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Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, July 9, 2013
Curtis State Office Building, Room 530, Topeka, KS
The meeting was called to order by Martha Gabehart at 2:31 PM.
Those members present were:
Martha Gabehart, Acting Chair, Kansas Partnership for Accessible Technology
John Baranski, Information Delivery Manager, Kansas State Department of Education
Bryan Dreiling, State Chief Information Technology Architect
Mike Erickson, Associate Vice President, Technology and Computing Services, Emporia State University
Anthony Fadale, State Americans with Disabilities Act Coordinator
Jim Hollingsworth, Executive Director, Information Network of Kansas
Cole Robison, Director, IT Accessibility, Office of Information Technology Services
Anthony Schlinsog, Executive Branch Chief Information Technology Officer
Melissa Wangemann, Legislative Services Director / General Counsel, Kansas Association of Counties
Deby Zimmerman, Web Application Developer, Kansas Department for Aging and Disability Services
Others present: 
James Adams, Director of Technology, Kansas.gov
Kit Cole, Software Tester/Assistive Technology Coordinator, Information Technology, the University of Kansas
Phil White, Application Support Technician, Kansas Department for Children and Families
I.	Welcome and Announcements
Martha Gabehart announced that Chair and Vice-chair elections will take place at the next meeting, due to the departure of previous Chair Duncan Friend. She also mentioned other changes in membership, namely the departure of David Rosenthal and the additions of John Baranski and Deby Zimmerman, and invited all present to introduce themselves.
II.	Approval: April Minutes
The April 2013 minutes were reviewed and Mike Erickson moved to approve and Melissa Wangemann seconded. The motion carried.
III.	PDF Accessibility / CommonLook
Cole Robison recapped the CommonLook trial, during which a team of 23 individuals from 12 entities evaluated CommonLook Office and CommonLook PDF for 60 days, with 7 webinar meetings held with NetCentric personnel. He noted that the overall sentiment was positive, with consensus that acquisition for regular use would be desirable and agreement that any purchase should be done collectively to minimize cost. He proposed next steps of asking agencies to identify estimated numbers of potential users of each product to enable us to determine pricing, beginning with mention at the July 16 ITAB meeting.
Anthony Schlinsog asked about the overall number of PDFs on State websites, and how many are generated in a year. Cole responded that we don’t have those details.
Anthony Fadale noted that Regents institutions should be included in the request for potential user numbers.
Bryan Dreiling asked for a rough idea of pricing. Cole responded that we don’t really know yet, with the possible range for CommonLook Office being anywhere from a single-copy retail price of $695 to under $10 per user for a sufficiently large number of users under a volume license.
Bryan asked whether everyone with a Microsoft Office license would need CommonLook Office, or only those who would ever be putting content on the web, mentioning that he could provide a pretty good estimate of the overall number of Office seats for reference. Cole responded that while the former might be ideal, in reality it would likely tend more toward the latter. Bryan advised asking agencies their number of Acrobat Pro licenses as a way to get good responses for CommonLook PDF.
Mike Erickson pointed out that Regents institutions might have different licensing models available to them that they more commonly use.
Cole also reiterated a proposal from the previous meeting to use remaining INK grant funding for a CommonLook Clarity scan, a baseline assessment of the accessibility of State website PDFs.
Anthony Fadale pointed out, and Cole expanded on, the partnership that exists between NetCentric and SSB BART Group, and the possibility that’s been alluded to of integration of CommonLook Clarity into a future release of AMP.
IV.	IT Project Planning for COTS Items
Cole reviewed the web accessibility review process for formal IT Project Plans that has been in place since December 2010, noting that it has worked very well overall, with commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) items representing one exception to which the process is perhaps less well-suited. These are generally items that are installed “as-is”, so that no customization—and thus no accessibility remediation—is possible, and there is no ongoing relationship with the vendor. This stands in contrast to other types of items, for which the process works so well, where there is an opportunity to work through any accessibility shortcomings. Nonetheless, COTS items are, and must remain, subject to ITEC Policy 1210’s requirements. Moreover, the closed nature of COTS items cannot be an excuse for noncompliance. Cole asked for the group to share any suggestions they might have for better accounting for these types of items. He floated, as one possibility, the idea of requiring some justification of the choice of a COTS item over customizable solutions, to shift the narrative from merely citing the closed nature of the chosen COTS item as unduly burdensome to remediate to explaining why a non-customizable product was chosen.
Mike asked about existing requirements for software procurement. Bryan answered that there’s ADA boilerplate in RFPs, but not all of these procurements go through RFP.
Bryan suggested that any changes don’t limit vendor choice, particularly with respect to large vs. small vendors. He also cautioned that documenting justification of a choice could fuel protests, challenges, or other problems of procurement exposure. He stated that he liked the approach taken on a recent project of his, which was to make very clear to the vendor that accessibility progress is expected with new releases, and would be used in contract renewal justification. Cole agreed, with the reservation that it’s not clear that we can rely on future renewal decisions, etc., for what is may be a one-time procurement.
Martha suggested looking at what other states are doing to address this.
V.	Undue Burden Exceptions to ITEC Policy 1210
Anthony Fadale presented a detailed summary of the Undue Burden Exception requests that have been received to date.
Jim Hollingsworth asked for the total number of exceptions, which Anthony answered has been 18 over the last 3 years. Martha asked for (and received) clarification that 10 of these still require monitoring.
Anthony then gave an overview of his request review criteria and process, focusing on the validity of the claimed burden, and whether it is financial or administrative; how useful and meaningful access will be provided in the meantime as well as ultimately; and how much time will be required for compliance.
VI.	State ADA Coordinator Report
Anthony Fadale reported on an undue burden request he had received from the Department of Administration related to SMART and the BI Analytics Implementation – Data Warehouse Upgrade project, on which he and Cole were continuing to work with the Department and the vendor. 
He also reported on ADA Symposium training he had attended.
VII.	SSB BART Group Recommendations
Cole discussed some general recommendations for the State that were included in a process audit conducted by SSB BART Group for the KEES project. These were to (1) implement a Best Practices-driven approach to meeting ITEC 1210 compliance, (2) implement a vendor certification process, and (3) require vendor submissions of due diligence. These were presented for the Partnership’s consideration.
Anthony Fadale pointed out that these were an outcome of independent analysis, with no input from any us.
Martha asked about potential vendor certification. Cole responded that taking up that recommendation would be a major undertaking to consider, with many questions that would need to be settled. A more lightweight approach might involve just finding ways to share with vendors the resources that we already make available. Martha and Cole pointed out in an exchange how the WCATs used for major IT Projects already constitute a certification of sorts for those products.
Melissa asked whether any formal endorsement or action was required. Martha answered that no, this is simply advisory. It was also clarified that the three recommendations are independent of one another.
Bryan voiced his opinion that #1 would be helpful, and that #2 (and #3) would be quite a process, and that he would have reservations about going ahead with it, at least until knowing how the details would be worked out. They make sense on their face, he said, but there are major questions about how we would execute them in our environment. Would we require a vendor to receive certification to even be able to respond to RFPs? Or for award? How would vendor training be offered frequently enough? Etc. It would be tricky to make it rigorous enough to be useful but not so much as to encumber the process or be difficult to administer. Jim could see it as more of an optional opportunity.
Bryan asked for more detail on what the implementation of #1 would look like. Anthony Fadale likewise voiced the need for more info on #3, which he will follow up with. Cole and Anthony will report back on this additional detail.
VIII.	Open Discussion
Anthony Fadale mentioned a July 11 Section 508 Refresh webinar.



