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>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Good afternoon.  My name is David Capozzi.  I want to welcome you to the first listening session sponsored by the Chief Information Officer’s Council, GSA, and the Access Board.  
    And before I begin, let me have everyone introduce themselves at the front of the table.  Let's start at the far right with Neil.
>> NEIL MELICK:  My name is Neal Melick, member of the Access Board and co‑chair of the ICT.
>>  FRANK BAITMAN:  Good afternoon, I'm Frank Baitman, I'm the Chief Information Officer at the Social Security administration and together with Craig, we chair the CIO accessibility committee.
>>  CRAIG LUIGART:  And I'm Craig Luigart, the other half of the Craig and Frank show.  I'm with the Veteran’s Administration.  
>> RON GARDNER:  Good afternoon, my name is Ron Gardner, I'm a public member and co‑chair of the ICT ad hoc committee.
>>  TERRY WEAVER:  Good afternoon, I'm Terry Weaver, I'm from the General Services Administration and director of the ICC accessibility administration and lead for the implementation of access 508.

>>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  So I'm going to provide a little bit of context before we get started.  In mid‑July of this year, the Office of Management and Budget and the administration issued a memo reaffirming its commitment to Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act, which applies to federal agencies when they procure electronic and information technology, to make it accessible.  A variety of things were indicated in the memo including a commitment on the part of the Department of Justice to do a survey, to indicate the level of compliance across the federal government to spot issues, technical assistance from GSA, and then a series of listening sessions around the country to gather input from the public, from federal agencies, from others that are living and dealing with accessibility issues involving electronic and information technology so that the federal government can do a better job.  
    So that's the purpose of this listening session, is to really have us hear from you so that the agencies that are represented and other agencies that are on the Chief Information Officer's council, the CIO ‑‑ or the CAO council and other federal agencies so that we can do a better job in implementing Section 508 and providing better accessible technology.  
    Let me just go through some of the ground rules for today's session.  A number of you have already signed up outside of the table.  I think we have about 20 people listed who want to speak today.  So if you haven't done so already, please see one of the Access Board staff outside at the registration table to sign up.  
    We're asking people to limit your remarks to between 3 to 5 minutes.  We'll be a little flexible there.  When everybody who has registered to speak has finished, we'll go back and people that want additional time to speak may speak again.  
    So there were some questions that we indicated in a Federal Register notice…that we collectively indicated in a Federal Register notice.  That's what we really wanted to hear about.  There were five questions.  What is the federal government doing to make electronic information technology accessible now that is helpful or usable by members of the public or federal employees or persons with disabilities?  
    What could the federal government do to improve the usefulness of information technology by members of the public or federal employees?  
    What emerging technologies being used by the federal government are not accessible?  
    And what technology should the federal government use that would enhance your interactions with the government?  And finally, what can we do to influence technology accessibility.  
    So with that as a bit of background, our first speaker is Anne Taylor.  And I understand you have a live demonstration of some web sites that you want to show.
>>  ANNE TAYLOR:  Yes.  Good afternoon.  My name is Anne Taylor.  I'm the director of Access Technology at the National Federation of the Blind.  First of all, I would like to thank the committee for putting this meeting together for us to be able to come and share with each other sets of best practices that we can carry out to further implement accessibility in federal government web sites.  
    I'm here to represent the National Federation of the Blind.  And I with regret have to tell you that collectively, we have found that the federal government web sites are not as successful as they can be.  Many of them have some accessibility barriers that we consider to be low hanging fruit that can easily be eliminated if the federal government agencies get together and strongly advocate for Section 508 in both theory and practice.  We believe that if the federal government agencies put out an RFP that would subcontract a web site designer to design accessible web sites and hold accountable their knowledge of the accessibility standard, that would be extremely helpful and that would help ensure the accessibility of federal government web sites going forward.  
    So before I go into some of the recommendations that we have proposed, I would like to go over some of the areas that we encounter on federal web sites that we consider to be pretty basic errors and with proper implementation, these errors can be eliminated.  So if you could please allow me to bring up the internet here.  
    When you're trying to do a demo, it's always a problem.  
    So using a computer with screen access and software.  And I'm going to slow it down.  On this site ‑‑ can everybody hear me okay ‑‑ we encounter improperly labeled flash button here.  I'm not sure you can hear this.
>>  SCREENREADER SOFTWARE:  Label on the button.  A label 3 button.  A label 5 button.  A label 6 button.  01 button.  03 button.
>>  ANNE TAYLOR:  So this type of error makes it very difficult for people who use screen access software and keyboard to navigate to the site and find out what we need to do.  Again, this type much error can be easily eliminated by following the Section 508 accessible criteria.  And there are some questions that we need to pose to see whether a federal government site's owner would be willing to take them seriously to implement accessibility of various web sites.  And I would like to go over some of them.  While I can't go over all of them, I would like to have some time at the end if time permits for me to come back and elaborate some more.  
    The questions I would like to propose in the survey that you mentioned that will be distributed throughout the federal government agencies are as follows.  How do the federal government agencies plan to allow users with disabilities to test the web site?  What type of technology that is used by people with disabilities in the federal government does the federal government plan to make available to test the web site?  And this is really important because even though you are providing a way to validate a web site's accessibility with various tools that are currently used in the market, accessibility issues, I think, can be eliminated with good usability testing practices.  
    And we hold that the federal government agency would incorporate good usability testing practices with real people who use real access technology.  
    We also would like to see that the content that will be posted on the site prior to the posting will be made accessible and will be thoroughly checked for accessibility.  And this is extremely important because we know that the web sites are dynamic in nature.  And we feel that there are many occasions that those new content posted on the web site not checked for accessibility can easily break accessibility at the site.  
    We would like to see PDFs being evaluated as well and all of documents that are going to be posted on the web site be evaluated for accessibility, also.  
    So another important question that we would like for you to consider is the training that you provide to your IT staff within your agency.  We'd like to see that these IT staff are trained to understand the accessibility criteria provided by Section 508 and implement those criteria in the designing process because we believe the accessibility retrofitted can be very expensive.  It would be better to build in from the very beginning.  
    So if you have a person within your, each of your agencies that can be responsible and sign off on the content that is posted on the web site to make sure that they're accessible, this will guarantee that no inaccessible content will be posted on your web site.  If the content is not accessible, then the person is not going to sign off for it.  We found this implementation to be very successful in the private sector.  That is what the National Federation of the Blind recommends to many private companies who we work with, there should be a centralized accessibility coordinator.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  One minute, please.

>> ANNE TAYLOR:  We believe that by following some of these recommendations, we can assure the accessibility of the federal government agency accessibility of the web site.  I should say that one individual will also have the responsibility, this, we should know how to use access technology proficiently.  And if the federal government agencies and web designers take into consideration how the access technology is being used by the blind, disabled population and understand how we actually get access to the content and implement usability and accessibility features in the design, we can assure accessibility of the web site.  And that's all I have.  I can be available to answer any questions you may have.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Are there any questions from any individuals at the table? No?  Thank you.  And before we continue to the next person, I just wanted to point out a couple of other issues that I failed to mention before.  I wanted to it remind you that the Board is in the process of updating its Section 508 standards.  I'm sure that some of you or many of you have already commented on our Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.  We'll be looking at those comments and developing a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.  It not only updates our 508 standards, it updates our Telecommunications Act accessibility guidelines and proposes to make changes to the Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility guidelines for self‑service machines, so continue to follow that issue.  And then in addition, I wanted to remind the audience that the Department of Justice on July 26th issued an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to clarify coverage of the ADA to web sites.  
    So a lot is happening in this area.  Our next witness is Hardik Bhat.  And I probably did a bad job on your name.  Ron, you wanted to make a comment 
>> RON GARDNER:  Just as they are coming to the table, as many in the room know, I'm also from the National Federation of the Blind.  I know Anne.  Anne, I appreciate you coming from Baltimore to be here today.  I think as important as the other comments that she made is the interesting observation by Anne that blind people also have the obligation to know that the accessibility technology is in their own control.  I know how to use the technology.  If that is operating correctly then the web site under Section 508 should also be operating correctly.  In her first demonstration for those of you who are not familiar with the screen reader, she kept going to look at these buttons.  A sighted person looks at those buttons and pushes them and goes right on.  A blind person comes up and it says, unlabeled graphic.  I can't remember ‑‑ what did it say, Anne?
>> ANNE TAYLOR:  Button 1, Button 2.  
>> RON GARDNER:  You know there's five buttons… button 2,786, it doesn't matter, and you still don't know what the button is.  And I really agree, I think there's a lot of really low hanging fruit that if we just do simple things, we can make a lot of these problems go away under the existing standards of Section 508.  So Anne, thank you very much.

>> ANNE TAYLOR:  Thanks, Ron.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.
>>  HARDIK BHAT:  Good afternoon.  I'm Hardik Bhat, the Chief Information Officer for the city of Chicago in the Department of information and Technology.  Welcome to Chicago and thank you for the opportunity to address the Board.  Also many thanks to commissioner Karen Tamely, Commissioner for the department for the Mayor's Office for People with Disabilities for serving as a great partner in this work.  
    I want to start with two facts and then talk more about it.  One is, we all know that technology is one of the most important things, the key to success in the 21st century.  And basically, not just the federal government but also the state and the local governments face the same challenges, because we do apply technology to provide many services and make it easier for our constituents to get those services.  
    With that, those couple of things in mind, in Chicago, we view technology accessibility not only as a critical issue for people with disabilities but also we see it as a broader move towards digital access for all Chicagoans.  In fact, the final report of the Council on Closing the Digital Divide, created by Mayor Daley, identified accessibility as a new frontier in digital inclusion.  The report came out in 2006 ‑‑ I'm sorry.  It was 2007.  
    This has been reinforced by the research from the Pugh Center and others showing that people with disabilities face even higher hurdles to internet adoption than other underserved populations.  And given these hurdles, we believe that we have an obligation to ensure that our own information and communications technology solutions, they do not present further barriers to public service access.  
    The City of Chicago's approach has been more a collaborative partnership approach.  So the Department of Information and Technology, we worked with the Mayor's Office for People with Disabilities.  The members of the Chicago's disability community, many of them are here present today, the outside experts as well as people in technology across city government, we have identified new strategies for ensuring accessibility of services.  First and foremost is securing commitment from the executive office.  As we all know, Mayor Daley is a big proponent of that.  And we can see that with the accessible roads and other stuff in Chicago.  
    The other next step was to involve the local disability community in the efforts that we were making.  We also identified and adopted comprehensive ICT accessibility standards.  We looked at 508.  We looked at the Illinois information technology accessibility standards and brought all of them together, making sure we are trying to follow the standards.  
    We also integrated accessibility into the ICT governance project management and procurement processes.  Training employees was the next step.  We trained our employees in adopting the accessibility standards.  And when I say "employees," that goes all the way to the people, the web authors, the web masters who manage the content.  
    And again, it's a big task, making sure that when your content is managed by various departmental folks to make sure that they are keeping an eye towards that.  
    We are also utilizing outside experts that facilitate ICT accessibility standards.  We are also making sure that we are upgrading the assistive technology tools available in the public computing facilities across the city of Chicago.  
    Are we done?  I think by no means, we are close to being done.  Basically, I will be the first one as the CIO of the City to admit that we have a way to go in fully implementing these strategies, especially, for example, the web site, the new web site that we developed and launched earlier this year.  We made every effort that the development of the web site is following accessibility standards.  However, as soon as we put the web site out for our content authors to upload the content, we found out that they have started uploading documents and videos and everything that ‑‑ and buttons that, you know, are not really following standards.  
    So it is something that has to be focused and has to have a process.  But we believe that the overall framework that we have established is sound.  And that's why the City has applied to the National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research to create a center of excellence in local technology accessibility called CLARA.  CLARA would be housed in the city government here if funded, among real technology practitioners but would also create national models and programs that are scaleable to cities across the country, providing much needed guidance.  And while we still are waiting to hear back from the Department of Education on this proposal, we will not stop working to incorporate accessibility into everything that we do in information and communication technology.  
    A major Recovery Act grant from the National Telecommunications and Information Administration, NTIA, the beat of the broadband opportunity technology grant was basically destined to dramatically expand the public computing centers across Chicago.  As one of the examples, we received a grant.  And we are either constructing or expanding 152 public opinion centers across the city.  And while we were doing that, we are making sure that we are deploying assistive technology work stations at every site and creating training programs tailored to the needs of people with disabilities, including braille.  
    So as you continue your decision‑making process, I would encourage you to remember how critically important it is not just for the federal government but also for the state and local governments to establish and follow these standards and get guidance from you and also working together across the lines of local, state, and federal governments and among all the stakeholders to make this possible.  Thank you very much for this opportunity.  And I'd be open to any further conversation that we have in the future to work on this one.  Thank you.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Questions from the panel?  I had a question.  How do you handle complaints from consumers?  In the federal government, Section 508 is complaint driven, so people can file complaints with the agencies in which the problem occurs.  How is it handled at the city or state level?
>> HARDIK BHAT:  Most of the questions go to Karen Tamley, right, Karen?  So we have the Mayor's Office for People with Disabilities and if technology accessibility questions come up there.  We also hear question when is we meet with the Accessible Technology Advisory Council.  And we take those seriously and work with the departments to address those.  
    One of the examples, we are still working on finalizing the resolution of that, is our payment kiosk.  And we are making sure, you know, that gets resolved.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  

