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FRANK BAITMAN: Good afternoon.  Thank you very much.  Welcome to the Federal CIO Council's fourth Listening Session.  This will be our fourth and final physical Listening Session.  Later this fall we will have a virtual Listening Session, online, to try to engage people who could not make it to one of these, and hear what they have to say.  First, I very much want to thank John Foliot and Stanford University for sponsoring this and hosting us here.  We really appreciate it.  We very much wanted to reach out to Silicon Valley as part of this.  When I am out in Silicon Valley, I find myself rather inspired.  It is not just, because I can come here without a tie, which I have to wear back in Washington.  (Laughter).


DAVID CAPOZZI:  I wish I had known.


FRANK BAITMAN: We solve problems in Silicon Valley.  Quite honestly, accessibility is a problem, which the Federal government has not fully dealt with in terms of making technology accessible to our employees and more importantly making technology accessible to the American public.

Therefore, we have a lot of work to do.  I think that one of the ironies about this, and one of the reasons we want to have this in the Silicon Valley is because technology is both a problem and an answer.  We have not worked on the answer side sufficiently.  Some companies have done a wonderful job.  Others have not noticed accessibility when they put their products out.  Honestly, I see accessibility not just as a good thing to do, as the right thing to do, but accessibility is something that can enlarge your market and give you far more customers.  The population benefits at large, whether or not they have a disability.

Why are we doing these Listening Sessions?  Two people, Dan Gordon head of procurement policy for the Federal government and Vivek Kundra, Chair of the CIO Council, asked me to lead these sessions across the country.  The reason is the 20th Anniversary of the ADA.  They recognized that we need to do more so we are trying to inspire solutions and what we are trying to inspire today is a conversation, a dialogue, that this will just be a beginning.

Craig and I wanted to hear from industry, the public and we wanted to introduce new players, not just people who get it at this point, but others who see they can benefit from making their product accessible.  For the first time this Listening Session today is going to have an open dialogue.  It is going to be a different structure.  It may be difficult getting the auditorium setup here to do that.  However, I ask you to bear with the physical layout, and try to have that dialogue.  Not just with us, but with each other and learn from this.  

We hope to establish relationships.  If we are going to be successful, we need champions outside the government because the government cannot do this alone.  This is really up to those who supply technology to the government and to the public, to help solve this problem.  With that, Craig has a brief presentation that he will give.


CRAIG LUIGART:  Thank you Frank.  First, I would like to thank John Foliot and Stanford University and the Social Security Administration for logistically supporting us out here.  Roughly, 12 years ago, I showed up in a wheelchair at the Department of Education and worked on Section 508, which has had a big impact on the disability community.  I have done that for the past 12 years now, of which I am very proud.  As Frank mentioned the Federal government has its sins and often they do not have the right behavior with federal acquisitions and the promotion of this law.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Can you put the microphone closer to you.


CRAIG LUIGART:  I can do that.  I think we know that we have a long way to go with this law.  To save your ears from my voice, I think the following five or six slides truly tell the story.  I like to use them in a way that also works for the folks in the room who are vision impaired.  We are going to watch the population through 5 or 6 slides, age from around 25 to 75 years old, and what happens with both severe and moderate disability in that time‑frame on the population. 

For everyone in the room, I would like you to choose a person on that slide that represents you.  We are going to age you through the slides.  I hope the person you chose to be yourself did not terminate, and you are part of the population as I am.  I am sure folks in the room are saying, "I wish I hadn't chosen that person."  One more… stop right there.  I know more than a few folks in the room are not very happy with the person they chose to be.  We are going to assume all of us want to live to 75.  I would ask for those of you in the room that chose an able-bodied person to think, right now, you have the social burden of taking care of all the folks who are not on that slide.

I do not think anyone in this room knows a mother, a father, a grandmother, a son or daughter, a close friend who does not have a need for access to technology in this information age.  Uniquely, this technology is also in sports bars with closed captioning and actually the foundation to information sharing on smart devices.  That is a perspective that I think many folks do not recognize.  I will turn this over to the rest of the group.


FRANK BAITMAN:  Thank you.  Thanks Craig.  I think it is a reminder that good medicine has allowed us to live longer as a nation, as individuals, but in the process, we will have disabilities.  A message that I like to share is good design makes your website, makes your technology more useful to everyone.  You may not think of someone as having a disability, but in fact, they could very well be colorblind.  If you design that website for someone who has a physical disability, someone who is colorblind will also benefit from it.

I recognize that I did not introduce the panel.  To my right is Terry Weaver who is the director of IT and Accessibility Work Force Division at the General Services Administration.  She has been dedicated to this issue for a very long time, and has done wonders.  To her right is David Capozzi with the Federal Access Board.  Dave, I am going to turn this over to you.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Okay.  Good afternoon folks.  Again, my name is Dave Capozzi, the Executive Director of the Access Board.  As Frank said this is the fourth series of Listening Sessions.  The next one in the fall will not be in person.  We will have the ability for people to call and conference in, so we can reach more people.  The purpose of these Listening Sessions is really for us to hear from you about ways the Federal government can better implement Section 508 and improve technology for people with disabilities.  

We have learned a lot so far in the Listening Sessions.  We have heard from advocates.  We have heard from government employees.  We have heard from some industry ‑‑ not a lot ‑‑ hopefully today we will hear from more.  I have a list in front of me of disability advocates who signed up to speak, those that are present, there are nine individuals.  I am going to call on them first.  We will budget about 5 minutes per person.  Then we will take questions from the panel after each person talks.  Time permitting we will go back and through a show of hands, see whom else wants to talk. 

The first person that I have is James Barbour from the National Federation for the Blind.  We have two microphones.  If that is not convenient, we can have a staff person bring a microphone to the audience.  After James is Luciana Prophaca from the California Department of Rehabilitation.  


JAMES BARBOUR:  I did not realize I would be first.  That just makes me all the more nervous.  Good afternoon.  I am Jim Barbour with the National Federation of the Blind.  I have been blind since birth, 45 years ago.  I am a computer architect, programmer, IT person.  I have worked at Yahoo!, for a couple of years and worked at Google before that.  In my 30 years as a computer person, I learned a lot about accessibility, accessibility models, what works and what does not.  I want to give a little of my background.  

I am here today, mostly to urge the committee to try to do more to hold government agencies accountable for web site accessibility.  Dr. Jonathan Lazar wrote a study in a government quarterly that says when they picked 100 government agency web sites and tested them using automated compliance testing and manual testing; over 90% of the web sites were not 508 cpmpliant.  Worse, they had a blind person sit in front of the website and try to use the website.  Of those, over 95% failed.  I would like to repeat that.  It would appear from this study that over 95% of the U.S. Government's web sites are not fully accessible by blind US citizens.  

I have a lot of sympathy for the tension that exists between the need for accessibility and the desire for innovation and new and pretty things.  I sit somewhere on the fence when it comes to how to encourage industry to do the right thing.  I do not have a problem when it comes to the U.S. Government.  The U.S. Government, I believe, has an obligation to provide information to blind people in as usable and in a timely manner as possible.  I think the government is failing to do that.  

From this study, the top listed problems for sites were a lack of text per graph.  I want to be clear about this.  I do not care if web page logos, pictures of people, pretty mountain landscapes and other kinds of things have tags.  I do not care.  There is important information on the recovery.gov website and some does not have text.  There is a nice graph.  There is no text that describes what the graph does.  While I understand it is easy to describe many things via a picture, it is not unreasonable to assert there should be text backing up those kinds of graphs and charts.  

The second biggest problem was video.  Blind people usually like video.  There are usually good audio and interesting things to listen for.  If the developer does not do the controls properly, blind people cannot explore the web page because we cannot find the controls to play the video.  

The third problem that the study mentioned actually was not about blindness it was about captioning of video, for which I have a lot of sympathy.  I think deaf people have a much harder time with video without captioning.  

There were Java script heavy web pages that failed because they did not have a mark up or those kinds of things.  One thing about Java script heavy pages is that the web accessibility guidelines are being updated and I know they are working on that.  I know there is a lot of industry standard around ways how developers can make Java script heavy pages accessible and I hope and wish more for that.


SPEAKER:  Thirty seconds.  


JAMES:  The final thing I want to talk about is the Department of Justice and the steps taken by the Office of Management and Budget, earlier this year.  OMB went along with the Department of Justice on an accessibility letter to the NFB.  OMB wrote to the committee outlining various things I am not very familiar with, but include putting some contract language in procurement that talk about rebuilding a website for us that is accessible and a few other things that help this process roll.  I am out of time.  Thank you very much.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  I would like to say we are all painfully familiar with Dr. Lasar's study.  You do not have to quote it.  I completely agree that the statistics are just shocking and the government needs to do a better job.  I was actually happy the Access Board website was not on the 90% list that had problems.  That was good.  You are right.  We know that the government needs to do a better job, not only in website accessibility, but also in the broader sense, so we appreciate your comments.  Other questions from the panel?


FRANK BAITMAN:  No.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Do you have any comments on accessibility using cell phones?


SPEAKER:  Comments on accessibility using cell phones.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Especially smart phones and use of any speaking technology.  


JAMES:  That is a very broad question.  I have an iPhone and it works quite fine when it works.  (Laughter).  I think that accessibility in general, when it comes down to content, is cooperation between the people making the device, a person publishing a web page, and whatever entity making the iPhone product.  Whatever entity is providing the accessibility.  Whether it is a cell phone, or a PDA or whatever comes down the pipe, it requires all three groups to cooperate in order for accessibility to work.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  One follow-up question, would you consider the invisible hand of the economy is serving the accessibility markets well, or do we need government intervention?  


JAMES:  I never felt the invisible hand in the market works well for blind people.  I cannot speak more broadly than that.  We are too small a population and easily ignored if the only motivator is the economy and the desire to do good.  There definitely needs to be some kind of government intervention, the question comes down to what kind and how much?


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you for the questions and thank you for being put on the spot. Is there someone here from Apple?


