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DAVID CAPOZZI:>> Okay.  Why don't we get started?  Thank you for coming.  Good afternoon, my name is David Capozzi; I am the Executive Director of the Access Board.  This is our third listening session for Section 508 implementation.  Craig Luigart, who is the CIO of the Veterans Health Administration at the Department of Veterans’ Affairs, joins me to my left.  To my right is Frank Baitman who is the CIO of the Social Security Administration.  Frank and Craig serve as co-chairs of the Section 508 Accessibility Committee.  To my far right is Terry Weaver, who is the director of IT and Accessibility Work Force Division at the General Services Administration.  This is our third listening session.  We had one at the end of September in Chicago and we had one in Washington DC at the IDEAS showcase.  This is our third one.  We are planning at least two more, one out on the west coast in Silicon Valley and then another one that will be a virtual session.  We will be doing those about every two months or so.  

The purpose of these listening sessions is really to hear from you.  You are not going to hear presentations from us.  We really want to hear from you.  The purpose is as Kareem was saying in the previous session, for us to follow the Office of Management and Budget memo that they issued back in July of this year about ways that the government can improve accessibility and improve enforcement and compliance with Section 508.  Already we have done a number of things.  I think some of you probably, if you work for a federal agency, have seen the Section 508 survey that has gone out from the Department of Justice that just came out last week.  

We have done two listening sessions.  This is our third one.  We will be doing some more, but it's all really geared around how can the government do a better job in both enforcing the Section 508, developing tools and techniques that will help implement the law.  For purposes of this session, we asked a number of questions in a Federal Register notice, and I will just mention a few of them to get things going.  

As a general matter, what can technology do to improve things for people with disabilities?  That is a very open-ended question.   More on point is what can the Federal government do to make technology more accessible?  What emerging technologies does the government currently use that leaves you out?  What are states and local governments doing that are better that the Federal government can emulate or could follow?  What improvements could we make to methods and processes to establish whether a product is accessible, whether it conforms to the current Section 508 standards?  We posed those questions.  

This is really to hear from you.  Robert Baker, from SSA is going to be our roving microphone person.  If anyone has any questions, now is the time for you to speak up by raising your hands.  Robert will just start sticking microphones in people's face if no one starts asking questions.  Remember, this is a listening session.  We are not talking to you.  We are listening to what you have to say.  

I know the federal government is not doing a perfect job so there has to be some issues.  Let me introduce Phil Jenkins who is a board member of the Access Board.  Thank you Phil for stepping forward.  


PHIL JENKINS :>> Thank you.  My day job is with IBM.   One of my original jobs back in Y2K was to do a portfolio analysis of all the applications and assistants we had in IBM to determine whether they were Y2K compliant.  My job was to take that and find out if we were accessible.  Luckily, we had a portfolio.  The question to the CIO council is do you have a portfolio of a system that itemizes all the applications that you have?  Do you know if they are compliant?  Terry yesterday shared with us the status of some of the purchasing acquisitions, solicitations.  I have seen those numbers, but I do not know if there is anything like that, that Federal agencies use to ask, A, what is your portfolio, and B, what is the compliance status?  Do you track that or anything like that?  We do that at IBM.  Have you published any of this information? Thank you.  

FRANK BAITMAN :>> As Dave said, we are here mostly to listen, but I would like to engage in the conversation as well which we are doing on an agency-by-agency basis.  Obviously, the Federal government is too big to have any central place for that.  I think some agencies probably are doing a better job than others are at tracking and sort of crunching through their applications to see what are and are not Section 508 compliant.  That of course is a static view right now, but every time you make changes to an application, you may in fact cause it to be less or hopefully more compliant with Section 508.  It is something that the committee is interested in getting agencies to look at.   As Kareem mentioned in the last session, the Justice Department has begun its survey going out to agencies, asking them to go through and tell the rest of the Federal government how effective they are at being Section 508 compliant.   I hope that that is going to show things that agencies are not doing well.  