>>  FRANK BAITMAN:  Just another question.  You said that you do training on disability issues and accessibility.  I'm wondering what that training looks like, how many hours are involved.

>> HARDIK BHAT:  Sure.  So we have, we work with ‑‑ Karen, I forgot the name of the institute, the Great Lakes ‑‑ we worked with them.  Basically, we have had three, two‑hour training sessions for all of these employees.  One of the thing that we think of this way, we are thinking of creating a cheat sheet that goes on every web master's cubicle so when they are going PDF, they know what things to follow or they are doing videos, they know exactly what needs to follow.
>>  FRANK BAITMAN:  That's a great idea.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  I think our next witness is a telephone call.  So Rose is going to be calling Dr. Nathan Moon.
>>  ROSE MARIE BUNALES:  Good afternoon.  This is the Access Board.  I am going to put you on speaker phone.  Are you able to provide your testimony?  
    Dr. Moon, can you hear us?  Dr. Moon?
>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Okay.  Can you hear us?  
(Beeping).
>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Okay.  Whenever you're ready.
>>  ROSE MARIE BUNALES:  I'll put you on speaker whenever you're ready.

>> NATHAN MOON:  Hello.  My name is Dr. Nathan Moon.  My colleague Dr. Baker and I represent the center for advanced communications policy at the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta.  We would like to thank the access board, the Chief Information Officers Council, and the Chief Acquisition Officers Council for the opportunity to share some findings from our policy research on technology and the employment of people with disabilities.  
    In 2009, the Rehabilitation Engineering Research Center for Workplace Accommodations at Georgia tech, hereafter the referred to as the Work RERC, completed a study on the accommodation of people with disabilities in the work place.  Much of our research focused on technology and its ability to mitigate and facilitate accessibility.  A number of our findings speak to the questions that the Access Board has posed for the current forum and pertain to what we wish to address the federal government can do to influence technology accessibility.  
    Our policy study commenced around the same time the Telecommunications and Electronic and Information Technology Advisory Committee, or TEITAC, began work on its recommendations to the Access Board.  Throughout the course of our study, our participants were repeatedly pointed to the need for the federal government to update the Section 508 standards in order to account for the rapidly changing pace of information technology as well as the indispensable role it has come to play in the average American's life.  As such our research affirms the decision of the access board to act on this recommendation and create the draft ITC standards and guidelines that are currently under consideration.  
    Updated standards ensure that Americans with disabilities are not excluded from the workplace, the marketplace, and civic participation or generally.  
    Updating the Section 508 standards and Section 255 guidelines remains imperative.  However, our policy participants emphasize the continued need for enforcement and outreach once the refresh is completed.  Our panel strongly agrees that ineffective enforcement of federal regulations is a problem in compelling manufacturers to produce accessible technologies.  
    In addition, our participants stress the need for the access board to facilitate additional outreach seminars or workshops for stakeholder groups in the business sector.  Doing so would encourage faster responsiveness by manufacturers as well as encouraged by and from the private sector more generally.  
    While this current proceeding may be directly concerned with IT access in the federal sector, it is just as important to remember the impact that Section 508 historically has had at the state and local government levels.  Our policy revealed that there were persistent concerns with technology accessibility at these levels.  It pertained to our web site accessibility as a persistent issue.  The update in the Section 508 standards for web sites at the state and local levels will remediate some of these barriers.  In addition to these general conclusions we wish to offer some more specific findings from our policy study.  The first one involves the role that universal design principles can play in improving access to information technology for people with disabilities.  Our panel believes that the market for universally designed products to be an important issue.  Nearly 100 percent agreed that the use of universal design principles could drive down the costs to provide accommodations for employees with disabilities including those that work within the federal sector.  
    In addition, our Delphi panel addressed the observation that federal regulations historically emphasize telecommunications access for people with hearing and communication impairments.  The comparable intervention for people unable to use devices due to physical disabilities such as upper body impairment or poor dexterity continues to be a problem.  
    It is important for policy makers to bear these concerns in mind when seeking to address the accessibility of IT.  Finally, the findings were the ongoing work being done at Georgia tech on the need for accessible emergency communications for people with disabilities.  Our participants identified federal agencies such as the Federal Communications Commission and the Access Board as key stakeholders for ensuring that communications in places of employment, including the federal sector, be accessible to workers with disabilities.  
   
>> PAUL BAKER:  Thank you, Nathan, this is Dr. Paul Baker for the Center of Advanced Communications Policy, also at Georgia Tech.  Based on some additional stakeholder research we have in progress as part of the work for the National Council on Disability, we offer the following general observations about technology usage in the work place.  Notwithstanding the 20 years since the adoption of the ADA, lack of accessibility, the problem of cost, the necessity of education and outreach on all sides of the issue, use of technology, that is, to say people with disabilities, employers, and manufacturers continues to be pervasive concerns.  Accessibility is an ongoing concern, specifically with respect to internet access and connectivity.  
    Computer usage as well as internet usage is significantly lower for people with disabilities compared with their non‑disabled counterparts.  The cost of connectivity as well as the cost of hardware and software have been identified by stakeholders as a major barrier to realizing their potential.  
    Another well‑known barrier to transforming the employment landscape is the education levels and technical skills of people with disabilities and the need for adaptability in job readiness.  
    Digital technologies offer pathways to employment, enhance the use of social interaction, particularly in collaborative community settings which is characteristic of the workplace.  Again, the underlying evidence of lack of awareness of some of the work place in employment barriers for people with disabilities suggests that the disability ‑‑ that disability communities needs to step up efforts to increase awareness as this community represents a tremendous untapped employment resource as well as an under-recognized market.  
    From the business perspective, research indicates that there is a perceived invisibility of the disability community which is seen as a niche and, therefore, not substantial enough to justify product development work.  It this reflects a significant lack of awareness of the size, scope, and nature of the community.  
    As a consequence, many technology companies fail to consider use of universal design principles during the initial typing phase of technology.  When technology issues are addressed, they are addressed as afterthoughts.  How certain technology could be I'd modified to make it more accessible, not how it can be designed to be accessible from the beginning.  
    Universal design, therefore, remains an important strategy for improving accessibility of information communication technologies.  And it is a pivotal that these employer side barriers be addressed.  But awareness works both ways.  There's evidence as well of suboptimal levels of understanding and awareness of the potential of the new networked economy among the disability community as well.  
    Finally, a key obstacle to increased technological engagement relates to the larger social and cultural issues about the ability or tolerance for risk and engagement in new types of activities.  Much awareness of the value technologies or the applications of technologies relates to the ways in which individuals can use them in their current occupational context as opposed to ways in which these technologies represent new opportunities for employment and growth sectors for the economy.  
   
>> NATHAN MOON:  So in wrapping up, we just want to say that researchers at Georgia Tech are committed to improving the accessibility of technology for Americans with disabilities.  In fact, our colleagues at the Georgia Tech Research Institute will soon begin work on a project for the Election Assistance Commission to improve voting accessibility for injured servicemen and service women.  In the meantime, Dr. Baker and I will be happy to submit written comments with more details on our findings.  We've also developed a working paper that also contains our findings.  On behalf of the Center for Advanced Communication Policy, Work RERC, and Wireless RERC, we thank the Access Board and the two councils for this opportunity.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  This is Dave Capozzi from the Access Board.  We'll be following up afterwards to ask for a copy of your study.  We'll probably do the same thing, Anne, with you, from NFB when your study is completed.

>> NATHAN MOON:  Thank you, David.