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  I am brutally honest in my remark.  During the time of the 508 Refresh Advisory Committee, some members of the audience were members, and Apple was a member of the committee.  The first generation of the iPhone came out while the committee was meeting.  It was not as accessible as the one that is out now.  Technology changes and companies are at least improving their products for accessibility.  It is frustrating that products are coming out that have not met standards for a long time.  Luciana Prophaca.  


LUCIANA PROPHACA:  I do want to make a comment to the gentleman who just asked the question:  We have several staff who are blind, and we tried with some success to provide cell phones that are accessible.  It is very challenging.  The most sophisticated still find it challenging and few items available to them so it is an industry challenge, I think. 


Again, my name is Luciana.  I am the Chief Deputy Director with the California State Department of Rehabilitation.  We serve 15,000 individuals with disabilities annually, and our department has a lead role in ensuring accessibility within all state government.  We employ 22,000 people, or more, with disabilities throughout the State of California.  The mission of our department is to work in partnership with consumers and other stakeholders to provide service and advocacy resulting in employment, independent living and a quality for individuals with disabilities.

Access to technology is often critical for people that we serve in order to achieve employment, independent living and a quality that is so important to their lives.  We live in a digital age.  The FCC last year in the national broadband plan concluded that digital literacy is a necessary life skill much like the ability to read and write.  We agree and point out for persons with disabilities, digital literacy is only possible with effective and comparable access to technology.  We suggest that the Federal government serve in two different roles with respect to accessibility and technology.

The first is its formal role as government in developing legislation, policy, enforcement and standards.  In fact, by state statute the California State government entity must meet Section 508 requirements in developing procuring, maintaining or using electronic information technology either indirectly or with state funds by other entities.

The second role one that I think relevant to the Listening Session today is to provide leadership, example and support in developing, providing and promoting accessible information and communication technology for persons with disabilities.  Your presence here today and our discussion suggest your recognition of this role and your willingness to pursue.  We thank you for that.

There are Federal agencies that have provided such leadership and support.  For example, the Social Security Administration offers excellent resources, which were included in the recently published unit on accessibility in the California State Information Management Manual.  Such examples and models at the Federal level encourage and support our work at the state level.  There is much that still needs to be done at the Federal, State and Local levels that makes it so important that we work together to make effective access to information technology become a reality instead of an un-kept promise.

Persistent leadership, example and support will make collaboration attractive and possible.  Your accessibility committee is developing and coordinating best practices and resources for the Federal sector.  We would strongly encourage the effort be broadened and extended to include other governmental agencies beginning with the National Association of State Chief Information Officers and association of city and county CIOs, K‑12, higher education, and of course, the private sector.

We recognize that we are in the very early stages of a rapidly changing digital world.  We identified two examples of major emerging challenges and opportunities.  The first is social media.  Facebook has become the most frequently visited website, yet social media web sites present significant accessibility challenges for people with disability.  

A critical challenge and opportunity are mobile devices, whether mobile web or other applications.  Gartner predicted mobile phones would overtake PCs worldwide.  We had Worldwide Web Consortium Web Accessibility Initiative comments that most mobile web specialist do not know about design issues for people with disability.  Likewise, many web accessibility specialists do not know web design best practice.

We envision the use of technology strongly empowering persons with disabilities.  That would require your committee, your partners at the Federal level, and the rest of us, including persons with disabilities, to be engaged on a regular and ongoing basis to monitor developments and information and communication technology in terms of accessibility for persons with disabilities.  Include all your potential partners to create a broad collaboration to provide the leadership example and support at all levels of government, education and private sector, and to make digital accessibility real.  Thank you so much for this opportunity to comment.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Excellent comment.  I think you pointed out a number of our challenges.  California has gone beyond the Federal government when you require accessibility to state funded projects.  Section 508 does not go that far.  It only applies to Federal agencies, not to the practice that they fund, which is an interesting issue that Congress could look at.

Frank will have something to say later about best practices on the CIO website.  I agree about social media and mobile.  They are tremendous challenges and tomorrow will be a new one, so we all need to be cognizant of these issues.  The other challenge that we are going to have is, shortly is we have a new Section 508 standard that the Access Board is working on.  They have one based on ours and we have to coordinate those activities and then around the world.

The next speaker is Ron Dudley from the health services agency.  After Ron is Amber Rose Hernandez.  Is Ron here?  


RON DUDLEY:  I am Ron.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Would you like the microphone.


RON DUDLEY:  I am on the wrong list.  I am here to listen when I registered. 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Not a problem.  Amber Rose Hernandez.  Would you like a microphone? 


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes, please.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  After Amber is Derek Zarda.  


AMBER HERNANDEZ:  Hello.  I am Amber Hernandez and I am here as a consumer and as an advocate of access and challenges. I think one of the biggest challenges that we need to relook at is what is access technology?  What is access, in general?  I get these questions all the time.  I am always the lead person somebody comes to because I am blind, and I am in a wheelchair.  I am always getting the questions:  What is this website?  I use the mouse.  I hear dogs.  I am clicking.  Great.  We need to go back and rework what is access technology.  What does that exactly mean when it comes to providing access to our technology?

It is not just for people who are disabled.  Anybody can use it.  There is a wide view for access technology from people who are aging to young children and learning.  Touching a letter, and saying the letter, raised lines, auditory learning, everything.  That is where I come from, to broaden the spectrum of people with disabilities coming into higher education.  

Young programmers need to know that access technology is not something from which to run away.  Accessibility does not mean it is scary; I am not going near it, because it is a new world.  Programmers need to interweave it into everything.  In the broader spectrum, it is profitable for everybody, not just the person who is making the product, or the person who is going to buy it to use it at a job or career.  It is profitable for everyone from mom, dad to a child and to a worker or a student.  

That is what I am.  I am a student.  I am a student who is teaching everybody else who has a degree in different areas:  What is the best accessibility for me, and not only me, but also a person that is blind, and going through the program right now at Santa Rosa JC.  I am going through audio production for media.  I am the person they come to and they ask me; what workstation do they need?  What is the accessibility they need?  There is little out there for them to follow and learn ‑‑ excuse me, my Seeing Eye dog wants to talk also ‑‑ but there is so much out there.  

We have to learn that just because it works for me in my situation does not mean it is going to work for somebody else, but it has to be multi‑platform.  Whether you want to work on a Mac or you want to work on a PC.  Preferably, I would like to work on a Mac, but I have to work on a PC.  That is where the two bridges need to ramp together.  I need that wheelchair ramp between a Mac and a PC.  I love the dual platform.  Great, but I can only use one side of the platform.  

I think that we need to talk to the programmers that are coming up through school.  Look at who is doing what.  What is coming next?  Mobile cell phones are the wide range use.  I got a new phone with speech and touch screen.  I cannot use the touch screen because it moves too fast, but I can use the keyboard.  There are different ways around it, but it should be that you hand it to them and they click on the phone and it is accessible.  It is not a separate program that you have purchase in addition to the actual device.  

Accessibility, I think that we need to revise that word.  It is not accessible.  It is not ability, but it needs to be.  Accessibility and technology together, you know how they say, "well you're blind, but you say you are visually impaired."  If you have a computer that does not have speech, I am blind, I am lost, but if you give me a computer that has speech, I am just visually impaired.  That is all I am.  I can do anything else anybody else can do with the exception of maybe some web sites.  That is the problem, but the thing is, it is not scary to put in accessibility programs into a website.  It is actually more feasible to do it now then to go back and do it later.  We need to work harder on this.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  (Applause).  Just touching on capacity building, when you were talking about educating the next generation of programmers and engineers, I remember when Congress enacted Section 508 and we formed the first advisory committee.  It was, at first; hard to find the capacity in a community to address these issues which is not so much the case today.  That is an encouraging development that we have a greater capacity in the community that has spent years addressing accessibility.  I think that is a positive, but can we go further?  Absolutely.  Questions from the panel.


FRANK BAITMAN:  Just one.  I find it interesting that you are working on audio in your schooling education.  I was wondering if awareness of accessibility issues has helped you think about audio issues for the deaf?  


AMBER HERNANDEZ:  Oh, yes.  I had many.  With closed captioning, the text is already on the screen so why not put in a speech option.  You can incorporate speech into the text captioning as well, so they actually will go hand in hand.


FRANK BAITMAN:  You feel the technology is, at this point, good enough?  It is just being aware and using it.  


AMBER HERNANDEZ:  Oh, yes.  You have refreshable text.  You can refresh it on the fly.  The same thing it will do with the speech is refresh.  As soon as that text pops up, just like a bubble over a head, and they have captioning, and they have speech.  It would work the same way.  It is just a matter of putting in a little bit more code into the program.


FRANK BAITMAN:  Thank you.


TERRY WEAVER:  Hi Amber.  This is Terry Weaver.  I am happy you are taking a leadership role for yourself, and there are two points to my question on this.  Last year, the Department of Labor, the Office of Disability and Employment ran a summit about ensuring the technology coming out of the box is more accessible.  How do we get there?  The government does not create it.  You buy it and use it.  The discussion they had, they invited people from the academic world, and people from the IT industry, and the challenge is the chicken and egg situation, how do the academics we teach get people jobs when they get out.  

What you are doing is helpful because you are helping change the curriculum and that is the challenging part.  Then you become the people industries want to hire, and you know who I am looking at.  I think it is a personal commitment.  If you know any other environments that maybe we should be reaching out to, please let us know that.  We are looking to connect with people to help drive the curriculum forward in this area.


  AMBER HERNANDEZ:  You said it.  It is the chicken and egg world.  What came first, the chicken or the egg?  At this point, it is what came first, the program or the programmer?  Where we have to get them is when they first learn.  We have wonderful planners out there; they are learning accessibility.  That is great.  Why not bring them in at the beginning so they are not scared.  They are not going "oh, I don't know."  I fought with a JC for a year and a half to start getting this program, for one class.  That is one class, a year and a half!  I stuck with them because I want to do this.  I want to be in the digital world.  I want to do this.  What if there is another blind person?  What if there is another disabled person?  What if there is a younger disabled person?  I am 30 years old.  I have a bachelor's degree already, but I want another bachelor's degree in this realm because this is what everybody comes to me for the last 15 years, I have been doing this.  I see it starting with the universities and building that bridge.


