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Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, February 12, 2013
Landon State Office Building, Room 106, Topeka, KS
The meeting was called to order by Duncan Friend.
Those members present were:
Mike Burgess, President, Spinnaker, LLC
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
Mike Koss, League of Kansas Municipalities
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
Matt Veatch, Assistant Division Director / State Archivist, State Historical Society 
Others present: 
Bill Griffiths, Assistive Technology / Information Accessibility Consultant, Kansas Department for Children and Families
Rahul Venkat, Big H Solutions
Phil White, Application Support Technician, Kansas Department for Children and Families
Duncan Friend opened the meeting by conveying to the group regrets from Anthony Schlinsog and Bryan Dreiling, who were unable to attend.
I.	October 3, 2012 Minutes Approval:
The October 2012 minutes were reviewed and Jim Hollingsworth moved to approve and Matt Veatch seconded. The motion carried.
II.	Accessibility Status of State of Kansas Websites	by Cole Robison
AMP usage sits at 211 users from 45 agencies, with new signups continuing.
Recent AMP results were presented and compared with last year’s. These showed that 70% of the agencies surveyed have reduced their number of violations, that there has been about an 11% reduction in pages with violations, and that the overall number of violations has dropped 35%.
One of the tables presented showed a change in violation severity that was the result of the rating being revised by SSB BART Group in an update to AMP since last year. It was pointed out that it would be advisable to request that SSB BART Group make such changes known to us in update release notes, etc.
Mike Burgess asked whether the change in violations could be largely attributed to the actions of a few agencies (e.g., DCF introducing an entirely new website), or was more generally due to incremental improvement across the board. Cole responded that he would have to go back to the data to look for an indication one way or the other.
Mike also asked about the reaction from agencies, whether there had been any pushback to the introduction of AMP, to which Cole responded that the feedback had generally been positive and welcoming.
Duncan Friend reiterated his interest in direct AMP utilization statistics.
Web accessibility responses to the Agency Three Year IT Management and Budget Plans were summarized, with 68% of 47 agencies reporting having completed an external web site accessibility assessment, and 30% having done so for internal websites. Tabular responses of numbers of items assessed automatically and manually were too disparate to easily summarize or indicate any meaningful trends.
Jim Hollingsworth mentioned that the progress shown by AMP—reducing violations by more than a third in a single year—merit a place in the national spotlight, and asked whom we could brief to publicize the accomplishment. Anthony Fadale mentioned ITAB and the Cabinet, Duncan suggested the INK Board, and Martha Gabehart offered the ADA Headliner Newsletter.
III.	Ideas for Addressing PDF Accessibility on Kansas State Websites	by David Herr
David Herr, guest from NetCentric Technologies, gave a presentation. 
NetCentric’s CommonLook products are the only ones that provide certification of Section 508 compliance of PDF documents accepted by the Federal government.
The Federal government will adopt WCAG 2.0, as the State has done.
As examples, activities in a couple of other states were summarized.
Texas represents a decentralized IT approach. Its Department of Information Resources provides resources, best practices, training, and support. It produced instructional videos and a custom Microsoft Office ribbon containing the tools used in accessible document production, to encourage best practices. Texas uses Deque assessment tools for HTML-based content.
It was noted that Microsoft Office 2010 has a bug that compromises reading order of documents exported to PDF in certain circumstances, and is in fact a regression from the Microsoft Office 2007 output.
Oklahoma represents a centralized IT approach. Oklahoma Able Tech provides technical assistance. Oklahoma has a document repository website, documents.ok.gov, to which content is contributed by all agencies. PDF files were evaluated and prioritized. Microsoft Office and Adobe Acrobat were initially used for remediation, but were inadequate. Needing specialized tools, Oklahoma implemented CommonLook Office and CommonLook PDF.
Responsibility for PDF accessibility needs to shift from webmasters to content providers.
CommonLook Office is NetCentric’s product offering proposed for that role. It provides a wizard to guide users through the steps of evaluating and remediating accessibility deficiencies to produce accessible documents. This is somewhat analogous to spell-check.
CommonLook PDF is positioned for webmasters, and requires Adobe Acrobat Pro.
CommonLook Clarity is an AMP-like enterprise assessment tool for PDF. Its use as a cloud-based service is recommended.
NetCentric partners with SSB BART Group.
CommonLook PDF retails for $995, and CommonLook Office for $419, but an enterprise license agreement (ELA) could bring the per-user cost down substantially. Depending on the number of users, pricing of less than $10 per user was suggested as a possibility.
Phil White asked questions to clarify that CommonLook Office works with Microsoft Word and PowerPoint, and that CommonLook Office and CommonLook PDF would have to be purchased separately by any users in need of both. CommonLook Clarity stands alone as a separate product.
Ivan Weichert noted cost avoidance and risk management as potential benefits to such an approach. He cited his experience with use of ELAs for GIS software in support of the ELA model. Anthony Fadale also noted that statewide ELAs are the State’s preferred model.
In response to a question about other customers of similar size to the state, David cited two Federal agencies, the Social Security Administration and the Department of Veteran’s Affairs.
David offered an extended trial of CommonLook Office and CommonLook PDF. He emphasized that he would like to provide training webinars as part of such a trial, so that evaluators would be properly informed when making their determinations about the software.
IV.	Open Discussion
Several individuals at the similar general-audience informational presentation David had given that morning indicated they are interested in the CommonLook products.
V.	2013 Meeting Schedule	by Cole Robison
The second Tuesday of the month was suggested for the scheduling of KPAT meetings going forward.