>> PAUL BAKER:  Thank you very much.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Questions from the panel?  
    No.  Thank you both. All right. Okay.  The next person is Mike Scott.  And then after him is John Gunderson.
>>  MIKE SCOTT:  Hi, I'm Mike Scott, an accessibility consultant with the state of Illinois.  On behalf of Illinois, I want to say thanks again for offering this opportunity for us to come and share some thoughts and hopefully improve the state of IT accessibility across the nation.  
    I want to take the opportunity to share with you a success and a challenge that we're facing in Illinois in implementing our own accessibility blog.  As a little background, in Illinois we passed a law ‑‑ law.  In Illinois we passed a law in 2007 modeled after Section 508 basically to encourage state entities to step up to the task and the responsibility of making sure that the state's IT would be accessible.  
    Since that time, I've been working to lead the group and the collaborations that are doing our best to facilitate implementation and to make sure that the implementation of the IITAA, as we call it, is a success.  And again, I wanted to share a one budding success that I think that we're having that may be much use to you at the federal level as well as a challenge that we're facing then, for you will be facing as well.  
    So first of all, a success that we've had that we weren't sure that was going to be a success was the development of a certification program.  And we know that there's lots of scary issues that go around certification.  It's a delicate subject.  And so we approached it very carefully.  
    We were hearing the demand for certification, the desire for certification coming from a couple different levels.  There were developers who wanted to have some kind of recognition of the work that they had done.  There were vendors who would like to use that work as an obvious competitive advantage to them.  And we also heard from procurement agents who wanted an easier way to identify, does this system, does this product comply.  
    So we started small and put together an IITAA certification program, which is completely a volunteer voluntary at this point.  That is, it goes a little bit further than the existing VPAT process that we also were aware of and encouraged our agencies to use.  
    It goes a little further in that it, rather than being simply self‑reporting, it's a combination of self‑review and self‑reporting along with some automated testing using a tool that was developed by the University of Illinois that John Gunderson may mention in a moment as well as some third party testing done by the small team of staff that we've got inside the state dedicated to these type of things.  
    The certification program so far has been presented as a carrot.  It's not mandatory.  It's not a requirement.  It's not designed to call anybody out.  But it's rather a goal to work towards and a kudo, if you will, for a job well done.  So far we've had several vendors, actually, it was a third party vendor who was the first to step up and seek certification.  They're very excited about the idea.  
    Because they saw that they were going to get something, a little emblem coming out of this, they committed resources like we rarely see committed.  I think it was a great success.  We saw a couple others along those lines follow not long after.  
    We've also had, of course, some developers within our own agencies who are already kind of stepping up to that, but I think really appreciated getting a little extra pat on the back for a job well done.  
    So again, I know that certification is a very touchy subject and one that needs to be approached delicately, but I think we've seen that maybe there is a possibility for success there.  We certainly are feeling good about what we've done in Illinois and we've got a long way to go, obviously.  I think it's working well.  
    I would encourage you to at least consider what could be done with a appropriate delicateness in something like that at the federal level, which would obviously have even much more impact than we've been able to have in Illinois.  
    Secondly I want to share a challenge that we're facing that I know that you are facing as well, a challenge regarding harmonization.  We were very excited to see the efforts in the Advance Notice of Rulemaking that, to see that there was going to be an effort to harmonize the current standards with the Web Consortium guidelines.  The standards in Illinois were kind of based on an amalgamation.  In the area where we had been following the WCAG 1.0 priority 1 and 2 standards, we kind of merged those things together.  And it was a challenge to be kind of doing our own thing on that front.  
    We're happy to see things coming together on that front.  And we have proposed to our own internal working groups the idea of taking the next step.  And that is going to full harmonization with the new 508, with WCAG 2.0 and coming together on that.  
    That is a goal that our working group has all agreed on, it's something that we want to do and will be doing.  
    Fortunately, we actually have written in our law the requirement and the authorization to once every three years to review and update our standards.  We've got the mechanism to do that.  The timing couldn't hardly be any better.  And so we're looking at that now.  So we have started asking our group, which includes not only accessibility specialists and disability advocates but also includes the developers and the IT professionals who are going to be responsible for implementing this stuff.  
    We've been asking them, we know we want to do this.  What pitfalls do you see along this road?  And one thing that has come up very strongly from our participants who are developers is the need to have some more specificity in the requirements.  
    We know that WCAG 2.0 and the way that the success criteria were included in the draft of the new Section 508, we know that those are intentionally general.  They're intentionally high level [technology] agnostic.  We understand the reasons why to do that.  Our developers who have day to day responsibilities are coming back and saying, “This isn't enough.  This doesn't tell me what I need to do.  It doesn't give me enough direction.”  
    And a number of them just come back with some frustration and they say, "Just tell me what I need to do."
This is clearly what they want.  We're recognizing that the need for these individuals, who are the ones responsible for day to day implementation, who are not accessibility experts, who are often and probably almost always working under tight deadlines with technologies that are new or they may be unfamiliar with, they're telling us that they can't look at these general guidelines and interpret them and know what they need to do.  
    So we've been I can taking a hard look or beginning the process of looking at how do we have both the advantage of harmonization with the high level standards as well as the specific guidance that our developers need.  So we're looking at the WCAG techniques documents, looking at what other specific guides we can provide.  We've basically come up with a requirements list of what they've told us they need.  
    Unfortunately, it's not something that's out there now.  And what we're looking at doing is possibly, we're considering developing a separate set, our own set of techniques to complement the success criteria standards.  That would be much more technology‑specific.  That would be changing in time.  That would be much more directive than any of the existing guidelines are rather than giving options and examples, actually saying, "This is the recommended approach or best practice."
And it would be as concise as possible.  Those are the things that we're hearing.  
    So I'm sure that you'll be hearing the same kind of things from developers at the federal level.  And we're encouraged that there may be some answers along those roads.  We certainly would look forward to work collaboratively with the access board and with the other agency who is may be addressing the same kind of things.  I appreciate the opportunity to share, look forward to working together in the future and finding solutions that work nationally and as well as locally.  Thank you.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Terry, I knew you would have one.
[ Laughter ]
>> TERRY WEAVER:  Thank you, Mike, question, do you have a defined enterprise architecture that when you're telling people you test to or build so they don't have the whole world of technology to choose from, you've already limited them down to what they can use.

>> MIKE SCOTT:  Unfortunately, we don't.  We wish we did.  Even within the State of Illinois, we have varied technologies being used, varied architectures and varied platforms.  And of course, the challenge there is, you know, we need to come up with techniques that apply in each of these different platforms, whether it's dot net or J2E or whatever it may be.  We're realizing that that's a challenge.  We're trying to make the short priority list, where do we start, and just start at the beginning and start working our way through it.  
    I think that's the nice thing about having kind of the two‑tier.  The general success criteria level, which gives us kind of a catch‑all for the technologies we haven't yet addressed.  We've got the high level requirements that are at least there and as we can work through and get the specific detail flushed out for the most often, most popularly used technologies and build from there.
>>  TERRY WEAVER:  What type of budget do you have for your testing?
>> MIKE SCOTT:  We have very little budget and it changes daily, it seems like.  Right now, I think we've got, actually it may be ending today, back at the office there's some crisis going on, we had a budget ‑‑ we had a small team about a quarter of a million dollars of annual contracts that were dedicated resources.  We're hoping to be able to continue that.

>> TERRY WEAVER:  Thank you.
>>  FRANK BAITMAN:  It sounds like your basis through the certification arena has paid off.  It's nice you've done it as a carrot.  I'm wondering what negative comments you've gotten from vendors.

>> MIKE SCOTT:  So far, we haven't gotten any negative comments about the certification.  I think it may be because we're still so early in the process that nobody has noticed it enough.  The people who have received it are very excited and are promoting it.  I don't think the other people who may be competing with them have recognized yet.  I would expect it may come and we probably will face some challenges but we were very careful to document the methodology, what's required, it's available to anybody.  We ‑‑ it's date-stamped.  We keep archives of what we tested so that if things change over time, we can always go back and see what it was.  
    We're trying to cover our bases on that.

>> FRANK BAITMAN:  And you publish all that?
>> MIKE SCOTT:  It's all published on the web.  I'm sure we will get beat up at some point, but it hasn't happened yet.

>> FRANK BAITMAN:  Sometimes you have to.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  So the Illinois statute, is it as broad as the 508 statute?
>> MIKE SCOTT:  Yes, it is.  The law covers ‑‑
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  I know a lot of the state laws, some just cover web.

>> MIKE SCOTT:  We previously, going back to 2001, had a web standard that was just a policy.  2007, though, we actually enacted the law.  It covers the same areas, modeled right after 508.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  And is the certification program in the statute, or is it something that was ‑‑
>>  MIKE SCOTT: It's an add-on.  It's not in the statute itself.  We did try to put as little as possible in the actual act, pointing out to a much more flexible and fluid standards and supporting resources.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Other questions?  Terry?
>> TERRY WEAVER:  Can the agencies, state agencies, use the certified products and services as a quick solution to test themselves?
>> MIKE SCOTT:  Yes, that's definitely the idea.  I don't think we've had the occasion for that to happen yet.  The vendors who receive certification are certainly hoping that.  And right now we have a good relationship with our procurement.

>> TERRY WEAVER:  The agency still expects to make it work, if it's the environment, the same one.

>> MIKE SCOTT:  Yes.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  That was very interesting.  Mr. Gunderson?

>> JOHN GUNDERSON:  Thank you for this opportunity to address the Board.  I'm John Gunderson.  I coordinate IT accessibility at the University of Illinois at Champaign‑Urbana.  
    In my experience with implementing accessibility at the University of Illinois, one of the things I realized early in the process is, developers just want to know what they need to do.  The current approach is, I see for accessibility relies too much on developers trying to understand accessibility.  And this is often problematic because many developers sometimes don't even really understand much about the technologies that they're using to implement the IT resource.  So they may be learning new technologies.  And it's overwhelming for them to try to understand how these ‑‑ how to use these technologies.  Mike mentioned developers are under intense pressures and time constraints.  
    The more they have to know about accessibility, the less likely we will get accessibility.  
    One of the first things that I think is important is awareness.  
    The Illinois board of higher education a few years ago started requiring in their underrepresented student reports that campuses report on their current state of web accessibility and what web accessibility standards that they had.  
    That was, I think, a great step, a bold step by the Illinois Board of Higher Education, but my fear was that with the available automated tools that we would get all text for images and maybe some labels for form control.  
    So I was concerned about that.  And so we also started to develop tools to help support looking at functional accessibility features, having headers and proper form labelling.  But they were little using coding practices that support accessibility.  
    And as we developed these tools, people became dependent on these automated tools and started to substitute, thinking that complying with the automated tools or getting a good report from the automated tools thought they meant they were accessible.  
    We just recently in the past week had a program at the University, somebody at the University wanted a modification in our functional accessible evaluator to basically publicly check accessible of web sites on a periodic basis.  
    And I said, no, this is not a good idea because accessibility is more than just passing an automated tool.  Accessibility needs to be designed in and a part of the whole process.  
    So one of the big things we've done in Illinois in conjunction with the State of Illinois and other national partners is to develop best practices.  What does it mean to design things to be accessible?  And I think there's some leadership with the federal government to start a national best practices group.  And I would applaud that.  Bringing together developer, people with disabilities, IT accessibility experts to solve real problems people are having and developing and designing accessible technologies with the real issues developers are facing as they produce new technologies.  
    The W3C process is a very important process but it's also very limiting.  If reliance on revised Section 508 is just on the WCAG techniques document, that will lead to critical deficiencies in our understanding of accessibility.  
    The W3C, while an important part of developing accessibility guidelines, does doesn't have the process to really meet the needs of developers.  One of the important aspects is organizing information.  So it's easier for developers to understand, integrate into their product designs.  The W3C documents are very centered on understanding accessibility, which again requires a huge translation for developers.  And they often don't have that time or experience.  
    I think the other things, in terms of raising awareness, is having publicly available and standardized testing evaluation protocol.  We recently had ‑‑ or last year, we had a vendor come in to talk about a product that they were trying to sell the University to help people, a content management system.  
    And I told them several weeks ahead of time that I wanted them to demonstrate the accessibility features since they claimed Section 508 conformance.  So as the person started their demonstration, they started moving the mouse around on the screen.  And I asked them, could you please demonstrate just using the keyboard as I had asked two weeks before?  They couldn't even get off the home page of their product.  
    So one of the things we're trying to do to address the developing standardized techniques is working with an organization called the committee on institutional cooperation.  Basically, the Big 10 universities, bringing together disability, IT disability specialists to start to say, how do we ‑‑ to collectively understand how to evaluate accessibility for web‑based resources and take all these techniques and try to merge them into best practices so that these can be used by people making purchasing decisions, or developer who is are developing new web sites to go beyond the automated testing or just the show of saying, “I'm 508 compliant”.  
    I think what I find mostly, especially with products that we purchase, is that people assume that they're accessible until they're proven they're not.  And so we need to have standardized techniques so people, when they're evaluating their product or making claims, know what we mean by "accessibility" or at least have better understanding of what we mean by "accessibility."
    So some of the things I would hope the Access Board could influence as part of their 508 is one of pre-service training, so IT professionals get training accessibility so the next generation of information technology will be designed to be more accessible.  
    The support and development of best practices and open source tools to support people who are evaluating accessibility, both manual and automated checking techniques.  
    And support verification ‑‑ independent verification programs similar to what IATA is doing in the state of Illinois.  
    I just want to state that the University of Illinois is currently allocating over seven FTE's to support campus IT accessibility efforts.  And these positions do support auditing campus web resources for accessibility, developing best practices for design and evaluation, collaborating with vendors to help them understand the accessibility of their products that have been purchased by the University, and support the develop of three and open source tools to help people evaluate accessibility.  
    Illinois has led collaborations with several major IT vend ors and we also make available our tools, the Illinois functional accessible evaluator, the fire fox accessibility extension and the best practices working group that were leading ‑‑ or is now looking at PDF documents, dynamic HD mouse and tools for analyzing PDF documents based on best practices and the fire bug accessibility evaluation tool.  Thank you.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  Questions from the panel?  Terry?
>> TERRY WEAVER:  John, you said an FTE.  Beyond that, do you also have IT support people or are they doing your independent verification?  
>> JOHN GUNDERSON:  We have an auditing person on campus.  He basically works with departments on campus by auditing their web sites and working with the web developers to understand accessible.  Jonathan Shea works within our internal software development processes to help internal development on accessibility.  Hadi Rangen works with ‑‑ leads our collaborations with external vendors.  We also try to work, get other higher education institutions involved.  We have a number of collaborations with Blackboard, Illuminate, and a number of other companies.