TERRY WEAVER:  Thank you very much.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  The next speaker is Derek Zarda with the Independent Living Resource Center in San Francisco.  Following Derek is Amber DiPietra also from the same organization.  


DEREK ZARDA:  I actually thought I would be in the comment section.  I was unaware of that.  I was thinking about whether to decline or not because I do not have a prepared statement.  I will use the time to go ahead and bring up one particular topic.  Something very specific, kind of following on what Amber was saying here about going beyond the current thinking of how to access the website, and touching on some obvious parts as well.  One thing that I would love to see on some government web sites and would be easy to incorporate right now is you can look to many accessible technology blogs, like at the Independent Living Resource Center in San Francisco for ideas.  Amber and I are technology educators.  We look at technology for a wide range of consumers with a wide range of disabilities.  We go to web sites and look at what is going on in accessing information online.  That includes going to web blog sites, Blog sites about new technology.  

A few I love include a simple plug in.  You click on it and it reads you the text in the post.  I know that there are other technology that Mac and PC systems have highlighting it.  Computer voice readers are great.  If a person has, a learning disability, say they do not work well with text, and work better with text read aloud.  Say they do not know about the program.  Many times, with the technology out there, it is only as good as, who knows it is out there and how they are using it, or both of those.  To have something simple to click on a website to have the program read text aloud for them is great.  

They have online web sites, like walk talk, R T L.com that does it in different languages, over 14 or 15 was the last count and the number keeps improving.  It is a simple thing to include in the code or include in a posting mechanism to click on.  That simple addition expands to include one more area of making the website universally accessible.  Can we be more successful in this area of disability?  It is adding the broadest range of allowing everyone easier access.  That is what I wanted to talk about, a simple audio plug in, and a link. You click for audio, and you do not have to worry about going to a control or start panel.  It is easy to do. The local library may know about it.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  You raise a good point and it is an area that we struggled with a bit in our standards, how to improve accessibility for people with learning disabilities and cognitive disabilities.  Thank you for that comment.  Other questions from the panel.


FRANK BAITMAN:  This gets into part of the challenge that a bunch of different companies is marketing similar products.  At Social Security, we are playing with a technology called Browse Aloud.  There is not a single standard, and they all work independently.  Browse Aloud is free, at least to the end user but somebody has to download and be accustomed to that particular tool.  You go to a different website and they have a different tool and company.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  What you are saying is a user downloads different applications.  I was talking about built into the website itself or a built in plug in mechanism.  It is a simple code for each, say, Federal, State, Local website. We have a small built in application.  You do not have to download a single thing.  You click it and it reads the text below.  You do not have to hire someone to read aloud.  It is the same across the board.  People that cannot download something have the basic options and can still get the information.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Amber.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Could I have a microphone brought to me please? 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  After Amber is Roger Peterson from the California Council for the Blind.  


AMBER DIPIETRA:  Thank you.  I am Amber from the Independent Living Center.  The work we do at the Independent Living Center is, we are a Government mandated non‑profit that provides services for people with disabilities.  Derek and I both work with people with disabilities who inquire about assistive technology.  We help educate and do research with them by providing information for people like Derek and me who have disabilities.  Sometimes it seems we just move in small circles because the other part of accessible technology means financial access to the technology.  People with disabilities, especially people with chronic illness like me, often work part time or live on very fixed incomes.  Even if they are working, Medicaid rules state you cannot have assets of more than $2,000 in your bank.  That is often enough to pay rent and bills, but not to buy a new computer or to buy accessible software.  That costs thousands of dollars.  More access to Federal and State subsidies for people with disabilities to purchase accessible technology would be great.  

One of the things that I focus on, in addition to assistive technology in the Independent Living Center, is nursing home transition as part of the new Federal push to carry out the vision of the Olmstead decision and to help people get out of nursing homes.  These people could live on their own in communities.  These people are isolated.  Some 30, 40, 50 year olds have been in a nursing home for ten years and have not acquired the skills to use technology much less make friends, or have work to doing any basic things.

I go in and I work with them.  However, unlike me, I can go home and do a lot of research on my computer.  They are going to stay at these nursing homes for weeks and days while working on a transition plan without access to search for an apartment, to research about their interests and passions so they can develop a career plan to change their life.  

I would like to see more people in nursing homes with cognitive impairment because of stroke or dramatic brain injuries have access to technology.  Government web sites have tons and tons of information on them.  The Center for Medicare and Medi‑Cal Services is hard to navigate cognitively, even for me without a cognitive impairment.  If there is an easy to read website so my clients can make some headway, make some calls, do some research and not struggle to find the page that even explains what is available to them in terms of services.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  Questions from the panel?  Okay Roger, would you like a microphone?


CRAIG LUIGART:  I hear your concern.  At Veterans Affairs, two years ago, they put together a team of friendly users to redesign their benefits for veteran’s website.  They tried through that redesign to make it easier to access information on independent living and nursing communities.  I think that same theme is one we all recognize as up-and-coming and something we need to look at all our sites that our citizens use to try to reach information.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  The microphone to Roger Peterson. 


ROGER PETERSON:  This is Roger Peterson from the State Authority of the California Council of the Blind.  I want to say one of the best things I think that we have accomplished in terms of accessibility is through our structured negotiation process.  When we were dealing with the banks and ATMs, I understand that the ATM manufacturers do not make machines that are capable of speech.  If this is true, then I think we really changed the world, and I would be happy to help with that.  

I thought a lot about what makes success possible in employment in an office like in a Federal agency.  I went to work for a Federal agency a long time ago.  I remember there were issues beside the issues of the computers.  Yes, we need the accessible web sites.  We need accessible computer technology.  Some of it is not always available off the shelf.  Somewhere in the agency there needs to be somebody who really knows how to do this stuff.  I am happy to hear the Defense Department has made its services available to other agencies on the contract.  There has to be a one off something that an agency has to develop, because we do not have it yet.  I think that is necessary.  There is still software that comes off the shelf that is hard to use or impossible to use.  

We are talking about not just computers.  I think there is information technology.  A vending machine, if I cannot get a soda or the sandwich I want I am not as happy a worker.  Technology is a map.  We may use technology in place of the map, such as a GPS.  I was thinking about and wondering about what kind of technology it takes for me to figure out anywhere I want to go on the Stanford campus? 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Or find a parking spot.  


ROGER PETERSON:  I was at Stanford and lost.  Every time I have been on the campus, I have been lost.  Of course, getting around here, internally, indoor spaces you cannot use a GPS.  There are GPS alternatives, and you need to follow it.  Both employees and users of your agencies need to be able to find the way around your buildings. 

We have not solved some things yet.  I was saying to someone that ATM technology is not accessible.  We have not figured out how to make it accessible.  It is hard to know who is in a room when I walk in.  I cannot do that.  I have my friend John over here, my biological interface that got me here today.  Maybe that is the best we can do.  I am talking to the woman about the alternatives to interpreters for the deaf.  I think we all want to be independent, and we have to require other people to be our access devices.  That does not happen everywhere at all times.

I guess I am saying the total accessibility, ability to work on a job or ability to use a Federal agency involves all kinds of things that the Federal government needs to examine.  It needs to be examined not from the point of view of a desktop computer, but the point of view of; “What do I have to do and how can I do it?”


DAVID CAPOZZI:  You are right about ATMs.  In the guidelines we got a weak provision that was part of a "performance standards" that said make it usable to people who are blind.  It was not very accessible until blind people and folks in California and around the country started taking on the ATM industry.  You are fortunate to have resources like that.  I think the next topic is interactive kiosks, because they are largely inaccessible or wholly inaccessible to people blind or have a vision impairment.  We are trying to address that through standards.  We are working with the Department of Justice and the Department of Transportation to regulate that in a better way than just a performance standard.  Thank you for your comments and your holistic approach also.  Questions or comments? 


CRAIG LUIGART:  I want to ask the person; if he was sitting in a wheelchair, I often raise the issue of this is not just web sites.  I personally use a Photostat machine.  Most Photostat machine panels are ‑‑ (indicating).  We need Federal access space where the machine reside which accommodates someone standing and somebody in a wheelchair.  I am often in that zone that is saying, "This is a much more modern time".


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thanks.  Next are Toni Stein, and James Johnson.  After James, we will take a break.  


TONI STEIN:  Thank you very much.  I am Toni Stein.  I have a PhD in Environmental Engineering, specializing in air quality.  I have also done a post doctorate in Extended Producer Responsibility of Electronics, and I wanted to give you a background, because it is quite relevant.  I also work at a day job, which I am not here to speak on behalf of but my job is relevant.  I work for the State of California in the Environmental Purchasing Program. I am the principal author of written specifications for indoor air quality of office furniture in environments for office workers.

These are the working people of America.  In particular, the working people of the State of California, and I come here to speak about the issue of the Multiple Chemical Sensitivities of human beings, that stands for MCS, and EMS, Electromagnetic Sensitivities, which many people do not want to recognize, do not want to admit to, and do not want to pay attention to.  I am here to speak regarding California State Bill SB932.  It is a simple bill to notify those of us who are disabled that have chemical disabilities or electromagnetic sensitivities, as to, how to use a cell phone properly and safely.

The cell phone has radio frequencies it emits that affect people sensitive to it.  It is not a large population.  It tends to be about 16% at most.  The issue has been to get manufactures to stop that from occurring.  We have been lobbying the manufacturers and to let people know, to recognize those with disabilities, and let them know these devices can cause harm to their bodies.   Those of us that are the environmental advocates believe it is a win-win situation.  We believe it can help everybody, those with sensitivities as those with the industry.  

