 58-1301b) concerning disability accessibility standards for public facilities. The change makes the state law consistent with the current ADA, reflecting revisions to it made in 2010 by the ADA amendments act of 2008. Those revisions included the addition of “accessible electronic and information technology”, etc., to the definition of “auxiliary aids and services” (28 C.F.R. Part 35.104).
III.	CommonLook Trial Update	by Cole Robison
Cole Robison gave an update on the 60-day CommonLook PDF accessibility software trial that was about to get underway. Mike asked which agencies are participating, to which Cole was to follow up via email.
Duncan asked Jim about the possibility of using a portion of the remaining funds from the INK grant for a CommonLook Clarity scan of PDF documents on state websites, as a baseline and as a test of that product. Such a scan could be run as SaaS.
Jim indicated he would be supportive of this use of the grant funds, and that funding could likely be reallocated within the grant, or the grant amended, if necessary. He also suggested some could be used for a feasibility study of the remediation required. He said it needs to be brought up before the INK Board. He also suggested sharing additional information, such as the advances resulting from the use of AMP, with the Board as well.
Anthony pointed out that the Legislature uses PDF for legislation, so these could be helpful to them.
IV.	KPAT Annual Report	by Cole Robison
Cole presented an overview of the KPAT Annual Report draft, and asked for any comments to be submitted by April 23rd. He is scheduled to present on the accessibility status of state websites at the next ITAB meeting.
Jim remarked on the magnitude of the accomplishment that agencies’ overall remediation success represents. He said to certainly include this in the request to repurpose the grant funding.
Duncan said he is proud of the work that has been done. He suggested that the fifth year of the KPAT should be an opportunity to re-examine what we have and haven’t been able to do, and rejuvenate our efforts.
V.	Strategic Plan for Improving Management of Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act				by Cole Robison
Cole gave an overview of the Strategic Plan for Improving Management of Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act issued in January by the OMB for federal agencies, for consideration of whether there were measures in it that we might want to adopt in Kansas.
There was some discussion of the recommendation for an accessibility statement on each 	agency website to include a date of last update, and what that would mean. It was suggested that the KPAT should host a definitive, centralized accessibility statement that others could link to—or the KPAT could just develop one and supply it to agencies. Contact info should be centralized.
Cole was asked to reach out to the CIO Council to try to get some early insight and for sharing of best practices, particularly about measurement standards.
Anthony likened a baseline assessment recommendation to self-assessment.
Mike asked if the plan had undue burden information. Anthony remarked it would be good to have more federal undue burden guidance. He suggested bringing over the model from facilities.
Duncan suggested the KPAT could benefit from creating a roles and responsibilities table like the one in the plan.