>> TERRY WEAVER:  Is that material available, results of those ‑‑
>> JOHN GUNDERSON:  I'd be happy to send you the links to all of these resources.

>> TERRY WEAVER:  Thank you.

>> JOHN GUNDERSON:  Our collaboration web site is part of the Accessibility and Higher Education Group, AHEG.  We are not only trying to do our work but get other people involved.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI: Thank you.  The next person, I skipped previously, Karen McCulloch.  And then after Karen, we have another phone call.  Sorry about that, Karen.
>>  KAREN MCCULLOCH:  That's okay.  Welcome to Chicago.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.

>> KAREN MCCULLOCH:  I am a person who fits into the deaf/blind category.  But I have a little bit of low vision and I have significant hearing loss.  
    I'm here today as an entrepreneur who owns her business and working in work force development with people with disabilities.  But I have served as an executive director of a work force development initiative here in the city that came out of the Mayor's task force on the employment of people with disabilities called, disability works.  And I did have a federal appointment to the job Corps advisory committee but I resigned that to serve on President‑elect Obama's transition team.  So I have left as an executive director choosing to go back to my own business which I had run for 15 years.  
    I'm going to be coming in a different direction with you all and hopefully, I'm staying within your parameters.  Most of the co‑founder of the National Organization of Nurses with Disabilities, I am also the cofounder.  I want to speak to something on that one and I also want to speak to challenge you, I would love to be corrected if I'm wrong by you so that I could pursue what the resource is.  
    As a cross‑disability advocate, I want to share with you my concerns because on July 26th, when President Obama signed an executive order that all the U.S. departments and agencies needed to start, if they haven't already, hiring people with disabilities, it is inevitable and there already are people with intellectual disabilities as employees of the federal government.  We've been talking about Section 508.  I use assistive technology.  But one of the concerns I have for the future that I think needs to be addressed is, we have a whole contingent of people with disabilities who are probably not able to access your web sites, and because of -- unable to read or unable to understand the vocabulary.  And I want to just challenge some ideas and brainstorming for the Access Board and whomever, I actually have talked with Microsoft about this.  And they said, they thought somebody else was doing this.  I talked with a couple of technology companies here in Chicago.  They were interested, but I can't see why we can't develop symbols this that stand for something, like a telephone, that makes it simpler for people who have intellectual disabilities to also utilize the federal government web sites.  
    So although this may seem far out to you, I think what has happened is now that we're in the 21st century is, those scripts that have been written for people with intellectual disabilities and putting them in a mold and people saying what they can and cannot do, I think, is wrong.  
    I think they can do.  But I think we have to provide the accessibility for them that is creative, perhaps symbolic.  And so I just challenge you, if you would take this back with you and say, we have a whole contingency of people with disabilities out here that we're not reaching and we would really like to encompass them in that outreach.  
    The second piece I want to talk about is in regard to the National Organization of Nurses with Disabilities.  This again has to do with access.  When you were talking about U.S., federal employees and the public, one of the things that is not happening access‑wise, and this is in VA hospitals, on government associated outpatient clinics, is that people who are blind, perhaps have learning disabilities, perhaps traumatic brain injury, are not getting instructions, post‑op instruction, post‑therapy instructions in accessible format.  
    And I will tell you that when someone has just had an arthroscopy of a knee and they're coming out of anesthesia and the nurse is giving them post‑op instructions and they are given a piece of paper and you happen to be blind and you get in a cab and you go home, you have no idea what those post‑op instructions are.  
    And this is a safety issue.  And I understand from the U.S. Access Board has set up a health committee.  Is that correct?  I'm so thrilled with that, because we have big access issues in the medical arena.  And I just want to throw out a suggestion, and I'm done; is that instructions that are coming from U.S. government hospitals and clinics be put on a web site in Word document, not PDF, so that even people who have learning disabilities could get on, download that, and have these instructions read to them because they're not going to be able to read them.  And this is becoming a truly critical health safety issue when people who have low vision, who have learning disabilities cannot get instructions through these hospitals in an accessible format.  Thank you very much.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Any questions?  I just wanted to clarify one thing, one of your last comments when you were talking about medical issues the board is in the process of writing standards for medical diagnostic equipment used in hospitals and health care settings.
>>  KAREN MCCULLOCH:  Right.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  In fact, tomorrow we're going to visit the Schwab Rehab Institute to look at some examples of medical equipment.

>> KAREN MCCULLOCH:  Good.  Because I think so often even in rehab facilities, it's not just about wheelchair access.  And so often, forget about that.  And so it would be interesting to ask them, what do they have as instructions to their pay patients in accessible format.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Good point.

>> FRANK BAITMAN:  I'd like to go back to your first point, give an example of perhaps using icons for people with limited comprehension.

>> KAREN MCCULLOCH:  Yes.

>> FRANK BAITMAN:  I'm wondering if you thought this through in any way or if you have anything you can point me to, to learn more about that.
>>  KAREN MCCULLOCH:  Well, you know for people with intellectual disabilities who are nonverbal, they have a box that kind of talks for them.  And there's different symbols or icons on this that they push.  So I think we have to look at universal design for these icons or symbols so that they're meaningful to the individuals who could go on a web site and push them or click on them.  
    So I mean ‑‑
>>  FRANK BAITMAN:  Developing standards across platforms, in effect.
>>  KAREN MCCULLOCH:   Exactly.  I mean, this is an incredible marketing possibility because it's a huge contingent.  And a lot of people with intellectual disabilities are now living in the community, are working and employed but they can't access your web site.
>>  CRAIG LUIGART:  As the administration’s resident patient, I want to thank you very much for your testimony.  One of the unique things that we're finding right now, when they're returning, arriving, i.e., we have a number or greater population of veterans than we had coming out of Vietnam.  Many of them are living through traumatic injuries that during Vietnam would have been a casualty.  Many of them are returning with heavily cognitive disabilities.  So I think a sweet spot for me as a Vietnam era vet, I want to take this into the understanding to see what we can do with that initiative.

>> KAREN MCCULLOCH:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm a mature worker who has recently changed careers.  More of us are doing that.  It's a personal, professional desire of mine before I end my career to see something like this done for a huge population of people that don't have access right now.  Thank you very much for your comment.
>>  CRAIG LUIGART:  Thank you.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Okay.  Thank you.  So our next speaker is a telephone call.  Okay.  Remi, are you ready?
>> REMI PAVLIK-SIMON:  Yes.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Can you introduce yourself.

>> REMI PAVLIK-SIMON:  My name is Remi Pavlik-Simon, I'm the Section 508 coordinator at the Securities and Exchange Commission.  I was asked to share my thoughts and personal experiences on how the government can influence technology accessibility.  
    The redesigned Section 508 web site will be an excellent resource for federal employees.  However, most web developers and other IT technology and security professionals are not required to become familiar with this important law.  
    In a survey of 10 position descriptions that are currently posted on USAjobs.com for an IT specialist or a web tech developer, all mention the need to become familiar with federal security or database or enterprise architecture requirements.  However, none of them mention the need to become familiar with federal accessibility requirements.  
    Most members that I've spoken to during the remediation process believe that the GSA schedule is their method to show that they are government approved.  However, there is nothing in any of the E‑acquisition web tools that require a VPAT, a voluntary product accessibility template, and the GSA schedule does not have any mandatory requirements for schedule holders to have Section 508 requirements or any other requirements included in order to be on that schedule.  
    The government should also work with blind organizations that can assess and certify programs to work with assistive technology software.  Such organizations like the National Federation of the Blind and American Foundation for the Blind have consulting arms.  They can give general advice or actually review and certify applications or tools as accessible.  
    These organizations will do this for free or at a nominal fee.  This partnership could enhance current products and tools that are currently available.  In addition, the government has many partnerships with vendors for managing their payroll, retirement benefits, and other supplemental health benefits.  And many other everyday necessities that federal employees are required to use in order to create an account, review information, and participate in the specific program or benefit.  
    Currently, most of the vendors' third party web sites are not required to be accessible unless they have been approved under certain programs such as the federal employee health benefits or the federal employees dental and vision insurance program.  
    Web sites that are not designated under certain programs are not contractually obligated to be accessible.  However, if a vendor's tool is the only means that a disabled person may utilize to register for their optional disability or group life insurance, we need to make sure that all of these tools, and not just the web sites that are covered by a program, are accessible.  
    Technology vendors can improve access and opportunities for people with disabilities and enhance their interaction with the federal government.  Technology designed to remediate documents need to have easier and less labor intensive functionality to easier create accessible content.  
    I'm excited to find out that Office 2010 will have an accessibility checker available.  However, I'm assuming, like most federal agencies, most of us have just received Office 2007.
[ LAUGHTER ]
And another release will not be scheduled for at least a few years for now.  
    Currently, individuals that are responsible for remediating electronic content spend countless, wasted hours or even days working within products bugs to try to manipulate legacy documents to make them accessible.  In some instances, entire documents or forms need to be completely recreated or we need to buy tools to convert and then tools to assist with the remediation of the content.  
    This is a waste of public resources.  
    In addition, vendors are using federal agency testimony in their web sites, in their advertising, without being 100 percent Section 508 compliant.  Because the SEC is a small agency, we are able to test 100 percent of the cots - commercial off the shelf products that we use.  The results have been discouraging.  With over 70 percent of the products that have been tested in the last two years that have a remote user access interfaces to implement FISMA security requirement, enhance networking securities, secure e‑mail storage, encryption, document management, work flow tools, online simulations, content management tools, visitor registration, tools and other important federal agency and automation initiatives are found to not be 100 percent compliant.  
    There are different types of emerging technologies being used by the federal government that people feel left out of.  Currently braille note taking devices, Blackberries and all of the mouse-driven visually acceptable tools that do not benefit those with visual impairments.  In addition, most of the computer training, online live conference tools that are offered to mass groups do it not allow for participation through adaptive technological means.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  One minute, please.