However, there is no breaking through the industry money and the industry factions.  I speak about that because I believe it is the role of the government, both State and Federal, to create a table where we all can sit and try to come to terms with the problems.  The World Health Organization has just classified electromagnetic radiation from RF, from telephones and other devices as a possible carcinogen.  It is to be recognized.  Therefore, it is very, very, important that we, on our products, specify the products that we buy to be safe and provide safety features that let people know how to use them safely.  That is it.  

It is not saying do not use them.  I use my cell phone a lot, but I read the manual.  I want more from the manufacturers, and I want the government to help me learn what it is we need to know.  I walk the streets, and I see the kids ramming it into their ears.  My children are 9 and 6 year old, and I am here to plead with you to provide technological solutions by stopping the manufacturers from blocking the infill of technology.  That is what we need.  We need to sit at the table together and we need to allow technology to come through.  The only way to do that is by addressing the existing manufacturers and bringing those that have the technological solutions together with those of our disabled.  I believe that it is our role to specify the products that we purchase and to use that leadership in those specifications to show others how to buy them properly.  Thank you.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  The Bill you mentioned 932, what is the status, has it passed?  


TONI STEIN:  It went through the environmental quality commitee  and it passed there.  It went back to the Floor, and we could not get enough votes.  We kept it until January where we think we could get five more Senators.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  We have been fortunate, in Washington, to work with the National Center for Health Strategies on indoor environmental air quality.  Most on the built-in side, but I appreciate your comments on the technology.  Questions or comments?  Okay.  James.  Thank you.  


JAMES JOHNSON:  Thank you.  I am James R. Johnson.  I am following up with Toni on this.  I am a innovator and I started working on this problem of accessibility for cell phones when I discovered about ten years ago that my mother had a problem focusing on her work because an interference issue between the digital transfer of cell phones, from the analogue, and the hearing aids that gave the interference problem.  The complaints were rising and rising and rising, and the industry kept saying they could do nothing.  Apple is here, thank you, thank you.  You came in late and changed the game.  Apple is completely innocent, and has an opportunity.

For ten years, industry told the FCC they could do nothing as the FCC ordered them to comply with ADA.  The issue is hearing aid compatibility.  They said they could do nothing.  I pulled engineers together, working in the Valley as a director of quality, and sure enough, we could do it.  We put an antenna together.  I was fortunate to work with Brenda in Washington D.C. that led the charge.  I took her out to lunch and said, "Here, make a call".  She made a call and got organizations to convince the FCC to do the right thing, and they removed the exemption.  In July 2003, there was an order to the industry to come up with better antenna technology to meet the new standards.  I also worked with Steven Berger who wrote the standard.  That was a wonderful thing, and to see Section 508 work really well for the driving of change, but that was in 2003.  

I have to say, and this is on or off the record, but somebody in Apple said to me, not knowing I was involved with 2003, "Hey, do you have a solution for that."  I said, "Gee, that's funny", this is two or three years ago.  The question was really a manifestation of the bigger question.  I am sure Apple is meeting the requirements like everybody else, but I have a feeling things could be better.  

The question I have is where are we now with reference to compliance to the report and order seven years ago?  Who is keeping track of this as to compliance?  What are they doing about that, because there is a long story beyond that?  When we spoke earlier, there was discussion about best practices in California. Amber also spoke about accessibility for everybody.  I gave a speech in Helsinki as an invitee on cell phone technology.  One of the things they said, "You are coming here to Helsinki and solve this problem where Nokia has tried to solve it for years".  The historical moment, I thought, is the accessibility discussion that opened up that caused the improvement in the first place.

Apple and all the other industries have done an amazing job of bringing this to us.  The FCC is asking to remove landlines entirely.  I still believe the question; "Can you hear me now?" is growing.  In deference, to Steve Jobs who said, "I am not going to tell my customers how to hold the cell phone," I would like him to listen up a little bit and have accessibility people talk to him about training him to hold the cell phone the right way as well.  

This discussion about CIO, and best practices, I guarantee every engineer, software, cell phone, computer engineer understands what design process is, and already, because of the wonderful stuff that has happened over the last ten or twenty years in technology, already have on their checklist accessibility.  If they elect to go the easy route and forget that final 5% or 10% overhead, I would hold them personally responsible for not adopting one of the best markets around, and that's accessibility.  I gave a talk to the largest carrier in the U.K.  I said it is great for the hard of hearing, but we calculate it as 1/4th of your market.  They say, "That's amazing.  That's good."  Accessibility is a good readily achievable commercially viable process, if industry would just adopt these things.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Okay.  I take it from your comments were about hearing incompatibility for wireless phones, we have the same question to the FCC.  We trying to finalize the refresh of the standards, coordinate with the FCC and at the same time update the guidelines and do that in harmonization of their work in the 20th century bill.  That is a specific question we had to them last week.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  This is the 2003 order?


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Exactly.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  And modifications thereafter because industry was not able to meet them.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  We are still waiting to know the same answer. 


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  They have an answer on that.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Brenda is a good friend.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  An Obama adviser.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Sorry, a question?


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I was just curious, I do not have a lot of expertise in the antenna space, but I understand from colleagues that certain cell phone frequencies make hearing aid compatibility particularly challenging.  Some of the 4G's were.  I am wondering if the FCC decides and releases spectrum.  It would be interesting to know if the FCC's decision-making process for releasing cell phone spectrums includes reviewing hearing aid frequency to choose frequencies that are friendlier to hearing aid compatibility.  


JAMES JOHNSON:  SAR, Specific Absorption Rate is the frequency of water.  If FCC eliminated those frequencies, that would be great.  The physical difference is radio frequency is long.  Cell phones and higher ones are that long (indicating), you get to chop them up.  The cell phones remain smaller.  They have a problem with the longer wavelength, which is a lower band.  That is why there was a difference.  Steve Jobs helped that when he opened up the new bigger iPhone.  The phones are larger and there is less of a problem with the lower frequency that way.  There is wonderful room and opportunity to change the paradigm completely.  I gave a talk in a San Francisco symposium saying the industry is going the wrong way.  It was a $1.50 an antenna and five cents a tape.  Somebody is going to take responsibility.  They need to put that up a little bit.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you James.  Thank you Peter for the question.  Other questions or comments from the panel?  Let us take a break until 3:15 and come back. 


Break taken


STEVE KAYE:  We asked people about technology and consumer centers about technology use, and not surprisingly, people use a lot of technology.  Not surprisingly, they get a great deal of benefit from that technology.  We defined technology broadly to include computers, software, hardware, oxygen tanks, and wheelchairs.  In studying the data, we found disparity in terms of educational attainment according to age, family, energy, and to some extent race and ethnicity, disability onset. 

It was not so much there was disparity in the overall usage of technologies.  It is more disparity in the types of technology people used.  If you were an older person and needed a mobility device, you were more likely to use a manual chair.  If you are a younger person, you used a power chair.  The power chair participates in society better than a manual chair if you have difficulty rolling yourself around.  

That is true across the board.  High technology devices, people who are less educated could not use them as much.  Why is that?  Well, people with lower income, people with lower educational attainment do not use many high tech devices or did not at the time.  I think the Federal government can help make all kinds of technologies that are accessible technology and that would help people with disabilities become fuller participants in society by making people more aware of the technologies that exist. 

One of the reasons that educational attainment is important is education is a proxy.  If you are less educated, you may not know your phone can talk to you.  You may not know there is speech recognition software available on the laptop, or you can magnify the screen size or enable captions on your TV set.  I think older people do not know how to do it, think it is too difficult or do not use these devices because they think they cannot use them.  I think education about the technologies that exist, especially if they are mainstream technology like closed caption or universal design features are on devices that people use already.  I think people are simply not using them because they are not familiar with them or do not realize they can actually help.  They do not know what the possibilities are.

I mentioned universal design.  People said many times in general, when a device is a special technology for people with disabilities it is not used nearly as when it is a universally designed feature of some other kind of technology and why not?  When speech recognition was just a special technology for people with disabilities, it is expensive.  It is clunky and it did not work that well.

I heard the other day that the new Google speech recognition features work with people with accents, which was always a big problem.  Even JAWS now has problems with accents.  Somebody told me that a major business enterprise is interested in making this work.  Something universally designed is moving in the direction, which is already happening.  It is not expensive.  It is free.  It is not special.  It works well.  If it is not special, and you do not have to go and buy it, is important.

One of my other fields of interest is employing people with disabilities.  We did a study about why employers do not hire people with disabilities.  They do not know what to do.  They do not know how to handle an accommodation request.  They think accommodation is expensive.  If you go in and say, "I don't need an accommodation I need to magnify text on my screen.  I do not need an accommodation I can use the voice recognition that is built in."  That is a stronger argument that it is not expensive. There is a big difference in employability.

My two messages are for the Federal government to encourage universal design as opposed to special technology and educate people:  What it is and how to participate in general, and at work.  Thank you.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Questions or comments?


FRANK BAITMAN:  Could not agree more.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  That is a good comment.  Mike, then following Mike is Emma Curry and Steve Mendelsohn.  


MIKE SHEBANEK:  Thank you so much for inviting Apple.  We are thrilled to be here to answer questions and engage.  Typically, when I am in the audience, I think the questions are the more interesting parts.  I will try to keep the presentation part short, so if you have questions you are welcome to ask those. 

I could not imagine following up the last speaker.  It is perfect.  The idea of universal design is something we really take to heart in the products that we make.  It is one of the things that I think sets Apple apart in many ways.  While we love adaptive technology, we think there is something for that particular user.  We really wanted to raise the bar, if you will, on what comes in the product out of the package.  When we talk about universal access at Apple, we think about it in terms of "universal."  If it costs too much, we add it later, or someone else does it for me, this is a hurdle to you using the product.  The solution to us seemed obvious, which is to build it in at the outset and make a universally designed product.

I do not know how many of you are familiar with what Apple does.  You heard of an iPhone or iPad, but we have amazing things that we build in that you do not have to maintain and there is no license agreement.  This is what you hope to expect out of well-made products.  We love design and creating things and the end user experience.  We pride ourselves on in providing products that have good design.  We felt in this case, we wanted to own, earn and design the end user experience for people with disabilities.

