


Kansas Partnership for Accessible Technology (KPAT)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, July 14, 2015
Landon State Office Building, Room 509, Topeka, KS
The meeting was called to order by Cole Robison at about 2:30 PM.
Those members present were:
Martha Gabehart, Chair, Kansas Partnership for Accessible Technology
John Baranski, Information Delivery Manager, Kansas State Department of Education
Mike Burgess, Director of Policy & Outreach, Disability Rights Center of Kansas
Anthony Fadale, State Americans with Disabilities Act Coordinator
John Martello, Chief Operating Officer, Kansas State Schools for the Deaf and the Blind
Joe Oborny, Education Technology Coordinator, Kansas State Schools for the Deaf and the Blind
Cole Robison, Director, IT Accessibility, Office of Information Technology Services
Matt Veatch, Assistant Division Director / State Archivist, State Historical Society
Others present:
James Adams, Director of Technology, Kansas.gov
Kit Cole, Software Tester/Assistive Technology Coordinator, Information Technology, the University of Kansas
Robert Cooper, Executive Director, Kansas Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing
Matt Powell, Application Developer, State Historical Society
Phil White, Application Support Technician, Kansas Department for Children and Families
I.	Welcome and Introductions
Martha Gabehart opened the meeting with a welcome and introductions.
II.	Approval: April Minutes
The minutes of the April 14, 2014 meeting were reviewed, Mike Burgess moved to approve them and Anthony Fadale seconded the motion. The motion carried.
III.	Status Updates and Announcements
Cole Robison updated the group on:
· the 25th anniversary of the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the Kansas Commission on Disability Concern’s reception
· an exhibit at the Dole Institute of Politics entitled “Celebrating Opportunity for People with Disabilities: 70 Years of Dole Leadership”
· the DOJ Accessibility of Web Information and Services of State and Local Governments ANPRM, which has not seen any activity (despite a previous indication that it might)
· training on PDF accessibility and AMP
· the latest release of AMP
· a product for discovering online PDF documents and automatically converting them to accessible HTML, called Equidox, which the group briefly discussed, and indicated they would like to have reviewed
· two surveys, one on screen reader use and one on relay call issues
Details are available in the meeting presentation available at http://oits.ks.gov/docs/kpat20150714p.
IV.	Communicating with Deaf and Hard of Hearing Individuals
Robert Cooper spoke about the changing landscape of technology for communicating with deaf and hard of hearing individuals. TTY/TDD technology has generally become obsolete, and use of IP relay is also in decline. Captioned telephone (CapTel) and voice carry over (VCO) are two common replacements, which work over VoIP and rely on communication assistants and captioning—similar in approach to their predecessors. A growing majority, though, are now turning to videophones (VP), which allow for communication in American Sign Language (ASL).
A VP has an ordinary 10-digit phone number, not 711 (the number used for TDD and Relay Services). Materials that still reference 711, of which there are many, are out of date and need to be changed. There is a workgroup (which includes Robert, Martha, and Joe Oborny) to define information standards for video relay service (VRS), VP, CapTel, etc., that could be used to modernize materials that do not currently reflect the availability of these technologies. The FCC is considering permitting distribution of 10-digit phone numbers for VP to the general public by the end of the year, enabling direct communication (such as with hearing people who sign) in addition to communication through VRS.
Several federal agencies (e.g., Small Business Administration, FCC, Social Security Administration, IRS, DOJ) have or are establishing dedicated call centers using ASL over VP. This is unlikely to happen at the state level, but there are agencies that can use and provide access through this technology, as we’re already seeing with the Department of Corrections, DCF, etc., and it could find its way into front-line service centers.
VP technology is also being extended to tablets, which makes it mobile. This mobility can be used to provide instant, on-the-fly accommodation, even for in-person conversations, as an individual can use it to bring in video remote interpreting (VRI), without any need for prior arrangements. VRI could enable sharing of ASL-capable personnel resources across agencies. (The same could apply to, say, Spanish interpretation, as well.)
Martha asked about how 711 should be replaced on business cards and the like. Robert suggested gradually just eliminating 711 from such contexts over time, since the necessary accommodation is largely built-in with ordinary phone numbers, whether through the switchboard, relay services, or end-user technology.
John Martello asked about benefits to deaf-blind users, and Robert described the system of intermediaries by which such users can, in fact, be accommodated.
Anthony pointed out that the DOJ has not yet removed its TTY requirement. Robert clarified that he’s not calling for stopping TTY services. 711 can still be requested and used by individuals who require it, but it no longer needs to be printed as a matter of course. He noted that many agencies are already disposing of their TTY equipment. Anthony later commented that agencies don’t need to maintain their own, since it remains in place statewide with Kansas Relay.
Robert explained that listing 711 creates confusion for what is now the majority of situations where calling it is actually no longer necessary, which is why he’s advocating that we stop printing it on business cards, letterheads, etc.
Joe asked about the difficulty of replacing TTY equipment since its production is declining with its use. Robert responded that devices being disposed of can be collected by Assistive Technology for Kansans (ATK), which can redistribute them as needed.