>> REMI PAVLIK-SIMON:  In summary, the federal community has made great strides to enhance and improve accessibility, together with the cooperation from vendors of the technology industry, we will continue to influence and enhance technology accessibility and increase the number of resources currently needed to make current technology accessible.  Thank you.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  Question from Terry Weaver.
>>  TERRY WEAVER:  Hi, Remi.  Two questions.  One is regarding the schedules, not providing the information on VPATS.  Have you ever complained to somebody at GSA about that?
>> REMI PAVLIK-SIMON:  Yes.
>>  TERRY WEAVER:  If you do that again, can you copy me?
>> REMI PAVLIK-SIMON:  Certainly.

>> TERRY WEAVER:  Thank you.  And secondly, you talked about the additional health care benefits that we federal employees can get that are not the direct contractors, you know, it's the met life, I guess, or something like that.  
    If you have a list of those sites or some testing issues, if you could forward that also, we can work with OPM on some of that.
>>  REMI PAVLIK-SIMON:  I have contacted OPM.  That's why I'm bringing this up in this forum.  And basically for ‑‑ excuse me, OPM is not able to do anything with the programs that are not contractually obligated to be compliant.
>>  TERRY WEAVER:  ‑‑ I would ask... thank you.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Other questions?  Okay.  Thank you very much 
    Next is Bill Reif.  And then after Bill, we'll take a no more than 10‑minute break.  
    The table is to your right.
>>  BILL REIF:  Thank you for the opportunity to express my ‑‑ our concerns.  I'm representing the National Federation of the Blind of Illinois.  My goodness, after so many very well informed presenters who have done such a ‑‑ had such a role, in some cases very technical implementation, there's not a whole lot I can do other than tip my hat to the folks.  
    I approach this from a user standpoint.  And so if you could pardon me for reiterating some things that other speakers have said.  But I do have one area I think that I want to point out that the Access Board, whether it's the 508 standards or regulations under the ADA, you actually have quite a role in defining electronic access to information and to really change the landscape, not only with regard to services through the federal government but in state and local and ultimately private interaction as well, which is the majority of what most of us do.  
    But in that regard, I think one area of concern is that as ‑‑ and you know, I understand that as these standards get more fully developed and well‑defined and well articulated, we will hopefully be in more of a position to enforce the standards.  You'd hate to be on ‑‑ and the company would not want to be on the receiving end of a subpoena or lawsuit when it's not clear what it is they violated.  But as to the extent that those standards are coming together, I believe that it's not only important to recognize the good efforts of those who do the right thing but to assure that there's no benefit to those who cut costs by not doing the right thing.  
    The National Federation of the Blind for the past several years has been available as a partner to a number of companies whom we've first had to sue to get their attention.  One of those would be AOL, which since has made efforts.  And we worked out a wonderful settlement agreement.  One of those was Target Corporation.  
    Other companies, once we've contacted them and expressed our concerns, we've been able to work out good agreements short of litigation.  Ebay is doing a lot to make not only the buying experience accessible to those of us using screen readers but recently announced that the selling experience is now being made accessible as well.  
    So many blind people can now operate businesses selling products for folks.  
    There was much discussion this morning about transit systems and the ability to board, to work out details of payment systems.  People want to take our money.  We want to give them our money.  You know, the days of legal tender are gone apparently.  So we're delighted, to the extent that standards can be applicable in a number of formats, for example, similar to what is required of ATM machines, then we'll be able to purchase a ticket, validate it, if that's necessary, in an independently usable way.  
    So the extent to which these standards can assist in the end ‑‑ us end users in contracting with people, getting accurate information presented in the right order, us users will articulate that as best we can.  And most of us, as they say, can do nothing but tip our hats to them, Mike Scott and John Gunderson, those people who work in the Jergensen Institute at the National Federation of the Blind.  
    We appreciate your willingness to work with us, industry's willingness to work with us where it happens.  To the extent you can help us on the federal level or other areas implement fair and workable sanctions regarding those who don't, I think this will advance accessibility at an accelerating rate.  Thank you again.
>>  David:  Thank you.  Any questions?  
    Rose, is the break ready?  Okay.  So outside, when you exit to your immediate left, there are sodas, tea, coffee, hopefully cookies.  And we will reconvene at, let's say, 3:15, no later than that.  
(Recess.)(PANEL RECONVENES)

_     
>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Now it is working.  My microphone wasn't working.  Let's reassemble, please.  
    Next up is Ray Campbell, followed by Steve Hastalis.
>>  RAY CAMPBELL:  Someone give me a little direction ‑‑
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Rose Marie is right to your side.
>>  RAY CAMPBELL:  Let me see if I can find the mike.  Good afternoon.  My name is Ray Campbell and I'm here speaking from a couple different contexts.  I'm an adaptive specialist with the Chicago Lighthouse for People who are Blind or Visually Impaired and also president of the Illinois Council of the Blind and a director on the board, the national board for the American Council of the Blind.  
    I'd like to talk with the Board this afternoon about two issues regarding Section 508.  The first one has to do with one of the big concerns that we in the American Council of the Blind have is the whole issue, it's been talked about a little bit earlier, of enforcement.  I know that it was mentioned earlier that Section 508 is, as it's been set up, is kind of complaint‑driven.  We feel that there needs to be more actions taken through such things as the procurement and GSA‑type processes so that we're making sure that agencies are indeed purchasing web services or designing web sites, making purchases of electronic equipment that truly is accessible to individuals with disabilities.  After all, we all know that Section 508 is a lot more than just accessible web sites.  
    Because time and time again, it has come to our attention in various federal agencies that employees are having issues with access, whether it be to web sites, whether it be to software that they need to use, whether it be to electronic equipment that they need to use to do their jobs.  
    And so we believe that one of the main foe us cusses of the access board and others needs to be to work in some guidance to come to contracts, procurement standards, those kinds of things that will allow for enforcement of Section 508, those mechanisms as well.  
    You heard from Mike Scott and John Gunderson earlier.  They talked about Illinois.  It's one of the things that we have been stressing very strongly in Illinois, that following compliance with the IITAA standards has had to be a part of procurement processes.  We certainly would like to encourage that on the federal level.  
    The second area that I would like to discuss is ‑‑ which would actually help with some of the enforcement is to encourage ‑‑ to do outreach to organizations in various parts of the country which federal entities in various places could contact to assist them with not only accessibility testing of such things as web sites but also even with perhaps some employee training on how to use software and accessible adaptive technology.  
    There are organizations such as a the one I work for, the Chicago Lighthouse for People who are Blind and Visually Impaired, and others who stand ready and willing to provide assistance to federal entities in cities around this country in helping them to evaluate web sites and other things for accessibility and to provide whatever assistance we can to federal employees as far as learning how to use various pieces of adaptive technology.  
    So in summary, we believe that as we work to implement Section 508, the American Council of the Blind believes very strongly that enforcement through multiple means has to be a part of getting it implemented to encourage compliance.  And we would also encourage you to reach out to organizations around the country, my specialty being people who are blind or visually impaired, for that population but certainly organizations that work with other disability groups as well in both doing evaluation of access as well assisting employees with learning how to use adaptive and mainstream software or products.  Thank you very much.  Any questions?
>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Questions from the panel?  
    Thank you.
>>  RAY CAMPBELL:  You're welcome.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Next is Steve.  Thank you.  Hastalis.  And then following Steve is Dave Porter.

>> STEVE HASTALIS:  I have three transit fare credentials that I would like to share with the staff and board members.  I will refer to these in my testimony.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  One second, please.  Hold on one second.  
    Thank you.  Can we keep them?
[ Laughter ]

>> STEVE HASTALIS:  Well, the Metra 10‑ride ticket is all used up.  You can't use it anymore.  The Dallas pass was one day last summer.  It's long since done.  I kept it as a souvenir.  The New York City metro card is almost broke at this point.  So you're welcome, you'll have souvenirs.
[ Laughter ]
>> CRAIG LUIGART:  I might mention, had you brought a D.C. transit card.

>> STEVE HASTALIS:  The Washington, D.C. Metro had these paper fare cards that I will refer to that.  And then they have what they call Smart Trip, which is a neat idea.  
    Okay.  I am Steve Hastalis, and I represent the National Federation of the Blind of Illinois, Chicago chapter.  
    I retired from the Chicago Transit Authority four months ago after a career of 35 years in community relations, public affairs, customer assistance, and Americans with disabilities act, ADA compliance.  We understand that Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act deals with federal agencies.  We respectfully suggest, however, that these standards will guide and influence those of other governmental agencies such as state governments from whom we heard earlier, municipalities, from whom we heard earlier, and transit authorities.  
    This morning we discussed a number of transit issues, so I'll pick up on some of that discussion.  Blind persons may expect to pay ‑‑ let's see.  I'm sorry.  
    I'm trying to find my place.  Okay.  We discussed vending machines earlier that talk and so forth and so on.  
    Blind persons need to purchase fare credentials and do it as efficiently and intuitively and quickly as sighted people do.  Otherwise, sighted people may sense blind people's tentative demeanor, lack of confidence, and might steal a blind person's money while pretending to offer assistance.  Would that I were exaggerating, but such an incident happened to me in Dallas some years ago.  While I read the braille directions and inserted cash on the ticket vending machine.  
    Additionally, some tickets and fare cards require insertion into slots on bus fare boxes, rail stations, turnstiles, and other machines such as ticket vending machines, validating machines and so forth and so on.  These tickets must have some identifying feature to help customers orient themselves ‑‑ orient them correctly before inserting them.  For example, the Dallas day pass has a cut corner.  That's the cardboard card with the cut corner on the left.  CTA's magnetic transit card and New York City's metro card have a cut corner to the upper left and a hole along the bottom edge.  That's the plastic card that I passed around to you.  Washington Metro's original fare card also has a hole along the bottom edge.  And if you're careful feeling the card, that was the original paper card from the 1970's, it also has a magnetic strip that you couldn't feel.  
    Some transit systems require validation of tickets with a date and/or timestamp.  If customers need to insert the tickets into a slot for validation, these systems must have clear directions enabling customers to carry out this process quickly and accurately.  
    National Federation of the Blind, NFB, members have been threatened with arrest for not knowing where or how to buy tickets initially before boarding trains on Baltimore's light rail.  Another customer had a similar incident when he did not have a correctly validated ticket on Virginia Railway Express.  
    This is why I passed around the Metra ten‑ride ticket that's all used up with its ten punches.  On the VRE card, the ten‑ride ticket is one of the tickets that you have to validate every time.  You have to put it in the machine.  Then you have to remember how many times you've used it because it doesn't physically punch a hole.  It prints a date and time stamp.  
    Okay.  So these and other similar other transit systems have proof of payment, or POP, requiring customers to have correct tickets for random inspections.  Inspectors consider customers lacking correct tickets fare evaders; that is, criminals, and may levy large fines against them.  Virginia Railway Express as you know is the system that goes south out of D.C. to points south of Fredricksburg and southwest to Manassas.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  One minute.