A quick list of things we put in.  Every iPod, every iPhone and iPad includes zoom magnification up to 500%.  It includes switch technology if you prefer black to white.  It includes a voice read over.  It works on any iPod, iPad or iPhone products.  It does something people are not aware of.  It has software built in for other products.  If you have a refreshable Braille display that is wireless, it will refresh and we think that is important.  We include 21 different languages.  If you are bilingual or travel with the phone and need help, you could have it speak in Spanish.  Somebody could speak Spanish back.  You control a bookstore by dragging your finger over a sentence or a line for the entire document.  The controls are there.

For those who are deaf or hard of hearing we include face time video conferencing so you have sign language communication if you want or just speak and have an audible communication if you want.  We support download captioning for movies.  If you have a hearing impairment in one ear, you can change the level of audio or have the same stereo sound played in both ears so you are not missing some of the music.  There is more skills stability (MSS).  It is interesting because the very nature of our product design lends itself to lightweight mobility.  There is zero force required to use these devices because they are touch sensitive and we have a stylus for people who cannot touch the screen directly.  We are thinking these products tend to work very, very, well.  We allow multiple orientations.  You can hold it in any manner you want.  We have on‑board spell-check.  You do not have to tap.  It is right there for you.

We have new things that we have not yet announced and have not shipped.  It is LED flash.  If you cannot hear the phone ring you can have it vibe, or have the LED, on the back, flash in a certain pattern to let you know something is happening and bring it to your attention.  We are including a new feature that allows you to customize the screen.  You can touch or tap the screen, it will record that tap, and it will play it back for a particular person, so you can identify who is calling you and not just know something is happening.  That is very important and directly related to feedback we hear from customers.

Another thing we thought that would be interesting to share is what we call "assistive touch".  This is voiceover enabling touch screen technology for the blind.  We know these are gesture driven devices.  You have to touch with multiple figures, pinch, and drag.  Groups of people do not have the manual dexterity or the physical skill to manipulate our devices that way so we are announcing and creating a new technology called Assistive Touch that enables adaptive devices to control the touch screen and create the gestures for you.  We think this is as big a breakthrough for this disability group, as voiceover has been.  We are very excited about that.

I want to give an industry perspective, at least, on Apple's perspective about some of our hurdles.  We love to create and cell phones.  For iPhones, we had not solved making it accessible for the blind.  We know it is a hard system.  You know it is going to be on the screen in advance.  What if there are 400 different Apps in the web store?  How do you know what is going to come up on the screen?  We had to invent something that voiceover has never done before.  You touch the screen and double tap on it, but the double tap is non‑specific.  Remember it is the last thing you heard it spoke and sends the double tap to that thing, so you do not have to be perfect.  That turned out to be an important detail.  Before that, you had to tap twice on the thing, which you could not find.  There is a lot of invention, and a lot of discovery.  Of course, those discoveries moved over from iPhone to iPod and to the iPad.

One thing we heard about universal design is that it is a great opportunity for a company, and we believe this wholeheartedly.  We designed a voice called Alex just for voiceover.  Alex is turning out to be an amazing voice that can speed up to unbelievable rates and still is intelligible.  Robert Ebert talked about this in a Ted talk about how he used this after recording his voice because it is a synthetic voice.  This is thrilling for us.  People use the voice for all sorts of things that we did not initially anticipate, but we knew it was useful.  

We designed the iPhone but did not anticipate inventions like LookTel.  For $2 you point the camera at the US currency and it will tell you what bill you have.  It used to cost a lot and take a big device.  Now it is in your pocket for $2.  We love to create the platform for those types of things.

Some products like the iPod shuffle have no display.  They were able to invent a product that was audio driven.  You simply click the clicker in the headphone cable and it will speak to you, “Next song, previous song, track playing”.  You can speak the artist’s name.  This is a general-purpose product for anybody that wants to use it, and that is how everybody uses it.  We could not have invented that if we did not work with voiceover and voices and understand what it means to create an audio interface.  That is why we love to do accessible features.  They are great for people we intend them for and great for everybody.  They truly make a better product, and as we continue to develop accessibility features over time.  


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  We congratulate Apple for building in accessibility and making it part of the cost of the product. You are right, you had a perfect segue way to universal design, and that is what the company embraced.  We congratulate you.  Questions or comments from the panel?


TERRY WEAVER:  My question is, and you have given part of the answer about the echo system of the other developers at the App store.  Do you give guidance to make that accessible?  


MIKE SHEBANEK:  Do we give guidance to writers at the App store to make Apps accessible?  We do.  There was a conference an international apps developer conference in San Francisco and the biggest event in the world.  There were four sessions on making accessible iPhone and iPad accessible Apps and web pages.  We heard many comments.  If you simply use the tool we provide, which some customize, you get 80% of the work done for you from this tool set.  We do not know another development platform you get that accessibility free.

Most work is labeling everything on the screen, so the voice asks; who are you?  It has a name.  That is straightforward.  There is another portion.  If you use custom design, something that you have to go back and do, we have gone to extraordinary length to make it easy for developers.  We have resources that a one or two man shop may not.  We want to give access to all groups.  Even the tool set, we do not charge for it.  If you get a Mac it comes for free.  It is in the box, and all the accessibility is in there as well.

Another point you are saying about the ecosystem, if you are a developer and say you have 50 people in your company and you want to make something accessible, you have to buy a screen reader, which on a PC costs a $1000 per person in the company.  Every Mac has this built in.  We saved that developer $1000 a person.  They may have come across it, even if they do not know about accessibility, to play with the voice and suddenly they become aware of accessibility.  What is that for?  What can I do to make it better?  That allowed us to raise the level of discussion of accessibility and awareness.  We found that to be great.  We found that firsthand in the developer conference as more and more people choose not to go to other sessions and attend the accessibility sessions, which is really rewarding for us to see that increase.  That is exciting for us.


FRANK BAITMAN:  I just want to give our own experience.  Social Security just developed an iPhone App and it is completely accessible.  We made a conscious effort to make it accessible, but the operating system made it that much easier.  Seeing agency employees with disabilities use it, is great.  


MIKE SEBANEK:  Great, that is cool.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I have a question.  Do you know how close you can hold an Apple phone to your head?  Where do you notify the people who are disabled and uniform public how to do that?  Have you done that?  


MIKE SEBANEK:   I believe the user guide for the phone describes it in the start‑up bubbles.  That will give you an understanding of what we measure and how we measure it.  We support a headphone and a wireless speakerphone.  You could have the phone as close or far as you want.  Of course, you can do other things with the phone.  A switch allows you to turnoff the radio.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  How close can you have it to your head?


CRAIG LUIGART:  Actually, I cannot quote the number, but the documentation says roughly, I will say half an inch away from your ear.  I do not know the natural measurement.  The documentation that comes with the iPhone is the first thing to look at. 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Emma Curry from sCOMM.  


EMMA CURRY:  Hello.  Thank you for this opportunity.  I am Emma Curry, the vice-president at sCOMM.  I am here speaking on behalf of the CIO, who is profoundly deaf from birth.  I am here to speak about deafness and awareness of interactions with people who are deaf, both in the employment setting, and in social settings.  

Our mission is for people who are deaf to be independent without interpreters.  Our discussion is about changing a mindset.  That the mindset could be that people who are deaf would function independently and would function independently with technology.  We had a lot of discussion here, all of which we enjoy and benefit from, about connections to the internet, about web sites, about everything the internet will do.  We want to promote technology that does not require the internet, does not require a cell tower, and does not require Wi-Fi.  That a person can use in the middle of the mountain, out in at a lake or in the middle of desert.  We want independence for people who are deaf.  

I want to break this down into two sections.  First is employment for persons who are deaf.  We know through the ADA, people in the Federal government do not hire deaf people.  Interpreters cost $125 an hour, with a three-hour minimum, or $100, or if you stay, it is $75 an hour.  Even the Federal government cannot afford to stand an interpreter beside an employee that is deaf 8 hours a day to give them equal access.  Without equally access, opportunity does not exist.  Our mission is independence, and it is independence without technology.  

Currently, the mindset requires entities, agencies, and budgets for interpreters, and that means a real person.  We want to encourage that budget for technology as well.  Employers know if they hire a person who is deaf, they will have to pay an interpreter.  They will have to schedule, probably a week in advance, and they will not be able to talk to their employee all day long eight hours a day.  That is a great issue.  It is 70% unemployment for people who are deaf.  Seventy percent and it has to do with the fact that agencies, entities, whether they are private or the Federal government, cannot afford to stand an interpreter next to a person who is deaf, and regardless of the ADA, it has to be reasonable.  In our company, we could not pay $100 an hour for an interpreter for a $10 an hour employee.  

We talked to an agency that has 37 employees that are deaf.  They spent $2.8 million on interpreters.  No company can do that.  We would want to present this awareness, here, that interpreters are a good thing.  We want a mindset change here that technology can provide interpreting.  

I think Roger made the point:  We travel the whole country and talk to people all over the country.  Jason, profoundly deaf, talks to everyone in the country, but you need an interpreter for your work for more than two hours a day.  Perhaps, you have an interpreter on the fifth for two hours, the 10th for two hours, and the 15th for two hours and the 30th for two hours.  You heard work details.  What about the rest of the day?  

It is a social aspect.  We matter.  We know the more personal relationships a person has in the job setting, the more satisfied they are with the job and are more productive.  The interpreter cannot provide that.  They do not go with you to lunch.  They do not go with you to have a beer.  They do not come over to your desk and tell you the dirty joke they just heard.  Nor do they tell you Sam had a heart attack, or his daughter had twins.  We are advocates of a technology that will also bring social relationships into any setting and not just in the work setting.  It is critical in the work setting that we have mobile technology and face-to-face.  

