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>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Hello, everyone on the phone, we'll begin in just a couple of minutes.  Please mute your phones.  


>> Just checking, am I muted?  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  No.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  No.  


>> Am I muted?  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  No.  


>> Star 6?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Is that Bob?  


>> Yeah, it's not working.  Let me try it again.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We're looking for the on switch.  


(Beeps) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Welcome, everyone!  We are having a few technical difficulties again this morning.  So just a reminder please to everyone on the phone, if you could mute your phone either using the functionality that's on your phone if you have a mute button on your phone, or a star 6 is the conference code to mute your phones.  Although Skip is double-checking that since we're not 100% sure, I guess, that star 6 is working.  


Some informational things as we get started here.  Again, we're not taking public comment right now from the phone while we're in our meeting.  But you are very welcome.  In fact, we encourage you to e-mail us if you have comments or questions you would like us to address during the day.  And the e-mail address is PSC, that stands for postsecondary commission, PSC@CAST.ORG.  


Also, we are broadcasting a live streaming text of what is about be spoken about today in the meeting.  And you can go to that URL on your Internet connection.  It's www.streamtext.net/player?Event an equal sign and CAST.  


And are we good to go here, Skip?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  We are.  I am still tracking down a file.  Go right ahead.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  We do have one of our members who regrettably had another commitment this morning and will be coming in a little bit later, and that's Stephan Hamlin-Smith.  He wanted me to tender his apologies, and just to let you know that he will be here as soon as he can this morning.  


So we are going to be picking up where we left off yesterday evening, and before what the Packers won, Mark?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Yes, indeed.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I guess that's the big news of the morning.  


(Laughter) 


So congratulations, Mark.  


(Laughter) 


And we are still covering our recommendations, the general recommendations.  The one that we are currently on is listed as faculty/staff education opportunities.  That's the heading on it.  And the number -- the old numbers were 7 and 15.  The new number is recommendation 10.  So for those of you who are looking at the electronic copy, if you look for Recommendation 10, and I will read it aloud.  


While the pedagogical quality of instructional materials should remain the primary basis for content assignments by faculty, postsecondary institutions should be required to aggressively educate faculty, staff, students, and university leadership about accessible instructional materials as a condition of receiving federal grant moneys.  The Commission recommends additional training by experts in the higher education community for the production and delivery of consistent quality accessible instructional materials.  


So I will read that one more time.  Recommendation number 10.  While the pedagogical quality of instructional materials should remain the primary basis for content assignments by faculty, postsecondary institutions should be required to aggressively educate faculty, staff, students, and university leadership about accessible instructional materials as condition of receiving federal grant moneys.  The Commission recommends additional training by experts in the higher education community for the production and delivery of consistent quality accessible instructional materials.  


So, again, just to remind everyone of our process.  First, we'll talk about the recommendation itself, and then once we've discussed the recommendation itself, we'll move on to discussing the narrative that will go underneath the recommendation.  


So I am going to throw this open now to the Commission.  Any comments or suggestions on Recommendation Number 10?  


(No response) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Good morning.  I am wondering about the word "pedagogical" and if that's, you know, if that covers  the waterfront that we want covered.  


Pedagogical quality means, to me, you know, the fit of the instructional materials in a teacher's hands.  Maybe I am too narrowly defining that.  


Educational quality?  I don't know what others think.  Is "pedagogical" actually the word that gets across what we want to get across?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  I don't really know what you want to get across.  Can you help me?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Well, unfortunately Lizanne is not in the room right this second because she would be the best person to answer this but at the college level, one of the things that's really sacrosanct is academic freedom to choose whatever materials they want.  And that is a very well-defended and very tightly-held position by the faculty, and so they're going to fight against anything that might have any sort of implications that they have to choose particular materials for any reason other than their academic purposes.  So I think that's what it's aiming to get at.  There might be a better way to say that but I do think that we need to have Lizanne's input on that.  Let's table that for a moment until she comes back, and let's move on to any other concerns that people have in this recommendation. 


(Pause) 


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  Shedita, I don't mean to put you on the spot.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  But I'm doing it anyway.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  But what strikes me about this recommendation is that what the Commission seems to be asking for is some sort of additional lever or hammer which I think would be on the part of the Office of Postsecondary Education.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Right.  It would.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  At the Department.  So that there's an attempt here to set some sort of bar, some training, some level of training as a condition for continuing to receive funds.  