CRAIG LUIGART:>> To add to my colleague Frank's comments, about a year ago, he and I wrote a joint letter to the Agency CIOs to talk about what their views were on 508 implementation  to think about in advance of the DOJsurvey.  One of the questions we posed to them was do you have a good picture of what your systems and your websites are.  Do you have any mediation plans? That is certainly something that is going forward.  

Let me ask a question of the audience, those of you who are vendors, what has been your experience in selling to the Federal government?  Do Federal agencies ask you for a VPAT?  How effective is that?  I am going to ask Gregg to speak up in a minute if we do not hear any other comments.  Gregg?  


GREGG VANDERHEIDEN :>> Yeah, well, the VPATs have been a success on one level and falling short on another.  It has been the first chance to allow companies to talk about what their products do across the different dimensions of accessibility.  Some companies are using them very effectively and they are very informative.  The problem is it is very uneven.  We get VPATs all the time that have little to do with the questions.  The VPATS will have questions, or requirements.  A VPAT weakness is that there is never any place on the VPAT to say that you actually did or did not meet the VPAT.  You just have a section that says, “This is how I support the VPAT”.  

An example is a VPAT question about blindness and the question is completely unusable.  The VPAT question asks, “Does the application support blindness with limitations?”  The application limitation was that you could do nothing but turn on the application because after you turn on the application, you could not actually do anything else with it.  People and purchasing agents are purchasing the application and of course they do not have any idea in the world that the application is not usable by blind people.  The first thing that would be useful is if someone says “I need it or not”, or if “I need it, except for the following”, and I list exactly those things that I do not need.  The VPAT instead of being a "supports," it would be a “meets”.  That information would be helpful. 

The other thing I think would be useful is if many companies would share VPAT information making it public.  Other people, they do not want anybody to see them.  If you ask them, they will not give them to you, they say, “Well, I give those to the government when we sell something, but we do not give this information out because sometimes it is a brand-new product and we do not want to do it”.  You can understand it.  Once you sold the product to the government to say the accessibility information about the product is still secret after you have sold it, is a hard thing to handle.  I think that that once the product is public, you would want others to review it to make sure the product is accessible.  

We have heard all the stories about how support for deafness products such as TTY, Braille and other things like this are not helpful.   Three things I would say that would help now and a lot more as we go forward is first have meaningful product descriptions that are not just a bunch of words about how the maker did something to something.  The product description actually says whether you met VPAT requirements or not.  That really helps the people in companies not just from the regulatory side, but also from the engineering side.  Because of the Americans with Disabilities Act, people who are trying to make their products more accessible said that would give them a lot of assistance in helping them have a marketing business case for making their products more accessible.  If they knew that you had to say whether it was accessible, then suddenly it is more important to make sure that it is.  

The second thing is to have some mechanism for people to see the requirements so that they can comment about ones that are inaccurate or things that do not make sense.  Sometimes they are honest mistakes, sometimes they are judgment calls by people filling them out, and there is not much care.  Having a registry or a database helps people who are looking for accessible products, so they can find them.  That would be the other thing.  


TERRY WEAVER: >> You stole my hand before I put it up.  I think you have some great comments, Gregg.  I just wanted to add some information too, about the VPATs for those who are maybe not familiar with them.  VPAT stands for Voluntary Product Accessibility Template that the ITI counsel created.  It is not a government form.  We use it as a means to find a way to measure apples and apples and oranges and oranges.  They are not perfect.  ITI is a group that has its budget paid for by major companies.  Obviously when they created the form, the companies were happier with the “addresses” category, rather than the “meets” or “does not meet” approach.  However, it is there.  

It is voluntary what goes out there.  A couple of things about procurements; procurement information provided by companies to the federal government is proprietary.  They have to release it for us to share it.  Product proprietary information is not the same as the VPATs they put on the websites.  They may do a more detailed VPAT in response to a procurement request.  There is a way to look at VPATs that are out there right now.  Through Buy Accessible.  Many companies have registered their VPATs with my site, buyaccessible .gov.  This is not where we said products are good or that we sanction these.  This is information provided by the companies.  It is cautionary advice that we put it all over the site, but some people still take the approach, if they find it there, it is a good product.  Wrong answer.  