There are things that do not work. This is what does not work.  Lip reading does not work.  Five percent of what you say is readable on the lips.  Jason calls lip reading "head nodding and bluffing."  If you see people smiling, that is what they are doing.  Lip reading does not work.  Laptops do not work.  Carrying around two laptops and trying to hook up for face-to-face communication often does not work.  Instant message does not facilitate the same give and take as real service.  I had a head of a Federal agency tell me, not very long ago, they can just write notes moving paper and pen back and forth.  How many of you sitting here would just write notes?  

We are in the year 2011, and we have lots of information.  You can see, sitting here today, we have representatives from the community who are blind.  Technology, to bring people who are deaf into face-to-face, one-on-one interaction on a daily basis has fallen far behind every other technology.  We are here to bring it to your attention.  Obviously, e‑mail does not bring face-to-face communication for people who are deaf in the social setting or work setting.  

I want to give you the statistics.  We are 30 million people in the United States, who are deaf or hard of hearing.  We have, increasingly, a group of people who lose hearing and it is not good for you to call an interpreter anyway.  They do not know sign language.  Nor do we in the deaf community expect anybody to learn sign language.  We want to create awareness of technology to bring people face-to-face in communication, in employment and in interaction.  Thank you.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I have a question.  I am curious if there is one technology that you would like to see that could improve access for people that are deaf and hard of hearing, what would that be?  


EMMA CURRY:  We suggest a device that enabled face-to-face communication without any other kind of support such as the internet without anything.  That is simultaneous real time.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Is there such a thing?  


EMMA CURRY:  There is such a thing.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Speech recognition.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  You do not get video relay.


SPEAKER:  Video relay requires a third person in between.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  You would like a technology that provides a third party? 


SPEAKER:  Right.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We need ideas, too.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Would an iPad App take in speech and come up either in real time captioning or sign language on the iPad?  Is that what you would ask for?  


EMMA CURRY:  We, ourselves, would not promote something that required anybody to know sign language, because the average person does not know sign language.  


AMBER HERNANDEZ:  What I was mentioning is sign language or a real time captioning.  When they take in the speech recognition to the iPad, they can pick sign language or captioning on the device or whatever, so you and I could have a conversation.  If I could see, I could pick an App, which I wanted, and we could have a normal conversation and I would print with the iPad or iPod.


SPEAKER:  I think all the ideas are good ideas.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.


CRAIG LUIGART:  A comment made earlier.  Roughly, half inch, 15 millimeters for the iPhone.  


EMMA CURRY:  We are in the business of face-to-face communication, which is why I am standing here.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Steve Mendelsohn, would you like a microphone or come down?  Steve is here representing the Panix, and then is Alex Lee.  


STEVE MENDELSOHN:  Good afternoon.  I want to thank the Federal agencies represented here.  I also want to thank you for the opportunity of teaching us some new acronyms and abbreviations.  It was not that long ago if I walked into a Federal office and said, “I want to see the CIO," they would think I was looking for a labor union representative (Laughter).  Indeed.  Times do change.  In that light, I would like to note we are here at a time of ferment and excitement in the accessibility movement.  We have the refresh of Section 508 and 255 going on.  We have major developments with new ADA on technology and accessibility.  Most of all we have the exciting opportunity created by this venue for the kind of conversation and cross conversation, across advocates and agencies that adds so much.

There is a concern.  There is a worry.  The question is why is it that after 20 years, backed up by a certain degree of research, why we felt the community has this frustration.  Why can there be a sense we have not progressed further than we have and not succeeded to a further degree?  I ask, not for incrimination or casting any blame, but to make sure we will not find ourselves 20 years from now once again flush with the excitement of renewal.  Where, perhaps, if we acted differently and wisely the renewal may not be required. 

How can we learn from history and apply the learning to the future?  We have to remind ourselves of some of the genius of Section 508, which is lost in the discussion of recent years.  We do not hear about it anymore.  The genius of Section 508 is three things.  These are in ascending at of importance.  First, the government based Section 508 on the assumption that if industry were to make accessible products for purchase and use by government it would make accessibility use of products for everybody.  Why make two product lines when one product line meets all needs and is more economical and more advantageous? 

The second genius is government or taxpayers do not pay for the benefits of Section 508.  The Federal government has a tremendous pot of procurement money it uses in an ongoing basis.  Instead of spending more money, we will put the money up for grabs.  We say, "Here is all this procurement money, and among you in industry who can make the most accessible products, the first, and the best, you will get some more or even all of that money."  That is a tremendous incentive and it is one, which cost the taxpayers literally nothing because it does not add expenditure but adds an intentional allocation of expenditures made anyway.

The third thing was, to my mind, the most important thing.  It was the notion that by creating accessibility as a goal and as a requirement you are going to have the creative juices of industry in a different way.  Those who achieve the goal of accessibility would stand to benefit, would stand to gain.

The trouble is, for a variety of reasons, too complex, too numerous, and controversial to go into and resolve today, no one for the most part, has met the Federal government’s goals, structure and the genius of Section 508 that the Federal government envisioned.  We have not been especially assertive or aggressive or coordinated in the Federal sector, and on the Federal level in adhering to maxims and achieving the goals.  Why is that?  We cannot go into the reasons today, and people would argue what the reasons are.  Let me suggest a comparison.

Today’s society has to have much more computer security in software and security in web sites, security in devices, encryption, et cetera, et cetera.  We know the parameters of security. Can anybody here imagine in 20 years a group of people like us, like our children could be meeting and saying, "My, my; isn't it sad we haven't achieved web security?"  No.  It is absurd.  

The Federal government would get what it wants.  Many examples in history exist where the Federal government wanted something and used procurement and regulatory power to say no to those who did not meet the requirements and was able to harvest the ability, competitiveness and the skills in industry in remarkable ways to bring about what it wanted, or in remarkably short periods of time.  Why has this not happened with accessibility?  Can you suggest accessibility is as important as security?  No, I guess I am not.  The problem is, and which is particularly timely, we cannot meet accessibility until we have guidelines.  This is the chicken and egg problem.  We believe in small government, but it is up to government, to create accessibility guidelines.  

Apple can make the guidelines.  They said we will make sense in a functional performance based consumer way and not worry about meeting guidelines.  We are going to worry about if it works.  It does work.  Many are grateful to Apple for what Mike described.  It is not incumbent to refresh the guidelines to meet technology changes, changes in society and changes in expectation and possibilities.  However, we cannot use the fact that guidelines will inevitably run behind technology at the cost of nothing.  The time for action is more imperative because we are on the verge of creating a technological society of have and have-nots.  Secondly, we do not have money for value-added expenditure, even if we wanted it.  The time is now and the excuse is getting old.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Great comment Steve.  Unfortunately, I cannot say I disagree with them.  I think you really hit the nail on the head. I know Terry has a question or a comment. 


TERRY WEAVER:  The beauty of Section 508 is that it uses procurement as an incentive.  We spend a lot of money.  Obviously, that includes lots of stuff that are part of defense.  Our government challenge is ensuring we deliver the beauty of Section 508.  We developed tools, but I know not all agencies use them.  One of my challenges is I have great tools, but I cannot get the word out to agencies to use it.  The tool is “buy accessible” so they are making purchases that meet the requirement.  Do you have any insight on getting the word out?  


STEVE MENDELSOHN:  Yes, I do.  On a brutally simple level, the problem is, Terry, that after 20 years you are still in the business of having to get the word out.  You are still in the business of convincing people.  You are a vendor of good ideas.  You need the willingness on the part of somebody, and the powers in the government that can enforce Section 508.  Section 508 has enforcement and accountability issues.  It would make your job easier because people would know they have to take Section 508 seriously.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  You are right.  I said this publicly before, a shortcoming is just what you said about enforcement, because each Federal agency is responsible for its own enforcement.  No single agency is in charge of enforcing Section 508.  Each fox is guarding each chicken house.  That may be part of the problem.  There are many reasons, but there are also many successes, too.  I think the challenge we face is to make sure that technology does not create a bigger vault and leave people behind.

As one of the speakers mentioned, an unfortunately outcome of the last 20 years is we have not seen improvement in the employment of people with disability.  That was 2/3rds of people unemployed before the ADA and 2/3rds unemployed after the ADA.  We missed the mark there.  There are reasons, societal and others for that.  We do not want technology to be one of the reasons for the lack of employment.  


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  In fact, the numbers in the Federal have gone down.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Absolutely.  We have gone down, yet we have an executive order saying hire more.  At the same time Congress is telling us when someone retires, you cannot hire to replace him or her.  It is a challenge.  Thank you for putting it in a historical context.  We appreciate that.  You generated a few comments from the audience.  We will start with Toni, first, then Mike, then to James.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Thank you.  This is setup to be a dialogue.  I want to feed off the comment that enforcement can be cumbersome for the government, itself, to pay for enforcement and put personnel on that.  It might be suitable to consider documenting ideas, and use a dashboard for disclosure.  Set up an agency competition to want to be the winner. Use non-profits and the outside work for enforcement on what is not happening.  We are here to look and be the oversight, which could become enforcement.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  That is a good idea.  There are more creative mechanisms like that we need to tryout.  This is a personal reason, one of the impediments, agencies fear publicly sharing what they buy, where they buy.  What was the business case that made me buy this over that?  What were the factors? 


CRAIG LUIGART:  I totally agree with you.  In my mind, independent acquisition measures are important.


FRANK BAITMAN:  For those who are not familiar, the Federal government has a Voluntary Product Accessibility Template (VPAT) that we use when you submit a proposal or sell something to the Federal government.  One of the things that drives me crazy about this is some companies take that process incredibly seriously, and they talk about whether or not their product is, in fact, Section 508 compliant; what it does to be Section 508 compliant.  Other companies do not take the process seriously.  They put something in that is not true.  Because the process is not transparent, it allows both companies to say to the government we have “checked the box that it is Section 508 compliant."