Is that -- just what's your sense of that?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I think that it would be possible to do -- what I can share is like in the grant programs that I have helped administer, professional development is already a component.  So it would just be a matter of specifying specifically what it was that you wanted included in that type of training because actually that's what's part of one of the programs that I administer now.  And there could be some type of way to link that across other programs that are not specifically directed towards students with disabilities like the one that I administer.  But I think that it would be possible.  It's just a matter of finding out what the mechanism is, or what is the route that we would have to go in order to make that possible.  But I would think that it would be -- I don't think that it's anything that's not achievable. 


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  So along the lines of how we were reframing, or how the Commission was reframing some of the recommendations yesterday, I'm wondering if there is a space in here, and what your thoughts would be about a space for an edit that directs the Department.  I don't know if we need to go as specifically as Office of Postsecondary Education, but that the Department needs to explore how to better condition the receipt of federal money on training, something -- that kind of addition.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Again, I think that -- I'm not exactly sure what mechanism we would have to put in place.  We would probably need to speak to our leadership about that, maybe Under Secretary Canter, because she has leverage in that area, and she might be able to talk to someone in that area, like David Bergeron to give us ideas of how to incorporate that into what's being asked of our grantees.  I think that may be one of the roads that we could take.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I just had a suggestion.  The Higher Education Act has a requirement for universal design for learning and teacher education programs.  And I'm not sure how far it extends beyond, you know, for teacher education program pre-service.  But it might be a way to link this to that existing regulation.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I just thought that it might be a way to link it through our -- most of our programs within OPE have project director's meeting, or some type of capacity building meeting, and there may and way of incorporating into those types of meetings some of our larger programs, like the federal Trio programs.  They have these types of meetings annually if not more than once a year.  That might be a way they can incorporate it into what they share with their project directors.  Like I say, that would be one of the quicker ways of doing it.  I'm not quite sure.  As far as the Higher Education Act is concerned, I think that it would have to be specified in their program legislation to make it mandatory.  I think that would probably be a lengthy process. 

I would think that a route like doing the capacity building meetings might be a little quicker.  And what I did want to also mention I was looking at the language.  I understand why you use the term "aggressively education faculty,"  but I guess I would try to be a little bit careful in using the term "aggressively" only because in my experience as a program officer I think that if we could strike a balance between sharing information and making people feel like it's being thrust upon you would get a better response, more cooperation, and people will actually try to figure out more creative ways to convey this information to their fellow faculty members and other partners that they work with, with their projects.  I think if we take that type of approach it would be more effective. 


>> SKIP STAHL:  Okay.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Gerrie?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  This is a technical point.  I know you probably were trying to not make this a run-on sentence, but in doing so we don't have a sentence.  


(Laughter) 


The one at the beginning starts with "while." That is not a sentence.  So if you want to fix that technical piece so that it becomes a sentence that would be great.  


The Commission part is a sentence by itself.  


I think that what you are talking about, about the bringing in some way -- not with our trying to specify what way they would use, that is a great idea to go back to having the Department of Education take a look.  And the ins and outs of how it will be done, I'm sure that they would -- and I had circled "aggressively" as well.  


(Laughter) 


Shedita has already touched that.  That's it.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  I was just going to offer a suggestion for the Commission's consideration following up on what Gerrie said.  


While the pedagogical quality of instructional materials should remain primary basis for content assignments by faculty, and then let's insert a subject and verb there and say the Commission recommends, the Commission suggests, what have you, that the Department of Education work, consider additional measures to educate faculty/staff as a condition of receiving federal grant, something along those lines.  We have a Commission and a direction.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Shedita, I have another question.  Do you know just off the top of your head, and apologies for asking you to do that.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  No problem.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  About how many different colleges would receive the federal grant moneys every year?  How many campuses are we talking about?  Five?  100?  2,000?  Is there a ballpark number you can give me?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Are you talking about one particular program I administer, or across OPE?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It says federal grant moneys, and I'm not sure what's being specified in this.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I kind of took it as both ways, that you meant maybe under my particular programs that I administer, as well as across OPE because basically even if it's not -- if there are grantees who receive money not necessarily under my program, they are pretty much every program OPE requires them to go to these types of meetings, and every program would need it anyway.  So that's the reason that I interpret it that way.  Since they have to go to these meetings that would and great way continue to corporate that information and to do it annually.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Got it.  Okay.  Do you have a ballpark of how many people we're talking about?  Hundreds?  Thousands?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  It would probably be thousands.  Because our federal Trio programs are very big programs.  They award and under certain programs maybe 1,000 or more grants.  They have a lot.  They get thousands.  We have recipients of Pell Grants.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  They receive federal funds from the Pell Grants.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  And to follow up, and this is something that you could take back and we would work on over the weeks or so within the department.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Sure.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  And that is that there is a way to target this, and it's by amending something that's called a program participation agreement.  And every single university that's participating in the Title IV programs, Betsey suggests, which is just about everybody except for three or four schools in the country, they all sign on to this document.  If we could get some language, some reference in there to add that they'll do more training or some sort of a cross-reference to the AGOA and to Skip's section and something like that, then every school is on notice that they need to perform that or they risk losing funding.  Now, I'm not sure what the process would be for doing that.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I can take that back, though.  Another thing, too, is for those programs that may be anticipating having competitions in the next fiscal year, if this information -- if they were told they had to do this, they could write it into the actual application so the applicants know prior to applying that this is an expectation.  So that's another way that we could write it in to make sure.  And then we would also share it again during the pre-application process that we discuss any questions that they have.  And then once the grants are awarded they would be discussed again after they receive the award.  So there would be quite a bit of reinforcement there, too.  I am trying to think of the ways to do it quickly.  I like the way that you mention that as well. 