I would like to  go back to what Phil mentioned earlier, we talked in yesterday's session about how the government is doing.  In fact, we had Kareem’s comments just now about a report on how well the government is doing in including 508 requirements in solicitations.  Right now, only 23 percent of government solicitations that we sample, as a good sample, the government considers are “green”.  They are good solicitations that include Section 508.  Fifty percent are red, as in “silent”.  The other percent fall some place in the middle.  That tells you that we are only asking for VPATs maybe a quarter of the time.  VPATs are problematic and definitely, things we have to fix.  It is not the whole problem though, because we are not even asking for them.  A good suggestion would be to follow up with you on that, though.  


GREGG VANDERHEIDEN:>> A follow up on that might be as somebody has also mentioned the idea of a VPAT that you could create a version from your perspective with the kinds of information, etc, that you need.  You can either have the VPAT be voluntary or be required as a part of the procurement process.  That will go a tremendous way forward, especially if there is a requirement that it be required, that you will consider the VPAT as part of the applications so the vendor needs to fill out a form telling us how their product relates.  


TERRY WEAVER: >> On buyaccessibility.gov we do.  It is a government products services accessibility template.  We ask the question, does the product meet Section 508 requirements?  The answers are yes, no, partially, I do not know.  Many of the VPATs use a term, “meets with exceptions”, which is not good.  


GREGG VANDERHEIDEN :>> I would like to follow on that though.  One of the things I have heard from the vendors I have spoken to about VPATS, first if they make them public, they have found that their competitors are copying verbatim what they have made public.  Second, there is no review of them because they are voluntary.  It occurred to me that we have this thing called the Internet now that we might be able to use to our advantage and actually build a VPAT community or peer review process.   I would be interested in your thoughts on how we might put that into practice, how we might actually take those VPATs that one way or another we can make public.  

Get people commenting on and saying, wait a second, here.  Someone is making a claim that is not true or is only telling half the story.  How would we go about doing that?  Obviously, it is not something that the government would probably take the lead in, but it would be a perfect thing for a nonprofit to take the lead.  Does anyone have any thoughts on that?  


PHIL JENKINS: >> I was part of the ITI group that proposed the voluntary product accessibility template.  Some of the issues that we discussed back in 2009 were the issue of how products are used.  Often a company, IBM, Microsoft, will produce a product and depending how they combine it with other software and hardware, it may or may not be more or less complaint as they bundle or configure packages together.  We did not want to publish full claims because each time it was different, depending on how they configured the products.  

The experience that I have seen where this has been successful is in some universities and in some government agencies.  Specifically I believe Social Security, IRS, Department of Education had some labs where they actually do some testing and confirm the vendor claims.  In those situations, there is a known configuration and a very clear communication on what the requirement is and you know whether you are using a particular version of assistive technology, what the hardware stack is, what the software stack is, as complex as you wish.  In that case, it is very effective and often documented and good.  That is very public and it is a two-way conversation between the evaluation team, the testing lab, the agency, and the vendor or group of vendors.  That is effective.  If we collected that and kept that data for other agencies to borrow or share, and perhaps made it available to other purchasing agents as well, that would be effective.  I would caution that the simplistic notion that you just say it's either yes or no, is that it is more complex than that.  


GREGG VANDERHEIDEN :>> Yeah, I fully appreciate that, Phil.  Of the issues out of the box, though, whether it is hardware or software is it in fact accessible, and does it have certain features that the manufacturer is claiming that make it accessible?  Prima facie, you have to start somewhere.  If it does not even meet those requirements, well, it is not going to meet the integration requirements.  