I want to understand, if you take that process seriously, and you are doing a good job with accessibility, why would you not want that to be transparent.  Why would you not want that VPAT?  The Federal government publishes a website on companies so that they can hold companies accountable for not being transparent.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Thanks for bringing up the VPAT.  Working with the vendors and working with training people that read these VPATs with accuracy.  We buy tools.  The general buyer or requester would not know.  I might see the non‑compliant sections within the VPAT, but not know how they apply to any specific type of disability.  It would be very useful to say, that I would not accept it. I would like to ask vendors who have completed the VPAT that is not fully compliant, “you have done your testing, or say you have done your testing, and you have checked off these things as being supported or supported with exceptions, where we can directly focus our equal access when needed?”  It seems to be an "as needed" catch.  

What Section 508 tries to avoid, as I understand it, is to skip out of Section 504 accommodation so it is not a single accommodation.  Sure, the threshold to the auditorium is accessible, but after that watch out.  Nothing else is there.  Those two sections are intriguing to me.  I would like to know how that would fit into open source and developing technology.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Let us go back to the people in the audience, Mike, not Peter.  I desire to keep calling him Peter.  He has a red shirt.  


MIKE:  The presentation was fantastic and I agree with many of the things people said.  I call attention to one thing that we have some experience with as a universally designed product.  It is actually, in many cases, counted against us being accepted and funded, opposed to being a positive.  We had e‑mails from many parents in many states asking; why doesn't my regional center buy an iPad that will help my child with disabilities?  They will not pay for it because it is a general-purpose product.  I do not know if we can fund something that is general purpose.  In this case, the cost of an alternative is a superior alternative; however, the regional center denies the purchase.  A parent has to decide, do I pay for this out of my pocket?

We love the lofty goals.  Apple loves the goals set out and we innovate cool things.  In this case, we design something that was not universally accepted.  In providing accessible things, we Federal government had interesting problems listing products because it looks like the Apple catalog.  People wonder why Apple is flooding all the catalogs with all these products.  It is because our products have universal design.  A feature, like the shuffle, which is voice activated; that is all it is.  We had negative impact from the marketing department where people thought they were trying to butt in, or do something inappropriate, because the system was not doing that.  You have to think if we want to entice companies to do universal design, are we prepared to categorize and explain them in ways that make sense to people.  We had experience in that we did not expect.


TERRY WEAVER:  Buy accessible is the way.  That is good.  Even with the iPad, I mentioned to David we have employees with disabilities too.  I do not know of any agency, yet, that has agreed an iPad is an accommodation.  We had the same issue going on in our place.  It is okay you want the cool toy.  You are trying to jump in line.


FRANK BAITMAN:  You have to jump the security hurdle first. 


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I am sure.  I want to make one quick other comment.  I filled out quite a few of the apps for Apple that you review.  We have to be careful.  They are all public information as far as we are concerned.  There is language in there that can get very interesting.  One particular item says you must be able to discern controls tactilely on the display.  Our product is glass.  There is no tactile feedback.  We discovered they are incredibly accessible, but we did not Section 508’s accessibility language.  You get black or white and pass or not pass.  

Products like the iPad or touch would not make it.  That takes reader discernment.  I think that is what Section 508 says.  It is not a simple check and review.  To say that our product supports Section 508 with exceptions means people will not look positively on our product.  It is hard to keep up with technology unless you review VPAT formats.  It takes nuance.  In talking to many people in the company about filling it out, it is the number one fearful thing product people look at in terms of accessibility.  How do I assess this?  I am not blind or deaf.  It is an interesting training and fulfillment problem.  They are great documents, but you have to appreciate the difficulty in having to get them done. 


TERRY WEAVER:  Would more demand make it better? 


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  You like the V.  We are volunteering.


TERRY WEAVER:  I do not care if the V is there or not.  I put it in solicitations.  It is not voluntary.  It is, do you want to play or not? 


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  There are people I met that call the V an irony.  It is not V.  It is M.  It is necessary.  The answer to the question the way you have it structured today is perfect.


TERRY WEAVER:  If you want to sell to the Federal government, you have to be in the Federal repository.  Only 14% of the solicitations we sample include requests for something like the VMAT.  My problem is not bad VPAT.  It is bad government solicitations.  It is a problem.  The 14% is predominately SSA VPATs, and the VPATS do a good job.  If you take out the SSA the number would drop.  It is the time, energy, and expense.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  James, do you have a comment or question, if not then we will go to Alex.  


JAMES:  My experience with the Section 508, Section 255 compliance is I spoke at an interagency committee on disability research at the Technology summit in Washington.  David said, "This is great technology.  We should get it out and let everybody know."  I think the three goals of 508 are to bring industry in, and to give incentive to sell products to the government.  I think that is a great idea.  You mentioned all of them use this standard.  Who is the timekeeper or the dashboard monitor that suddenly calls up and says, "Gee we have this technology that's not going anywhere.  It looks like it needs to.  Is that what our organization is doing, or is there an enforcement group to make sure they are telling the truth?” 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  That hole exists.  GSA works.  We could focus more assistance in technical enforcement because there is nothing.  There is the biannual report of Section 508, which serves as a snapshot of how things are going.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  The FTC.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Federal Trade Commission, no.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  They are the enforcement agency, correct?


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Yeah, to the extent that everybody regulates himself or herself.  We are getting a little close on time.  Let me call on Alex Lee from Microsoft, and then you had a question.     


ALEX LEE:  I am Alex Lee.  I work for Microsoft.  I have scripted my comments in response to your questions.  I want to talk about and focus on innovation.  We are here at the heart of information innovation in Silicon Valley, and Stanford University, no less.  What that means in terms of how Microsoft looks at accessibility in general.  The little device that a lot of us are carrying on your lap, in our pocket, right now, is making a big change.  It used to be your computer devices used to be sitting on the desktop somewhere, basically, not very usable.

Now, we are taking our devices with us grocery shopping, driving around, and going to bars, socializing and whatnot.  That is changing much of how we look at things as a whole.  Why is that?  Disability has always been a specific disability.  The baby boomer, we thought about it as an aging society.  What about the little device you have in your hands now?  When you are driving, do you still want to text or update your Facebook status; is it safe to look at the screen?  No.  We want to resolve these problems so if you have your arms full of groceries or you are driving, it is not too dangerous.

If you are shopping for groceries and you have a crying baby, do you have time to get out the phone to text to your significant other; do they want that particular type of bread?  You do not.  You want it so easy to use that any time, whether it is in a loud noisy environment and you cannot use the phone, or you are in the car with groceries and cannot look at the phone, you want to be able to use it.  We are going to continue to resolve those problems and you will see more and more improvement.  Our kudos to Apple for doing a lot of the work.  You will see many changes just as what we have done for Xbox Connect.  We are working on things that do not require you to touch anything.  That is one thing to think about.  It is coming to everybody.  

Microsoft is thinking about disability, not as an aging issue.  We do not think of it as a disability issue.  It is access for everybody.  Very much echoing what people talked about in terms of universal design, but a little bit different.   

Second, we want to talk about the invisible hand.  What we talked about earlier is true.  General consumers with disability do not have power to change things.  If you look at the ecosystem opposed to purchasing power of people with disabilities and social status and the use of technology proliferation and use of technology, it is not enough to move the dial.  That is why we have Section 508.  

Section 508, if you look at the entire Federal government outlay, I think it exceeds the GDP of all but a handful of countries.  I believe Federal outlay exceeded Germany’s GDP.  I think that is the third largest economy in the world.  It is supposed to work to change that dial.  What does it mean?  You have a supply and demand curve.  By spending that much money, that demand curve will shift.  We would like to see it work that way, because, frankly, companies spend a lot of money investing on accessibility.  We like to see the return on investment.  We go back to the product teams, and we tell them; this year we just won additional so many billions because of your investment in accessibility.  

Most of the times we do not get to have customers asking about events.  We love to hear them.  We post them online.  It is good they ask for it and ask follow-up questions and compare.  This is disheartening when we have a better product and do not get the contract.  What message are we saying?  Investing in disability does not pay off, and we are all for profit companies.  Not all, but some are more profitable than others are.  We would like to see return on investment, and we want to see more profit.  We see more and more policy outside of the U.S. adopting something similar to Section 508.  We would like to encourage that because we like to encourage colleagues in our company to spend the time and do the work.  

Now, about the boring bits of accessibility, procurement and maintaining use,   it takes a lot of work to use, maintain, and deploy it properly, even if you have the accessible technology.  The obvious thing is the web.  You could have the best and most accessible website, and if you do not maintain it, five minutes or seconds later, that website will cease to be fully accessible because somebody has changed something.  It is boring, tedious work.  It is about business processes.  It is about maintaining quality.  If you look at disability as a measure of quality, you always want to maintain that.  

If you to go to a factory that makes vehicles, you do not want the first car that comes off the line to be perfect and then don't worry about what happens to the rest of the line.  Well, a lot of technology is just like that.  It is a continuous line.  It is not a one‑time thing.  Especially, when we talk about information technology; it changes a lot.  It requires continuous investment.  

We look at cloud technologies.  Cloud technology changes all the time.  You go to Hotmail, Gmail, and whatnot; the interface changes every week.  If you do not make accessibility a continuous quality measurement, somewhere along the way you have dropped it, if you do not.  If you just focus on the first time, how well did I do?  It has to be an ongoing thing.  It is very, very, tedious.  It is not sexy, but we have to continue to do business project management.  That goes the same for companies and the Federal government.  Thank you.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Question, this is not the first time that we have heard that concern about return on investment.  In fact, just before this meeting one of my staff forwarded e-mail to me from an internet provider that raised the same concern about return on investment.  If the company put in a lot of money to make a product accessible, and then does not see the Federal agency use that as procurement factor, what can the government do to make that more of a factor to make sure you get the return on the investment?  


ALEX LEE:  When you make procurement, I as a manager look at my procurement as well.  I want to make sure when somebody buys something they do not award the contract to their cousin.  That is what you have to do.  You can talk about the same thing with energy efficiency.  As long as you integrate that as part of your gate keeping measurements even if you do a random sample.  You do not have to do a 5% test.  Do 1% random sampling and hold people accountable to make sure they account for accessibility at an appropriate consideration level.  Then there will be something there.  If there is no consequence for not doing anything, and no process to maintain quality or accounting for accessibility and using it as a differentiator and a decision-making factor, then naturally people do the easy thing and not do anything about it. 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.


