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Meeting Minutes
Monday, May 23, 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, SRS
Nathan Eberline, League of Kansas Municipalities
Mike Erickson, Emporia State University
Anthony Fadale, State ADA Coordinator
Duncan Friend, Chair, Kansas Partnership for Accessible Technology
Martha Gabehart, Kansas Commission on Disability Concerns
Don Heiman, Legislative Chief Information Technology Officer
Angela Hoobler, representing Chris Howe, Director, Division of Purchases
Joe Oborny, Kansas School for the Deaf (via phone)
Cole Robison, Director, IT Accessibility – DISC
Bill Roth, State Chief Information Technology Architect
Matt Veatch, State Archivist, Kansas State Historical Society
Ivan Weichert, State Geographic Information Systems Director

Others present:
Matt Baillargeon, SSB BART Group
Debra Butler, State Treasurer’s Office
Tammy Cooseboom, SSB BART Group
Phil White, SRS

Duncan welcomed the group to the KPAT meeting and asked that those in attendance go around the room and introduce themselves to our guests from SSB BART Group, the vendor for our new accessibility testing service.
I. 	Approval:  January 12, 2011 Minutes
The minutes were reviewed. Mike Burgess moved to approve the minutes. Jim Hollingsworth seconded. The minutes were approved.
II.	Update on Regents Accessibility Activities
While there was not an explicit item on the agenda for the discussion, Duncan indicated to the group that he had invited Mike Erickson to provide a brief update at the start of the meeting on some of the accessibility-focused activities he’d been involved in recently in higher education.
Mike began by providing an update on the recent West/Southwest Regional Educause conference where Daniel Goldstein of the National Federation of the Blind had presented on accessible technology – an area of growing prominence in higher education.  Mike also discussed a presentation he had made on behalf of the KPAT at the spring forum of “Colleague to Colleague”, a group sharing best practices in distance learning and instructional technology in higher education in Kansas and Missouri. The presentation was well-received and many colleagues in attendance were interested in the KPAT approach. There was also a presentation on Universal Design.  He was also scheduled to present on IT Accessibility at the upcoming Regents’ CHECK (Conference on Higher Education Computing in Kansas) that was being held at KU later in the week.

II.	IT Project Planning Update
Cole told the group that, to-date, he had reviewed nine projects for compliance with accessibility guidelines now included in as part of the IT Project Plan approval process outlined in ITEC Guideline 2400A. He also noted that he had been invited to present at a training session for project managers on the IT Project Plan approval process as it relates to accessibility and his presentation had been well received.
III.	Accessibility Assessment Tools Contract
Cole then gave a quick overview to the members of the new Accessibility Tools and Services contract. The contract is divided into three parts: 1) access to the assessment tool itself, 2) training, and 3) consulting. He clarified that while the first part consisted of an enterprise license for all agencies to have access to the tool, it was a statewide contract and both the training and consulting portions were available to state agencies and local units to purchase off individually, if the need arises.  To our knowledge, this is the first accessibility services contract for the state of Kansas.  As such, we established a term of two years, with the idea that we would reevaluate need and performance at the end of that period.
IV.	SSB BART Group Accessibility Management Platform (AMP)
Tammy Cosseboom and Matt Baillargeon from SSB BART Group, the vendor for our new statewide accessibility services contract, presented information about the services available on the new contract, as well as some history of the company, successful rollout approaches used in other states, and the AMP platform we are planning on using in Kansas.
V.	Open Discussion on AMP Rollout Approach
Discussion ensued about the implementation/rollout of AMP at the state. Bill Roth made note of Matt Baillargeon’s statement about the potential use of the training portion of the AMP platform to certify developers and asked about the tool’s support for being able to assign responsibility for particular work to developers, so that one could determine their proficiency over time and provide appropriate training. Matt confirmed that certification could be performed, but that it would only reflect knowledge of a base set of competencies.  Retrospective review of pages could be performed if pages could be assigned to particular developers by folder, for example.
In reference to the rollout strategy, Anthony Fadale talked about two tracks. The first is the work of the KPAT: Advocacy, training, support for assessment.  The second is Compliance. The second track is really the work of the State ADA Coordinator, along with the CITOs in each branch. Martha Gabehart stated that she felt the ADA self-evaluation that agencies are required to perform should now be expanded to include an assessment using the tool and that Anthony should require this. There was some discussion of this approach.  Michael Donnelly emphasized the idea that agencies should already be complying now, and wanted to know what the status was of any exemptions/exceptions that had been granted.  He also brought up the question of when reports of compliance become open records.  Returning to Anthony’s earlier point, Jim Hollingsworth asked who truly was in charge of compliance. Discussion followed on this topic.

Duncan asked Don Heiman to weigh in on his thoughts on implementation. Don said that the assessment and any remediation needs to be built into both the high-level and detailed plans, and should be funded as part of each project.  Then, best practices in this area should be captured as part of the project in the post-implementation review document and a copy should be sent to Anthony Fadale.  He also felt that pilot agencies should be selected for rollout of the assessment tool – he volunteered the Legislature as one of these.  From this, we would create a game plan for websites, what’s popular/most used, etc. and approach agency officials, kick off plans, and start score carding them. In many cases, projects will not be over 250K – we can look at a team approach, creating one together to help agencies.  There was additional discussion of and general support for this approach.  Duncan noted that the subcommittee of the KPAT that had been convened to help guide rollout would be meeting tomorrow to flesh out the ideas discussed today and arrive at an approach, with SSB BART Group representatives in attendance.
VI.	Schedule of Future Meetings
· Wednesday, July 6, 2011
· Wednesday, October 5, 2011
The meeting adjourned at 3:35 pm.