PHIL JENKINS :>> I will give you an example, just to play devil's advocate.  A manufacturer, when they test a certain version of JAWS or “zoom” text and a newer version comes out.  The vendor wrote the VPAT with Jaws version 9 or 10, and version 11 may come out and actually be broken.  The manufacturer did not change their code; there may have been different situations where JAWS may be the issue.  It is all over the place, often.  It is not easy to say yes, no matter what.  It really is not.  I just wanted to share.  The companies that Greg mentioned that are doing a good job, I think are doing that kind of work and they are documenting a specific scenario they are using to do the testing.  I think that is helpful to everybody.  I encourage all companies to do that.  

I think the message I am hearing from GSA though is that we have just seen the tip of the iceberg.  If we are not getting solicitations and asking for it, then we are not paying attention to this.  Perhaps all that investment companies have put into making the product assessment is going to pay off, because perhaps they are more competitive.  


DAVID CAPOZZI:  >> I think we have a question in the back.  


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER :>> How are you?  I got a little bit of a cold.  I recently came over to work with a couple of companies in the western part of Massachusetts.  One of the things I was very surprised with was the lack of a technical dossier type set up whereby you do a risk analysis of the essential elements.  When you look at some of the things that vendors are adopting, coding and approving in applications, in a real world scenario, it does not look like there was a grass‑roots evaluation of that product to be feasible, let alone specific to perform properly in the given setting.  Thereby the caretaker or the purchaser in some cases may think it has passed some type of qualification, and in some cases, the base level qualification may not be there.  You do not want to put a hierarchy on something to cause an additional buffer or slow down processes.


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER :>> I will not take too much time.  Hi, I am a consultant with the Federal government with a Federal agency.  I am a Section 508 specialist or accessibility specialist.  My background is developing websites, bringing in the clients' needs for their business purposes.  Federal Agencies want to use this platform Software as a Service, (SAAS).  Many of these SAAS vendors or SAAS providers get GSA agreements.  This is a little out of my scope so what I am asking is what does it mean to the vendors and what does that mean to the agency?  What happens?  

Many agencies see that, other agencies are using this service (SAAS).  That means we can too.  They go to the site, copy and paste the code, place it in the site, and they are done.  Many people say because they have an agreement with the vendor that means it is Section 508 compliant.  That is a huge misunderstanding so what I was hoping to hear is there any dialogue specifically saying you cannot get this agreement with us until you provide at least a VPAT.  I have meetings with vendors who say, “We have a GSA agreement therefore, we are good.”  Okay, so where is your VPAT?  What is good?  If I could hear from you guys how that is going to work out in the future.  


TERRY WEAVER:  >> I want to get a business card.  The reason I'm saying that is that I have met with the parts of GSA that have put those terms of service agreements in place, and they are model agreements for other federal agencies.  They are not binding on any of other federal agency unless they actually go through their legal counsel and sign then.  They are not automatically transferable.  GSA does not have the authority to do that.  A VPAT is a model agreement that works through many of the questions that many agencies have.  All of the terms of services that they are addressing are the things that keep lawyers up at night.  It does not talk about privacy; it does not talk about security or accessibility.  It talks about who is liable in a lawsuit, who owns the information, and those kinds of things.  

Two things, one, a VPAT is not binding on another agency.  They have to put their own in place with their own lawyers.  Secondly, a VPAT affirmation does not do it.  We are trying to get agencies to add a VPAT star.  Having people asking for that has always been just having people in house nagging people.  


PHIL JENKINS :>> I have been doing this for so long; I really do have many questions.  I have heard that employee Section 508 complaints take a while to get resolved.  What I did not know is how does that happen?  Who handles them?  I know the Access Board does not get complaints.  We write the standards.  It is beyond our scope if they come to Frank's desk.  Does the Department of Justice handle that?  Where are they?  Do we have ten or do we have a hundred complaints or are there none?  That might be useful.  If you explain that, a little bit.  


DAVID CAPOZZI:  >> That is a good question, and I am going to ask Jonathan to come up in a minute to follow up on what I say.  The way that Congress structured the law in ‘98 when Congress passed the law, it required each agency to enforce against itself.  If an individual with a disability feels grieved that a product that their Federal agency purchased, say a phone system, and it is not accessible to them, they would file a complaint to that agency.  