>> STEVE HASTALIS:  Blind persons may expect to pay fare immediately upon boarding the bus or train.  They may expect to use a fare box as on a transit bus.  Customers who do not have tickets already may expect to pay the conductor when boarding the traditional commuter trains at unattended stations.  The 
National Federation for the Blind strongly urges equal information access regarding these technologies.  
    Transit officials sometimes suggest that blind persons get assistance from fellow customers.  Such a suggestion is completely out of order because Americans with Disabilities Act, accessibility guidelines, ADAAG, do not even imply the propriety or efficacy of third party assistance.  Therefore, I think that you should propose rules that explicitly outlaw that kind of thing.  Rather, ADA language refers to accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities.  We who are blind can provide the best solutions to our travel needs.  The governmental regulatory agencies and the transit industry may take advantage of this valuable resource with imagination and a positive attitude about blindness, we can make bus and rail transit viable, safe, and effective for blind people.  Thank you very much.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Questions?  
    Okay.  Thank you.  Dave Porter, and then followed by Martha Younger‑White.  I've got your cards here.  
    There you go.  The microphone is right in front of you.
>>  DAVE PORTER:  Good afternoon.  I run a company called Comp-Unique in Chicago here.  We are an adaptive technology research development training and consulting firm, been in business for 22 years, which is a long time.  So we've seen a lot of things happen on the adaptive technology front.  
    I'm honored to speak to you today here.  And I want to bring up four things real quick.  One, the first thing I wanted to talk about in general is technology as a march for most people and a chase for us.  In order to make things accessible at this point according to the current type of standards that people have used, we have to find out what it is in advance enough to get a handle on what it is that this technology, whatever this technology is trying to do.  And then we have to figure out a way to bring it to a whole different group of people from the people that it was originally intended to be for.  
    That's the first thing that strikes me here, that this march of technology is exponential.  That is, that it's getting faster and faster.  You probably heard the term, "the quickening."
An idea comes out.  It hits the internet.  It becomes viral.  It suddenly becomes what people are doing and then it becomes a responsibility of anybody who is trying to work to make that accessible to bring that to this different audience, no matter what kind of preliminary dynamics might have been involved with it initially.  
    So the first thing that happens for us is, we sit down and we try to figure out what is it that this technology is supposed to be doing, what is it that is intuitive that we have to figure out some way to bring to an analytical level so that people can understand how it works so that we can bring it to a focused point so people can use it.  
    And then we are to change the concept and the way that we look at it from what we call point to reference.  
    Reference means you look, for example, at a whole screen and take it all in at once.  For visually impaired people, you look at a screen pixel by pixel, point by point.  You focus on that point.  You expand out on that point.  Speech can't tell you everything on a screen all at once.  When you look at a screen, it's a picture.  You take it all in and you zero in on a particular point.  You exploit that point.  And then you figure out how to make that point accessible and workable for you.  
    We do it just the opposite way.  
    So far, the inputs to technology have been pretty standardized, keyboards, a mouse came along in the' '90s.  Now we're getting into a real exciting arena called touchscreen.  Touchscreen technology, you ain't seen nothing yet for touchscreen technology.  It's the buzz inside of most R& D and D& M firms.  R& D stands for research and development, and then you go from development to development delivery and marketing.  
    Touchscreens are what people are now wanting.  Touchscreens are what everybody is establishing and reassessing the way they produce their products to make them come to fruition so that people can use them.  
    As usual, we're behind the 8 ball here.  And the reason why we're behind the 8 ball is because we're still trying to figure out how to make touch screens work.  I have an iPhone in my pocket.  You know what it looks like, it has a flat, nothing on it.  It's just a phone.  It's the future.  We're in the 21st century now.  And the concept that's changing in conjunction with the touchscreen is something else.  It's easy to produce.  It's very easy to mass produce.  It's very durable.  And it's cheap.  
    And the problem that comes along with it had been to the point so far, we've not been able to get it to talk.  Well, now we can.  Now we are.  So the reason why I bring this up is because as you know, as the person who was talking on the phone mentioned and got a good chuckle out of it, that 2010 might be accessible ‑‑ might have accessibility checkmarks built into it as an Office program, but most people in government are on Office 2007.  So we're behind this 8 ball.  This is catching on in a lot of areas, especially with government agencies and companies that are finding more and more of a budget squeeze.  They're finding ways to make technology cheaper, which brings me to my second point.  
    The work space is changing at a rate even faster than technology is.  All work is now portable.  The idea of trying to set up a fixed environment for work is just something that employers don't want anymore.  They want you to be able to pick up your computer, pick up your -- whatever it is, take it with you.  Call me from the road.  Make it happen somewhere else.  Put it in your pocket.  You're responsible for this.  
    In other words, as the whole structure it of work changes, the whole problem of employment for people with visual ‑‑ especially visually distinguished people is getting more and more complex.  
    And if you really want to take it a step further, we're also dealing with a parallel universe called the internet.  And everybody that's on the internet basically, if you're under 30, you're probably living in two universes, one which a live person where you talk to the person alongside, say, how are you, and the other one is where you check them out on Facebook.  What's happening, why I'm bringing this all up here is because we've been talking about standards so far.  And there's two ways that you can sort of capture a market.  One of them is by establishing standards from up high saying, this is what we need.  This is what we're going to need.  This is what you're going to have to do as R& D people to participate in our world, which is the world of employment.  This is what you're going to have to do.  This is what's going to have to be reinforced.  But there is another one coming on.  This is really the crux of what I wanted to talk about here, and that is, what has to happen from inside government is, we have to start convincing R& D people that there's a market here that's really viable and that the same technology that can bring somebody from NASA to be able to chart a spacecraft as it comes closer to Jupiter can answer a phone call from grandma.  And that those two markets are basically, not only are they identical but as the technology begins to converge, they're really viable.  
    And we need to find ways at the federal level to get investments going in these directions to encourage that kind of thinking.  We've got to get in the 21st century thought processes here.  We've got to get in a situation where we can say, it's doable because it's a mass market and you're going to serve more people with it.  
    There are companies, I commend Apple at this point for changing.  I've done some consulting for them and I'm also kind of getting involved in the Droid experience which is a far more complex situation.  But it's coming together as well.  
    We're in a situation here very similar we as visually impaired people, a situation to where we are at in the early' 90s.  We had a lot of people working from the DOS environment to the mainframe experience, and all of a sudden this nightmare came on the scene called Windows.  And what happened was, it was the GUI experience, the g‑u‑i.  It was this wave, and I'm sure most of the people in this room could tell you, it was a shock wave that went through.  I'm going to lose my job.  I have no accessibility.  How are we going to read graphics?  What's going to happen.  
    Microsoft stepped to its guns at that point and basically provided the hooks to be able to allow other people who were working on open architectures to develop some kinds of technology to make that accessible, to make those things happen.  
    Money was found to be able to get some start‑up companies like Kinter Joyce, for example, some start‑up capital to get going, research to get things going, and voila, we had a boom in employment.  We had Windows training that got off the ground.  We had a good surge of people working.  
    Now we're coming back around to the same situation again with phones.  In three years, the internet is going to be something ‑‑ I'm sorry, the computer is going to be something you're going to keep in your closet.  You're going to be carrying around whatever you're going to be using to get on the computer.  You'll go on You Tube, Facebook, go on the internet, carry it with you, put it in your pocket.  That will be your new interface.  That will be all of our new interfaces.  
    We're coming to the same problem again.  We need to encourage people at the federal level, we need people to courage cooperative R& D support and cooperative R& D grants, financing, stipends to be able to assist companies in developing with the coordinated demand that this stuff be made accessible, that the standards that people like Mike Scott and John Gunderson talked about on committee, a great committee, worked hard to get standards together.  The other side of it is, there's got to be some sort of support for that.  That's what I have to say.  Thank you very much.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  The historical perspective was very helpful because it shouldn't be overlooked that one of the original intent of the original 508 which was passed back in, I think it was, 1978 was to make sure that people with disabilities didn't get left behind in the employment context when technology ran over them.  And the GUI interface was one of the prime examples of that motivating factor.  So thank you very much.  Questions from the panel?  
    Okay.