Martha summarized that agencies need to know that TTY use is diminishing (with remaining use primarily by the deaf-blind, as Robert pointed out) and that relay calls they receive are likely to be from users of VP.
V.	Information and Communication Technology (ICT) Standards and Guidelines
Cole briefly recapped last meeting’s update and overview of the proposed Information and Communication Technology (ICT) Standards and Guidelines, which will update accessibility requirements for ICT in the federal sector covered by Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act and, jointly, telecommunications equipment subject to Section 255 of the Telecommunications Act. He then attempted to begin the discussion of how existing state policy, specifically ITEC Policy 1210, might eventually be revised to reflect the new ICT Standards and Guidelines once they are formally adopted. He highlighted the section of the Policy that references WCAG 2.0 and Section 508, and noted that the incorporation of WCAG 2.0 into the new ICT Standards and Guidelines means that this pair of references could be replaced by a single reference to the latter. While this is the most conspicuous option, he noted that all alternatives would be under consideration for the group as a whole.
He also pointed out how ITEC Policy 1210 is limited in scope to web technologies, in contrast to the federal regulations (both today’s Section 508 and tomorrow’s ICT Standards and Guidelines), which are all-encompassing in their coverage of IT, including web technologies, documents, software and operating systems, and hardware. It has been discussed numerous times by the KPAT in the past that perhaps state accessibility policy coverage ought to be broadened to the other areas of IT to eliminate this discrepancy, and the adoption of the new ICT Standards and Guidelines might make for a good time to do so. This decision will also factor, obviously, into how we choose to go about revising policy to adopt the new ICT Standards and Guidelines.
It was explained in ensuing discussion that federal regulations generally apply to state entities indirectly, and Anthony pointed out that it’s always been important to be mindful of the federal standards so as not to jeopardize receipt of federal funding. Matt Veatch remarked that expanding policy feels like “the right thing to do.” John Baranski voiced support for simply referencing the ICT Standards and Guidelines in ITEC Policy 1210, but wants to ensure that guidance specific to WCAG 2.0 continues to be provided for developers. Robert is favorable toward the ICT Standards and Guidelines, but wishes it placed greater emphasis on captioning requirements. Joe echoed these concerns, and expressed frustration at the common practice of providing transcripts rather than captioning. Robert noted that this is ironic because live captioning is often simpler and cheaper than transcription. Cole pointed out that the requirements, even as they stand today, call for captions, not just transcripts. Mike brought up the need to gain acceptance from agencies, but supported expanding policy to harmonize with the federal regulations. Matt Veatch pointed out how Cole’s review of KITO-reportable projects workload would be increased by expanding the policy. Kit Cole voiced support for full harmonization with federal regulations, noting how doing so would simplify the requirements. John Martello concurred, adding that the fiscal impact would have to be identified.
Cole agreed to work on a preliminary draft of a refreshed policy.
VI.	Mobile Accessibility
Cole brought up mobile development—both web and app—as a major emerging technology trend, the accessibility of which should be addressed now, while it is still relatively nascent. He recommended that the group should contemplate what steps should be taken in this area, and offered several options for mobile accessibility standards. He also listed a range of existing resources that could be drawn upon.
John Martello talked about the ways students and graduates of the Kansas State School for the Blind heavily rely on their smartphones, and how empowering these devices are for them.
Kit asked about resources for the testing of mobile accessibility. Cole mentioned a Deque app linked on the KPAT Resources page (at http://oits.ks.gov/kpat/resources#mobile) and AMP.
Anthony, John Baranski, Mike and Robert indicated they’d favor making AMP for Mobile, a new mobile accessibility testing product from SSB BART Group available as an add-on to the platform we already have, available statewide.
Mike pointed out the distinction between requirements, which would likely be fully established by completely adopting the ICT Standards and Guidelines (as these would include mobile), and guidance, information and tools, which might be where we would need to focus to provide specific resources.
Cole suggested that any new requirements introduced in this area should be accompanied by a testing tool, in contrast to how the web requirements were initially done (with AMP made available only much later).
Matt Veatch brought up the embrace of mobile-first web design.
John Martello mentioned the trend of textbooks being made available exclusively online through mobile devices in high schools.
James Adams agreed that mobile is an area of great emerging importance, and indicted that Kansas.gov is currently working on mobile apps. He said they would definitely use AMP for Mobile if it were available to them. He also pointed out that mobile app development will likely be less home-grown than HTML-based web development was when it first arrived on the scene, and that a predominant reliance on frameworks could help, as these often support accessibility pretty well.
Phil White pointed out that a tool’s automated testing capability is limited, so manual testing will still need to be addressed. He also stressed the importance of guidance for developers, particularly to use the tools and techniques available to produce accessible solutions for users.
Mike talked about the procurement process as an area to focus on for communicating accessibility requirements.
Joe and Robert brought up points about modernizing web development with HTML5 (and ceasing to target old versions of Internet Explorer) for accessibility.
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