Let us say it was Agency X, they would file a complaint with Agency X, and Agency X would investigate that.  I think that may be part of the problem because when the government created the Access Board back in 1973, we wrote standards for architectural barriers.  At that time, each Federal agency was responsible for enforcing themselves.  If somebody could not get into a federal building, that person would file a complaint with, the Department of Defense.  

A GAO report done around 1975 found, not surprisingly, that the system did not work very well.  Because of that report, the Access Board was supposed to enforce the Architectural Barriers Act.  Having the fox guard the chicken house did not work and that is kind of the situation we are in now with Section 508.  We just do not know how many complaints people have filed because it is so decentralized.  Many complaints, I will put quotes around that, employers handle informally.  Individuals will complain to their agency about a procurement item or a website or a phone system or something, and the agency usually handles it informally.  It does not rise to a formal administrative complaint or a legal process.  Jonathan, can you add to that?  Jonathan is with the Department of Justice. 

JONATHAN HAHM :>> This is Jonathan.  I am with the Department of Justice.  You had asked the question earlier how many complaints we have.  I think last time we checked, which was quite a while ago, we had none.  However, I have heard agencies had some complaints.  There is no definitive number.  I do not think it is in the hundreds, definitely not.  As Kareem Dale mentioned, we are doing the survey, and some of the questions we ask in the survey, is about the complaints, how many they have, how many they have resolved.  What's happening, as David mentioned, is a lot of cases when people do complain about a situation, quote unquote, is it does get addressed and maybe it doesn't get to the level of becoming a formal complaint because under Section 508, you are supposed to follow the Section 504 agency complaint process.  

I would not say it is a problem, but another issue that has been happening is that somebody might have an actual complaint.  I usually give an example of a telephone or something with an LCD display, and the government bought a thousand of them.  When they do that, they have to comply with Section 508.  If they buy these non-compliant telephones and one individual, who is disabled cannot use that telephone.  That person complains to his or her boss who addresses it with respect to that person.  In some cases, the Section 508 complaint should be a Section 508, but the boss addressed it as a Section 504 complaint.  I think this is what has been happening.  

Is it a bad thing that we do not have formal complaints if those individuals who need some accommodation or the right tools to do their job get it?  I do not know.  I do not know what to say about that, but we will know better and have some numbers hopefully by the end of this year.  


DAVID CAPOZZI:  >> Thank you, Jonathan.  Yes, ma'am?  


LIZ DELLS :>> Yes, hi, my name is Liz Dells.  I am with Pearson Education.  I would like to share with you what happens when Section 508 occurs in a very different type of environment.  There is a huge game changer for those of us in the large textbook publishing industry.  That happened when the Department of Justice issued a “Dear Colleague” letter, because our customers are interpreting that letter as applying to every single piece of technology however, certainly not just electronic book readers.  They perceive themselves as being under the threat of litigation and under the threat of being in violation of the ADA if they have products that are not useable by all students.  That in turn has placed tremendous pressure on us in the publishing industry.  We are responding because this is a market issue.  We want these adoptions to happen.  

I am not advocating or suggesting that there be a whole bunch of lawsuits and threats and so forth coming your way.  When that threat was over the heads of our customers, they in turn placed that threat on us.  The threat for us is not the litigation, it is losing; it is the money.  I do not perceive the pressure with the Federal government that has been going on now for ten years with Section 508 with some agencies doing this, and some doing that.  If we at Pearson dealt with it that way, we would lose sales and that is my comment on that.  


CRAIG LUIGART: >> I have comments on what we are trying to achieve with the acquisition process.  We have a council to make sure there is recognition in all of our acquisitions.  Certainly, we understand that this is often a very haphazard application process, and I hope in my tenure that we will see some changes with that.  


DAVID CAPOZZI: >> Let me ask a different question.  We have heard a couple of good suggestions.  What two or three things could the government do that would be game changing that would really move the ball forward in terms of accessibility?  Anybody?  I will call on people.  Mike?  Mike Paciello is the former chair of our Tech committee, telecommunications and technology advisory committee.  