>> DAVE PORTER:  Thank you.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  Martha?
>> MARTHA YOUNGER-WHITE:  Good afternoon:  My name is Martha Younger‑White.  I'm the director of the Office of Accessibility and Customer Support for the Illinois Department of Human Services.  And indeed, our agency serves as the largest State agency providing programs and services that assist persons with disabilities to live independently in their communities.  
    And I want to thank the U.S. Access Board for this opportunity to provide oral testimony today.  I've provided a written copy as well on the use of accessible information technology and the role of the federal government as it relates to Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act.  
    One of the things our chief information officer, who couldn't be here today, wanted me to make you aware of is certainly commercial availability of accessible information technology is crucial.  The private industry must step up and build accessible ‑‑ accessibility into their product design thereby allowing the public sector to fully utilize it for the benefit of our employees and our customers with disabilities.  
    Like many other governmental agencies, our budgets are strapped, and our ability to identify the resources to retrofit technology for accessibility is limited.  
    I had to laugh not only at the Windows 2010/2007 but I'm laughing because we have Windows 2003.
[ LAUGHTER ]
And I still have a Windows 95 operating system.  So... we are all served when the federal government requires accessibility in projects that are under way.  I'll give you a new one that hasn't been mentioned.  211 for health and human services.  211 is an easy to remember telephone number being assigned by the 
Federal Communications Commission to streamline access to health and human services.  
    In Illinois, for example, we started a pilot project and we're constructing a telephone infrastructure to access 211.  Similar access for people who are deaf and hard of hearing has not yet been achieved.  There are separate numbers being dialed other than 211 for people who are deaf and hard of hearing.  I brought it to the attention of our deaf and hard of hearing commission.  
    So what I'm asking is similar to 911 services.  The FCC will need to require access for persons who are deaf and hard of hearing within this 211 network that's being built across the U.S.  And as we begin to see the advent of these self‑serve options like you've heard today in the public sector, building accessible web sites is critical.  And as you've already heard, in Illinois, we did have a law that passed, Illinois Information Technology Access Act, that requires that we develop, purchase, and provide accessible technology.  Prior to this, as you heard, there was also a governor's executive order that endorsed the Illinois accessibility standards.  And I would ask that the federal government continue in developing these standards that are effective, practical, appropriate, and, as you heard, harmonized and used for us at the state level.  
    But one area that I believe even in Illinois that we've struggled with, and you heard a little bit from Mike about it, is monitoring and enforcement.  What are our resources dedicated to that?  Who do our customers call when our employees want to report complaints, and who rightfully has the authority to require compliance?  
    One area we struggled with was how to find “undue burden”.  It's yes overarching.  Who defines what is “undue burden”?  And what are the appropriate procurement checkpoints to ensure that compliance occurs before purchases are made?  
    I can tell you that we have a governance board, as Mike said.  But there are many that serve on that governance board that have no knowledge of accessibility.  And were it not for the few of us inside our agency that understand that questioning, there may or may not have been appropriate checkpoints on purchases.  
    We also need a core group of qualified testers.  And I think you heard from other organizations that can offer expertise to evaluate accessibility.  On a federal level, there was once a group called Tech Watch that kept the community informed about the status of accessible information technology.  And I would argue that the government should continue to fund projects that demonstrate accessibility such as the Tray Center or the assistive technology projects like we have here in Illinois, the Illinois Assistive IT Technology Project.  
    We need to get information out about these entities.  
    As you know, because we all are trying to economize on our customer interaction by employing self‑serve options that make government services available on a 24‑hour, 7‑day‑a‑week basis, this means that accessible technology that official self‑serve options are critical.  One example is the kiosk.  When our agency went to install kiosks, there were multiple sources that responded to our bid.  Many companies had no familiarity with how to make information accessible or the kiosk.  
    And one company actually said they'd give us a separate phone number that people could call to get the same information.  Similarly, the automated telephone systems need to be examined.  We did design our 800 number to operate 24‑hour, 7, with English, Spanish, TTY English and TTY Spanish through our integrated phone recognition system.  I see I'm running out of time.  So let me just also mention some of the emerging technologies.  One that we have not mentioned today is the high density filing storage units.  These are being employed in agencies to cut down on storage costs.  They're used, most of the manufacturer are are using color coding for filing as well as software that is internally developed that's not accessible.  
    We also need to look at the video phone in terms of the video relay service and the video relay interpreting, how to allow people in their native language to speak with us.  Cell phones, we just recently installed a phone that allowed a person with a visual impairment to answer, similarly functioned items on our phone system.  
    And then very important is electronic records.  More and more, for example, health care reform is putting money into electronic records so that scan documents will be our primary way that we interact with case files and medical records.  How will those be accessible?  Thank you.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much.  And in the back of the room is David Baquis, one of our staff who is working on accessible medical records.  It's a huge issue in Washington, health information technology.  So if you have a chance, please talk with him.
>> MARTHA YOUNGER-WHITE:  Yes.  We need expertise.  Thank you.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Any questions?  
    Thank you. Okay.  Next up is Marcia Trawinski, followed by Rocky Donohue.  Marcia, are you here?
>> [Audience] She left.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Okay.  Rocky?  We're going ‑‑ you guys are going to get more time then.  Kelly Pierce, I know you're here.  Followed by Bill Graham.  Is Bill here?  Talk away, Kelly.
>>  [Audience] Bill Graham left.
>>  KELLY PIERCE:  Thank you, David.  I wanted to mention as Martha mentioned earlier about the Tech Watch Committee, I served on the committee.  The subsequent work for the National Council on Disability, which that committee was a part, in which we did a number of initiatives in developing reports and doing analysis and working to guide the federal government to take more steps in terms of accessibility and considering the policy implications of the quickly emerging technology of the 1990s and early 2000‑000s.  At one point in seemed that many people were being brought into different positions in government to ‑‑ on the issues of accessible technology.  And we thought that was great.  
    And I guess the interest sort of waned, as we thought that agencies and federal organizations would be taking full responsibility for these issues and coordinating and developing and implementing federal policy, as I guess we heard today, that is not necessarily so, unfortunately.  
    What I am here to say as well is, for people to consider some of these issues have actually been considered and mulled over in the past.  And in fact, speaking of the Georgia Tech people who spoke earlier, another part of GTRI, the Georgia Tech Research Institute, did complete a very extensive, very lengthy report, 5, 600‑plus pages on Section 508, recommendations for implementation in terms of taking 508 to the next level of how it could be more effective and more useful, 19 recommendations, perhaps another 10 or so ideas that could be used in terms of how to make priorities in terms of how to approach greater accessibility, how to focus on perhaps specific product lines to achieve an impact in the marketplace, not just in the federal government and how to put a whole framework involved in developing a greater impact in the government's 508 activities with the inevitable limitations of the people involved and the resources available for those activities.  
    I would encourage the CIO members and the CIO council members here today and others to check out that report and reflect upon it and the recommendations which are as valid today as they were in October 2004 when that report was issued.  
    A few other comments I would have is in regard to implementation in terms of enforcement.  One of the difficulties one has when one finds that technology is not accessible or web sites having difficulty accessing information is who to actually contact regarding that.  And some of it is quite substantial.  If one ever wants to obtain a drug label which is not what's on your pill bottle but the lengthy document that the drug company produces under the auspices of the FDA, if one wants that, all of the drug labels available are on the FDA web site.  The problem is, they're in PDF format and I found them to be rendered in such a way that they could not be used or read by a blind person.  
    The federal government has intentionally excluded itself from having 508 apply to it.  So then it's an ADA issue.  And then when you go, for example, to FDA to do this, the 508 person doesn't accept responsibility or you can't even find them because it's an ADA problem and the ADA person is more focused on physical access as compared to technology access which is maybe considered someone else's responsibility.  
    But it's really not necessarily an ADA issue but it's an access issue.  But the person who is assigned for access issues, for example, at the FDA and in many federal agencies is more focused on access to the employees of that agency than to access issues for the public and to recognize that there are access issues that are not covered by 508 that are quite technology access issues, that is, that would be relevant and important for federal agencies to be able to assist the public with.  
    Similarly new media is another area that is not only emerging but continues a difficulty.  While the public finds another visual medium, Flash, to be very useful and effective, for a blind person such as myself, it is not.  It is difficult to stop or start the presentation or to advance it or do things such as raise or lower volume in a Flash presentation.  
    Video cameras are becoming so small, they're as big as a paperback book and very inexpensive.  Some federal agencies such as the Federal Communications Commission are recording virtually all of their public meetings in video and loading them on to the web in Flash content.  
    My solution, of course, is to ‑‑ is I purchased a software that stream captures this content and then I can play it back in a stand‑alone player, which frankly is required for multimedia content if one fully implements the web content accessibility guidelines.  
    But the feds don't necessarily fully implement those guidelines.  But those are my comments to consider relevant reports that have been produced over the years and to consider media that ‑‑ and technology issues not necessarily falling in the purview of 508 but important for access and the emerging media such as the new media of video.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  I just wanted to follow up on something that you said.  This is David speaking.  When you were referring to the material on the FDA web site, did you mean that the material was linked from the FDA web site to a private sector drug company, or was the material actually physically on the FDA web site?  Are you taken away from the FDA web site when you reach the inaccessible material?
>> KELLY PIERCE:  No, the material is on the FDA web site.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  That's a 508 issue.  It's not an ADA issue.

>> KELLY PIERCE:  It's in PDF.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  It's still a 508 problem, especially when they put it on their web site, that's an easy one.

>> KELLY PIERCE:  Okay.  Then it gets in this never‑never land of PDF's aren't under 508.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Sure, they are, absolutely.

>> KELLY PIERCE:  If they're images. See, it gets bounced around to people.  And also it's not clear on many agency web sites that if there is an accessibility difficulty or concern, who to contact or how to best inform the agency for resolution of those needs or concerns.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  That's a good point.

>> KELLY PIERCE:  That was part of the problem with the FDA, is identifying a pathway, not so much to complain.  It's not like I want a complaint department.  But in this instance, if one is taking a prescription drug, one wants to access and obtain that information in a way that's usable and readable.  So it's not just a theoretical question.  And it's a timely question, too, because in the case of drug labels, the information isn't needed in a month or two or three from now but it's needed very soon once one is prescribed the drug.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  I think Ron had a question 
>> RON GARDNER:  I know it's late in the afternoon and all of that but I just wanted to remind us all that PDF is really a four‑letter word.
[ Laughter ]
>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Is there a silent letter in there?
[ Laughter ]

>> CRAIG LUIGART:  The Department of Veterans Affairs is the single largest procurer of medicine, as an institution in the United States.  In the past, we've been able to have a number of standardizations with things.  And I think the example you provided regarding the inability for that information to be accessible is something that I know I'm going to charge my staff to address with the manufacturers.  Thank you.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  As I was referring to earlier when we were talking about medical diagnostic equipment, we're doing, the Access Board is developing standards in conjunction with the Food and Drug Administration, so we can pass on that comment to them as well.  The people we work with aren't the web masters, but we can certainly pass that along.

>> KELLY PIERCE:  Thanks.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  We have three more people that have signed up.  Dr. Ayo Maat, followed by Darlene Hale.  Darlene, are you here?  And then last is Marilyn Martin.  Okay.  Welcome back.

>> AYO MAAT:  Thank you.  My testimony today concerns my former employment as a federal employee and how I was not accommodated.  I would like to see the standards change so that federal employees do not have to file EEO complaints to get simple things done such as get a desk raised to accommodate their joy stick, such as to get a computer at a certain level so that he they can use the database that they're helping to design or whatever.  
    There needs to be a national system to track the accommodation needs, the technology needs of the employees before they're hired and during their employment, not after.  
    To offices that can and want to attract people who are qualified persons with disabilities should offer home‑based alternatives.  A lot of us who have technology experience such as myself and other people could work out of our homes.  Because of factors, we could not work in closed offices.  It would save the government money as well.  It's cheaper to hire someone to work out of their home or use their laptop which you can subsidize.  
    On the use of federal services, the offices of the Social Security Administration, the Department of Commerce, the Census Bureau and the Postal Service should have web sites that not only are easily accessible but they meet the needs of the customers.  Why not ask us, as a former software engineer and systems designer and computer programmer, I would have been fired if I had designed some of the web sites in the manner that they are.  
    I happen to like PDFs, but I happen to place documents in, believe it or not, Word 2003 and 97 to accommodate the thousands of people who cannot use Word 2010 and Word 2007.  I actually took them off of my computer because it was hard for some people to use them.  
    Why not ask us?  There are a lot of us out there who are unemployed who would be willing to help with the technology.  There are also high school students and college students making many breakthroughs in medical technology as well.  I know some of them because I've gone to some of their presentations.  
    There is a technology ‑‑ I don't know the formal name.  It's a rounded keyboard for persons with mobility limitation in their wrists and fingers such as myself and others, persons with arthritis, carpal tunnel, rotator cuff impairments and inflammation.  This keyboard is essential.  And it's 700, $800.  I think that it is worth it for use in various federal agencies, not only for the federal employees but also for some of the clients.  
    I can't even go to the Social Security office.  Yes, I'm on disability.  I prefer to work for myself if I did have a job.  So I would want a home‑based job.  I've gone to just about every workshop, that everyone that does this type of thing does, whether it's disability work or whatever.  And I'm not criticizing the trainers.  I'm just saying that if a sixth grader can't understand it, neither can most of the people who are in my group.  I run two disability groups.  One at that services youth with disabilities, the other one adults and youth to ride the paratransit.  I have to reinterpret every document that they need to understand.  And it is tiring work.  
    I also listen to the gentleman from Comp-Unique.  And I think that he made some excellent points that this Board should take account of.  And I think that some of us could be used for testing.  I don't you need a Ph.D. to test some of this technology.  And I think you should consider having ordinary people to test some of these products because we're the ones that have to use them.  Thank you.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Questions from the panel?  
    No.  Okay.  Darlene Hale.
>>  DARLENE HALE:  Thank you.  It's nice to meet all of you guys.  And thank you for coming to Chicago and including us in this public hearing.  And I'm sorry I wasn't here this morning because most of the things I want to address had to do with transportation and accommodating disabled people.  
    My name is Darlene Hale.  And I'm a parent advocate for disabled people.  I'm also the mother of a severely disabled young man who is not here with me today because of how hard it is to travel since Pace took over para transit in the city of Chicago.  It's scandalous the way that they are handling paratransit in our city.  And it's an extreme conflict of interest that a suburban bus company is allowed to dictate and control the travel needs of Chicago paratransit, especially when you look at the fact of the matter is, Chicago paratransit makes up 71 to 80 percent of all the paratransit riders in this whole region, you know.  And it is only 20 to 28 percent in the suburbs.  
    The first thing that they did, they claim to make it easier for disabled people was taking away disabled people's right of choice that all Americans have in America.  You can be born a man and decide one day, when you're 18, 21 or whenever, you want to be a woman.  And you can do it.  But paratransit riders in the city of Chicago cannot decide what carrier they want to use because Pace has taken away that right and put in place a zoning system that is basically a dictatorship, you know, and a way of controlling disabled people and how they travel around in our great city of Chicago.  
    Why is Chicago being forced to operate and travel?  Our Cook County is being told that we have got to duplicate and be similar to the traveling of the suburban region, you know.  The suburban region includes six or seven different counties governed by six or seven different mayors and all of that.  
    Chicago is one big great, wonderful city, you know.  Why do we have to duplicate and be manipulated the way six separate counties do, you know?  It's discriminatory, you know.  It's ‑‑ it allows ‑‑ it doesn't allow disabled people to travel in the manner that they need to travel and they want to travel and a normal way of traveling in the city of Chicago.  You know, I think it's more of a ‑‑ 
(Phone ringing)