TERRY WEAVER:  Alex, I have a question on the supply chain eco-system.  You have a focus on doing VPATs.  How do you work with the third party developers?  How do you encourage them to be as committed to disability?  


ALEX LEE:  Microsoft uses many contractors for development.  Every single product we have goes through the same gate keeping process otherwise they do not ship.  Some of the requirements include things like if you are drawing a map and there is a disputed little island between Russia and Japan.  You do not say this island belongs to Japan and the island belongs to Russia.  It is the same thing.  We do not want to have that happen.  We do not want third party code they do not license.  We use the same thing for security.  We want to make sure people do not use four letter words.  We want to make sure all these things, including accessibility.  It is part of the package.  If you want to do business with Microsoft, if you want us to accept your code, we do not accept it until you pass certain criteria.  We understand 100% Section 508 compliance is not entirely possible and there are compromises. It is a process and we consideration the litigation process.   


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Other questions from the panel?  You have been very patient.


SPEAKER:  Hi.  My name is Charlotte Lanvers.  I am a staff attorney at the Disability Rights Education and Defense Fund.  We have done some work to ensure that Federal agencies provide effective communication to people who have disabilities.  More of that has taken place in the context of online forms.  Many forms are now available in PDF.  People can fill some forms online, some they cannot.  Those who need online form access need that to be possible from their computer.  A person who is blind cannot print out an online form, fill it out and then send it in.  That does not enable independence.  We think that Section 508 should cover how individuals can respond to different agencies.  I am not sure how you address that but I thought I would ask.


TERRY WEAVER:  Section 508 is a requirement for an accessible form and a requirement for the current standard.  People fill it out all the time.  I know it is an important issue.  There are a number of environments where government web masters talk to each other.  It does come up in conversation a lot with them.  GSA has a whole focus on forms.  We do not do all the government forms.  Forms tend to be the front-end gatherer for a particular application.  That is why agencies have their own particular forms.  The forms, GSA forms for one, are a standard form or optional forms.  These are forms that if you are going to use a form in the government you use a standard form. 

A good example is our employment forms.  They are standard forms.  Optional forms might be something that one or more agencies choose to use and we create those.  Those on GSA we put a big importance on making sure they are accessible.  We have available in two accessible fill-able state formats.  However, if the agency does not accept online filled in forms you still have to print it out.  You can fill it out online but if you have an agency that does not want to process it electronically, they tell you.


SPEAKER:  Is there an attention or overall aim to ensure people can turn forms in through some internet or online application?


TERRY WEAVER:  If we use government forms, they have to be accessible.  If agencies have a budget, because building a system takes money and they have to get approval and the money to process that return.  Those are agency specific applications.  My agency just uses forms.  We do not have the ability to create applications for everybody who uses the forms.  I would say nobody has a budget.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I think it has particular impact in the context of Social Security.  Individuals are getting less.  I imagine as the health care, they setup their own changes that will become more and more of an issue.


FRANK BAITMAN:  Since you mentioned us, do we have any forms that you are aware of that are inaccessible on our website.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  There is a variety of forms.  Some are fill-able online.  Those are ideal.  However, as an example, I do not think the 1099 form is available in an accessible format.  SSA is a specialized example because so many people interact with the agency all the time and have to provide information.  I would be happy to send you examples.


FRANK BAITMAN:  That would be great.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  If that is okay.


FRANK BAITMAN:  Yes. We would very much appreciate it.


TERRY WEAVER:  The Office of Management and Budget has a strong focus on the burden reduction on citizens on filling out forms.  The Office of Regulatory affairs has a paperwork reduction mindset.  Before an agency can create a form that citizens fill out they have to go through the entire approval process.  Moving the government from paper to a system base, is something that we can follow-up with, however with the budget situation now, I do not think they will put too many requirements on agencies when they are pulling back the cash.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  In filing, my Federal income tax and state income tax electronically there are no forms at all.  What I do is printout copies.  It seems like the IRS mastered this paper-less technology, which might be accessible if the voice feature can pick everything up.  Is that the idea that the IRS has something going on they could share?


TERRY WEAVER:  The IRS is interesting.  I worked for the IRS when they started the process.  They took return processing requirements and put it out there.  They asked companies to create software that would process returns with all the checks that meet IRS requirements.  The IRS wanted to test these applications and to let companies sell this product.  That was back in the 80's when they first started on that.  I believe there was some in-house IRS processing which they did on their own.  They shifted money towards it.  Nothing is free.  You are dealing with taxes.  Many companies out there do not want that burden unless they can make cash off it.  With different partnerships, you need different applications.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  It seems they went to the IRS directly….


TERRY WEAVER:  Now they do but they did not initially.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I had a thought.  If you have all these forms, some of which are accessible and some not, would it make sense to have an online form where people could note the forms they run into that are not accessible as a way of reporting to you. 


TERRY WEAVER:  Always send an e‑mail to 508.gov.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  James Barbour, you had asked to speak again.  


JAMES BARBOUR:  I am backing out.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I have a VPAT comment on how to solve the issue of losing the award.  One way is to move it away from the IFB for the lowest price, and move it to an application for quote, or a request for proposal.  You can evaluate, score and use the VPAT as the scoring part of technology and be very specific about VPAT features in giving different VPAT points you specify.  It is voluntary, but you get credits and you get the most reward for the most credit.


TERRY WEAVER:  Do not be put off by the bid.  There are agencies that say specifically for you to submit a proposal you need to provide a VPAT.  If the company is interested and they do not, we kick them out.  The term "voluntary" means it is a structure.  It is not voluntary when I inquire.  Evaluating is critical.  SSA has done the best evaluation of VPAT and trying to come up with doing that.  We give accessible language terms to help agencies incorporate the inclusion of accessibility in their decision.  Most agencies tend to go towards "best value."  That is what we put out.  They want to spend the least money for the best technical solution.  We try to give them language to put in the solicitation feedback.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  One other feature is how important it is to post the final draft of what you contract so that you can lead by example.  Let others take what you have done with the language, and grow continuously to improve it throughout the United States.


TERRY WEAVER:  Are we talking about contracts, is that right?


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  For Section 508, yeah.


TERRY WEAVER:  We have a contract award environment where contracting offices do put out data about contracts, but it is not a lot.  We have always struggled to get more of that.  What is in a contract is proprietary.  The companies state it right across the bottom: This is proprietary.  We cannot share.  Even companies that lose, we cannot share.  From the company perspective, this is where they get into their competitive edge, and they do not want that information out without a chance to edit it.  They do not want to give insight to their competitors, "Oh, I know I need to do one point better than them and win the next one." 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Other comments or questions before we wrap it up?  This is been probably our best Listening Session.  First, I want to thank you all for coming.  It just has been a great set of comments and questions and dialogue.  You have stayed for the entire time.  You have engaged us in very interactive dialogue.  We appreciate that.  Thank you to the Social Security staff.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Going back to universal design, where does the software field sit in this universal design, not all software is compatible; we have the hardware going and everything.  What about bringing in universal design into software?  Period.  Another point, reword the policy so that people can purchase an iPad for an autistic child to learn from as a tool.  What about changing the wording in the policy?  Agencies that are going to make these purchases can prove that children who are autistic can learn with assistance and communicate with the assistance of iPads.  This shows that this is not just technology for one consumer or a fad or whatever, but it is for everybody.  It is not just access technology for people who are disabled, but for everybody else as well.  They hear "access technology for disabled" they think it is expensive and run the other direction.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  That is something we can bring back to Washington and share with colleagues at the Department of Defense, which does a lot of purchasing of assistive technology for Federal employees.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Ergonomic technology.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Who is going to pay for it?  Programs across the country, they can share this also.  Other questions or comments?  Okay.


FRANK BAITMAN:  I just want to second what you said.  This has been the most interesting of our Listening Sessions, and the engagement has helped.  I want to mention a couple of things.  We are here partly because of the CIO Council Accessibility Committee, which we started maybe a little over a year ago.  We created a Best Practices Subcommittee and I am just very pleased with the results so far.  Last week the Best Practices Committee put out nine best practices.  They are on the website for you to look at.  There are at least as many best practices in the pipeline, hopefully, more in the weeks to come.  Not only look at them, but also let others in the community know they exist and share that. 

One other thing I want to mention.  The America Competes Act, which you may be familiar with, allowed the Federal government to sponsor some challenges you have seen out there.  We are going to have another one coming up soon, because as we all know there are many documents out there that are inaccessible.  

In particular, we have a particular concern about PDF and word documents that are inaccessible.  Federal agencies, including Social Security have a lot of these still available on our website.  Obviously, we targeted the ones that the public uses most and we converted them.  The conversion process tends to be incredibly manual, very labor intensive, very costly, and obviously, they do not have the budget to do it all.  We are going to take advantage of the America Competes Act and put a challenge out there in the next few weeks.  Because this is Silicon Valley, I want to announce it here: look for an automated tool to help convert these documents.  I hope you will spread the word on that!  Maybe some of you will compete for that.  It will be a great opportunity for us to develop a tool that we will open source and make available to the public that will help to convert all these documents.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  It will be open source.


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Are you documenting this? 


DAVID CAPOZZI:  On the CIO website there is a link at the top for committees.  When you select that, you can select the accessible committee.  On that page are the best practices that Frank mentioned along with the transcripts from previous Listening Sessions.  


AUDIENCE MEMBER:  That would be useful.


CRAIG LUIGART:  Adding to what Terry said about the quality of the listening discussion.  We want you all to take back one of the key things that Frank and I both worked on, to have cross transparency as it pertains.  We know the measures and make it visible.  The other thing actually came up in the statement.  When you log on to Amazon right now, you look at the user.  With iPads or products that companies market for the user experience, users are buying this.  You want the experience to be the same with technology as it pertains to accessibility.  That is our goal.  Certainly, as you imagine, that is why we bring in people to remind us what is happening at home.  Thank you all.


DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you all.  
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