MIKE PACIELLO :>> Well, one thing goes back to what Phil was alluding to about complaints and the complaint process.  The Department of Justice says we think we are there.  The process internally suggests that it is good that we can solve problems informally or internally, because we do not really know what scale they are at that point.   The fact that there is no organized method for tracking them, period, regardless of how small the problem is, if it is for whatever reason, I can't scan this thing and get readable text or I can't read the VPAT that I've got or things like that.  

We should track this so we have data that we can then use to make judgment calls and make some decisions.  That should be true all the way across the board.  I think this is a fundamental problem.  We've heard that at least a couple of times today, that the agencies are clearly collectively under one government working from the same mind set, from the same set of rules.  Even though the rules are there for them to work with, and they are beholden to them for the same reasons, it is just not working.  They are not interpreting them, their personnel turnover clearly affects that no doubt.  

Trying to get the agencies and the government to work together and be of the same mind to enforce things correctly, to track things that they need to track, would be a huge one.  At the same time it makes it easier for those of us who are in the industry to now respond to both the laws, the regulations, and to the needs of our clients, in this case our other various agencies, because we've got some sort of consistent parameters for which we can develop and design.  Whether or not those are game changers, I do not know.  I see a lot of this as just being organizational snafus that just really need to be worked on.  It would go a long way.  

Education, we talked about that a lot.  People, good intentioned, great, great folk, not unlike yourselves, who are I am not saying are trying to kiss up, but who are working hard.  It is frustrating when there are not enough people who seem to know the right answers when they should, whether this is purchasing and acquisition.  The main thing is those people are not working with you every day.  

Some of what you are hearing from me is frankly speaking less frustration for me personally and more about what I hear from our clients and what they have to go through every day.  I think the comment here from our colleague at Pearson is quite telling.  They are saying, “Hey, our feet are being held to the fire”.  The same thing is true with the Federal government so let us try to address it there.  

I had mentioned earlier, David, and I apologize for hitting on a couple things here at the conference.  I am still unclear about where we are with the time line.  If you already mentioned it, my apologies for repeating this question and I can talk to you about that a little bit later.  However, I am unclear where we are on the time line, the comments the Board has received and reviewed.  We are anxiously waiting for the NPRM.  I assume that is where we are right now.  Can we talk about time at all?  


DAVID CAPOZZI :>> Sure.  For the benefit of the others in the audience, Mike's question involves the Access Board more than the other agencies.  In March last year, we issued an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM) for the tech committee, which we put out for comment.  We actually did a public hearing at CSUN last year on that.  Then we did another public hearing in Washington, both very well attended.  We got a couple hundred comments.  Most comments were on one provision at the tail end of the rule making that dealt with information kiosks, which were previously unregulated under Section 508 of the ADA.  We proposed to amend our ADA accessibility guidelines through this rule making so that we would update our Section 508 standards, updating our Section 255 guidelines, and updating the ADA accessibility guidelines to cover kiosks for the first time.  

Now, at the same time, or shortly thereafter, the Department of Justice came out with four Advanced Notices of Proposed Rulemaking, one of them dealt with equipment.  In that rulemaking, they said that they also planned to address kiosks.  At the same time, the Department of Transportation is planning to issue rules on kiosks under the Prepare Your Access Act.  Our November of 2010 plan was for our board to separate out that part of the rule making from the rest.  We are going to remove and cover that only under the ADA through our ADA accessibility guidelines.  We are going to work collaboratively with DOT and Justice.   

What we have done is drafted technology provisions for kiosks and shared those with the other two agencies.  I think DOT will be the first out of the gate to issue a proposed rule under the Air Carrier Access Act, using the technical provisions that we developed.  They have already hired a company to do their risk assessment and cost benefit analysis.  They are much further ahead and that should be happening soon.  I cannot give you a timeframe for “soon” or what they will do.  The dockets are kind of on its own track, but accelerated through some agencies and maybe not so for other agencies.  