>> DARLENE HALE:  That's his paratransit ride.  It's diabolically, systematically manipulating Chicago paratransit riders to discourage paratransit riders from riding paratransit.  Example, my son and myself, because we don't have a car, so we have to deal with paratransit.  My son has three separate severe disabilities.  He's an adult young man.  And he cannot use fixed routes and buses.  He used to be able to use it but he can't use it anymore.  
    So now we're forced to deal with this dictatorship, you know, that doesn't allow us to travel in the manner that we need to and not being able to easily travel means that we don't travel.  That's why he's not here with me today, you know, because it is so hard and so stressful for me to deal with paratransit because of the rules and regulations and the way that they have designed and implemented the transportation, you know, and it's constantly going up every year.  What agency is allowed that their budget to double in a couple years?  What agency, not the medical department, not the department of human service, no department, you know, is allowed to double like that.  But yet and still they're driving down the ridership in the city of Chicago.  Even though the eligible is going up, the ridership is going down.  If we can go from four or five trips every single day to now four or five trips possibly in a week and you still allow at the discretion of the driver whether we can even make that trip or not, you know, which opens up the door for out and out discrimination to a disabled person.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Has a complaint been filed with the federal transit administration?
>> DARLENE HALE:  I've filed it with ‑‑ I don't think I filed it with your administration.  I would love to.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  It's not us.

>> DARLENE HALE:  I'm going to tell you, filing a complaint in the city of Chicago against Pace is equivalent to me filing a complaint with this microphone.  Okay.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  That's why I'm saying the federal transit administration has jurisdiction in this area.  That might be a good avenue to pursue.

>> DARLENE HALE:  Yes, because it's a complaint system that Pace has set up is totally one sided.  You get no written statement about anything.  In the past you used to get something in writing even though it was generic.  Now you don't get anything.  And then when you ask, what is being done, it's kind of like, it's private.  It's not your business.  But yet and still, they know our name, our address, our ID number, our disabilities and all of that.  We don't even have something as simple as, who is the driver.  And we put a complaint, we don't find out who the driver is.  
    My son had a seizure last month, August 24th, in church.  The driver came.  He did not come over to assist us or anything.  Me and the ambulance workers were wheeling my son behind the driver so we could make our trip.  The driver walked ahead of us, got into the car, and left.  When I called CDT to come back and get us, they sent the same driver back who never, ever exited the car at all.  
    Another member of my church had to take us home.  It's stuff like this.  Why are disabled people being subjected to this kind of treatment?  And I am my son's mother, his legal guardian, but Pace seems to want to not only control how you travel around the city of Chicago and in this region but they want to control your personal life.  Your personal life is nobody's business.  Whoever my son or any other disabled person wants to have with them should be allowed to travel with them.  They should not be allowed to interfere.  They should not be allowed to plan, design, and implement transportation in a way that discourages disabled people from traveling anywhere at all.  That is what is being done.  As far as technology, trapeze, the computer system, that's what you all are here for, technology, let's get down to that.  Technology -- this trapeze system, it could work for disabled people.  I am also a former member of the Pace ADA advisory committee.  I'm also a former member of Pace's blue ribbon committee.  In the committee, it was established by the trapeze computer expert that came to our meeting.  And he said that, it's no problem with making same‑day changes.  It's no problem with making changes in the same hour without interfering with any other ride, without causing any more money, but why is that the not being done.  I asked him.  He said, because that is not what Pace administration wants to be done.  Pace is mandated by our federal government to provide transportation to disabled people who cannot use fixed route buses and trains like my son.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Can you wrap up, please.

>> DARLENE HALE:  Yes, I sure will.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.

>> DARLENE HALE:  They should not be allowed to come up with clever ways of deceiving you, our federal government, our legislators, our government, our president, and everybody else using all kind of clever little terms to evade the fact that you are not providing transportation for disabled people who do not use fixed bus routes.  
    How can being on time and no‑showing a person, which means nobody is traveling, be more important than being on time and transporting somebody, you know.  It's not right.  It's not fair.  They are being audited by Pace themselves, they are being audited by RTA which seems to be a growing conflict of interest with Pace, you know.  They need to be audited by the greatest auditors in our country of America which you know is Internal Revenue because they are used to having, hearing clever words about how you spent money, you know, when what actually meant, put it in my pocket.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  I'd be happy to follow up with you afterwards and give you some suggestions on how to do some advocacy on the federal level.

>> DARLENE HALE:  Yes.  I'm going to tell you, I'm going to do whatever it takes to move Pace out of the lives of disabled people in the city of Chicago because my son needs transportation.  He does not need to be put out of my life, not because I decide to put him out of my life but because a transportation agency has decided that my son doesn't have the right to travel somewhere and allow their drivers to decide who can get in their car and who cannot get in the car.  The car does not belong to the drivers.  The cars belong to the disabled people because that is who the federal government is giving the money to Pace and any other agency for, for the disabled.  
    And if my son is sitting at home not being able to travel, then Pace needs to sit at home and not having $100 million that they got last year and now they're asking for another $121 million this year, you know.  When they took over paratransit in Chicago in 2006, the budget of CTA was 54 million.  When the year they got it, it jumped up $10 million to 64 million.  It has been jumping $10 million every single year since they had it.  And the affairs of Chicago paratransit riders ‑‑ the fares of Chicago paratransit riders went up every year, totally unfair in Chicago, than the suburbs.  In the suburbs, some rides were $3 in 2001 and it is still, $3 in 2010 but yet Chicago paratransit riders went from $1.75 when Pace took over to now $3.  And they took away the pass, the 30‑day pass that they had doubled a year before in 2008 to $150.  And they took that away from paratransit riders.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.

>> DARLENE HALE:  Thank you so much.  And please reinstate the pass to Chicago paratransit riders to $150.

>> David:  We certainly don't have that authority.  I'd like to talk with you afterwards.

>> DARLENE HALE:  Thank you so much.  If you can do anything, return paratransit riders back to the disabled people who need it.  Thank you very much.  You guys have a wonderful day and a wonderful trip back to welcome back ton and all the great places that you live.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you 
    So our last person to talk is Marilyn Martin.  Thank you.  You work for Access Living?
>> I do indeed.

>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you for hosting us yesterday.
>>  MARILYN MARTIN:  Yes.  I am a health access policy analyst there and quite a new one, I might add.  I'm actually here this afternoon on behalf of my colleague, Judy Pankoreis, who is also a health access policy analyst at Access Living.  She has been very ill and was not able to be present here this afternoon.  
    Ms. Pankoreis states the following.  And I'll read her testimony:  "Good afternoon.  My professional specialty is access to health care for women and girls.  I served formerly as the director of the Health Resource Center for Women with Disabilities at the Rehabilitation Institute of Chicago and I'm currently employed as a policy analyst and health access at Access Living, the Center for Independent Living for metropolitan Chicago.  
    At work, I rely on daily updates regarding government regulations and guidelines pertaining to health care and access issues for people with disabilities.  This work requires that I have quick and easy use of informational technology.  And I need accessible Smart Phone technologies that will enable me to receive and respond to daily text messages and e‑mail and to take advantage of internet resources.  
    I live with manual limitations including the use of only one hand, which is also weakened by arthritis.  I also have some visual loss and prefer large print while working.  For me, the ideal cell phone would have speech recognition, large print display, and ease of handling with one hand.  
    Laudably, the 21st century communications and video accessibility act of 2010 passed by the House and with some minor changes by the Senate on August 5th, 2010, would mandate that mobile phones that include internet browsers make those internet functions as accessible as technology permits to individuals who are blind or who have a visual impairment.  
    However, the technology for people with cross‑disabilities consisting of both visual and dexterity limitations is still not fully developed.  
    As stated, just a year ago by Darren Burton, an accessibility expert with the American Federation of the Blind, most cell phones, and this is a quote, are not accessible to people with vision disabilities and the small buttons are problems for people with dexterity disabilities.  
    The cross‑disabilities of visual and dexterity impairments are expected to affect an increasing number of Americans in the next decades.  With the aging demographic, the numbers of persons 85 years of age and older is expected to grow more rapidly than any other population group.  
    The number of Americans with arthritis is expected to double over the next 20 years.  Both arthritis and stroke in an aging population will limit manual dexterity and, coupled with visual and hearing loss, will create a pressing need to create communications technologies that are accessible to manually impaired persons who are also limited in vision and hearing.  
    Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act requires accessible technology both for federal employees with disabilities and for members of the public seeking information or services from a federal agency.  
    Improvements in cell phone technology for people with considers‑disabilities in both sensory impairments and manual dexterity will benefit not only members of the public but federal employees who experience those conditions.  
    A as a member of the public whose work strongly relies on communications about federal matters, I urge the Access Board and federal agencies to investigate and initiate steps required to make phone technology conveying that that information more accessible to people with both visual and manual dexterity limitations.  Thank you very much for your consideration."
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  The good news is the bill that you were referencing was just presented to the President today for his signature.

>> MARILYN MARTIN:  Great.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  So that's good.  Questions, comments from the panel?  
    Okay.  It's 4:30.  And that was when we were scheduled to end, so I'm sorry to say that we don't have additional time for people to get up and have seconds.  We appreciate all of you for coming out, staying with us for the entire time.  And thank you very much.  Any final remarks from the panel?
>> CRAIG LUIGART:  In closing, I certainly enjoyed Frank's comments as well, it's clear that that there is a long way to go, that the standards are sometimes, many times underutilized and misutilized.  There's clear opportunity out there for the freedom to learn from what local and state organizations are doing.  And from my standpoint, I want to find ways to rekindle the... find a reasonable way to find a partnership.

>> FRANK BAITMAN:  I'd like to, first of all, add my thanks to the Access Board for arranging this today.  This has been a very interesting session.  I would say it was inspirational in many respects.  I've learned a good deal.  I have a good deal more to learn.  
    There are huge challenges ahead, but I think the fact that we had this listening session today should be indicative of the fact that I think things are changing in Washington.  Federal agencies are going to respond to this in a different way than they have in the past.  That's the good news.  But it's not going to happen without your involvement, without the pressure that you put on us, and without the guidance that you show us because it can't all be done overnight.  So we need your guidance in terms of what really matters, where are the things that we can do that will make a big difference in the short run.  And then we need your help in putting together strategic plans so that he we can address bigger things over the long run.  
    Thank you very much for taking the time out of your days to come and share your insights with us.  And I look forward to working with you in the months to come.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  Terry or Ron or Neil?
>> TERRY WEAVER:  I only want to make one comment, and that is that we didn't just drop in and drop out again.  So I believe you can find us through links on, through the Access Board.  So please follow up if you have other issues.  There are people within the federal agencies who do care.  Maybe you can't find them, but we know where they are.  So e‑mail us.
>>  DAVID CAPOZZI:  So thank you very much, everyone.  We stand adjourned.

[ APPLAUSE ]
(End of meeting) 
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