For the other larger part of the rule making, updating our 508 standards and updating our telecom guidelines, you are right, the comment period closed.  We have an ad hoc committee of board members and other Federal agencies, like the Federal Communications Commission on our ad hoc committee.  Social Security Administration is on it and the IRS.  No agencies are board members, but we invited them to be part of the process to get their input too.  We have “highwayed” about ten major issues, and we are developing briefing papers on each of those.  We are doing conference calls about every four weeks or five weeks on those major issues.  Once we resolve them, then we would be ready to ask the board for a vote.  

It is a long process, as you know.  We also have to do the cost benefit analysis, and then it goes through OMB review, so it is a long process.  One of the things that we are contemplating, and this is not a promise, but we're going to work on this early next week to see if we can do this, but I'm not going to make any promises.  There are efforts going on in the rest of the world to develop standards similar on our Section 508 standards, most notably in Europe.  They have asked us while I was at this meeting, if there is a way that we could share a draft of our progress so that they can start from the right starting point as opposed to starting from our advanced proposed rule making.  

We are going to look to see if we could do that and release another draft that would not be for comment but for harmonization purposes.  That is a possibility.  We have done it once before with our public rights rule making so that we could share it with the international council.  I have to work through that, but that is a possibility.  You will be able to see some kind of interim progress before the proposed rule issue.  Anyone with other questions or comments?  Eve.  Thank you.  


EVE HILL :>>  Just based on what we heard today, it sounds like the game changers will be if you actually asked for, actually read and understood the VPATs.  Okay.    Self-reporting alone in terms of Section 508, compliance and surveys are not enough.  We need to use tools that are available to us; including automated testing and user testing to make sure things are accessible and really work. 

Another piece, this is not my idea.  I am stealing it from someone because it is brilliant.  It seems agencies will get VPATs and maybe look at them, maybe even understand them, and all of the products have some accessibility problems, however they will do a comparison, and maybe choose one.  That is where it ends.  The thing is inaccessible, and it is always going to be inaccessible, unless and until the company on its own gets around to fixing it.  The agency could come back and say, yes, we are going to contract with you for X period, and during that X period of time, in order to be ready for a renewal, you need to address the accessibility issues.  It could be forward looking at  not just accept the technology as it is, but a push forward with making it accessible for the next round.  

I am a big fan of open government.  I think that a little bit of sunshine on the accessibility of government websites and procurement would be very useful.  Keeping the Section 508 website on the open government dashboard, and similarly with Terry's good procurement testing, putting those things out in the public I think would give some level of incentive to do better.  I do agree with you that the Section 508 self-enforcement complaint process is extremely problematic.  On the openness point again, accessibility statements on government websites talking in honest terms about how accessible the website is, where the problems are, and how they are going to address these problems as well as giving users contact information to report problems will be very helpful.  


PHIL JENKINS :>> I have a suggestion. I know that some of the states have similar procurement laws as Section 508.  I strongly encourage the state CIO council to maybe collaborate with the State CIO council, also invite some industries to do a best practices session.  We have definitely used some procedures.  Pearson may be doing some things now.  Other folks that have gone through this journey, they may have taken five or ten or 20 years to learn some things.  Sharing some things at a high level could help even CIOs of the state, government, and industry.  


DAVID CAPOZZI: >> That is a good point too because most states have policies, regulations, or statutes on the books that were modeled after the original Section 508 standards.  Usually they have cherry picked pieces.  They have not dealt with it in a comprehensive way that the Federal government did, but they modeled it after our original standards.  Now we are in the process of updating those.  How do we bring the states along as well?  That is one issue.  I think you are right in terms of working collaboratively with the state, CIO councils, in terms of best practices, lessons learned, and enforcement schemes.  We could certainly learn a lot from them as well, good idea.  

Does anyone have other questions or comments?  All right.  Well, we want to thank you all for coming and participating and for sharing your good ideas.  Have a good rest of the day, and enjoy the rest of the conference. 
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