So I will also bring that back.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  So any of the educational materials that are produced under these grants I think should have accessibility requirements.  So, you know, I said this to the NSF a long time ago that any of the materials development, just make sure that it's accessible.  I would say that is a requirement.  And I've seen that before as a check box, but I don't know that it was ever followed through.  People were just producing documents and they were not accessible, but they still said that, you know, they were, or, you know, said that they were conforming to the agreement they made.  But their materials weren't accessible.  So that needs, I think, needs to be stepped up.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Go ahead, Shedita.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  One other thing I wanted to mention is some time ago one of my grantees mentioned something that I thought was a good idea.  Than is to ask the university, I don't know who in the university, but to incorporate that into their mission statement.  Years ago diversity was not something that people always incorporated, but as time progressed it did.  And sometimes if people consider incorporating that into their mission statement and it becomes part of the culture to have more like a systemic type change.  So I was mentioning that also that that's an option.  But I would think that that would be something really good to think about.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Gerrie?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  My last piece is if there is a way that you can mention pre-service and in-service when you are talking about the training.  I don't know if all of the grants apply to pre-service and in-service, but so that you don't leave anybody out.  There is always a concern about waiting until after people enter the field of education to try to give them new things, and the pre-service before you become a teacher you don't get these things.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Are you talking postsecondary or K-12?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  No, I'm talking teacher training.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I know teacher training for K-12 or postsecondary?  Postsecondary is -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  There is no teacher training in postsecondary.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  Well, people make a decision at some point in their graduate work that they're going to go into -- 


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I'm sorry, I was a lecturer at Harvard I never went to teacher training.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  No, I said people make a decision.  So somewhere if there are grants now -- there are grants that are for leadership at the postsecondary level, et cetera.  So somewhere, not every grant is going to touch this.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I am just curious, because I know that if are you going to get a teacher certificate for K-12, you have to do pre-service and in-service and all of that.  But at the college level I don't know.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  That may not be the choice word.  But I am trying to get at people before they are entrenched a million years.  That was the point.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  I think that you need to be really careful in postsecondary on teacher training.  I'll use my dad who is a doctor.  Teaches med school.  You send him to teacher training, he ain't teaching.  And that's true I guarantee without vast majority of postsecondary.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  So you have to be careful with your language.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It's hard to tell your Nobel Prize winner that they have to do something different because when it comes to disability services and Nobel Prize winners at Berkeley campus, we know who will win.  It's kind after fact of life.  


Lizanne?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I'm sorry, I left my phone charger in my hotel room and I had to get it it's my fifth phone charger.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We missed you.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I know.  There is a trend on campuses like ours of doing sort of in-service -- no, no, sort of pre-service teaching for people who are going to become faculty.  It's called Young Faculty Development, New Faculty Development, and almost all of the departments have it.  And many STEM departments have it because they know that STEM is an area where there needs to be great strides in teaching.  So I think that putting them into those young faculty programs or future faculty programs would be very good because this is also the group that is probably much more technology-friendly than some of the more senior professors.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Lizanne, do you have a suggestion of how to actually reach the programs?  I mean, how would you get something included in those programs?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Well, the way that I would do it on our campus is I would talk to our DSS office, and then we have something that's called the Division of Instructional Excellence, so it is for the whole campus, and they get the end-of-the-course teaching statements, and they do professional developments for TA's and things like that.  Most campuses have this instructional unit for campus.  And I would ask them to work together to design training opportunity that combined both of those things.  And in our campus, and, again, I think that this is very typical of campuses like ours, it could either be a certificate program.  So you get a certificate when you graduate from this that when you go apply for a job you can show that you've had this instructional training. 

Or it could be taken for credit as a course.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I guess what I was thinking is this is essentially then a campus-by-campus, decision?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Well, there are networks of those offices just like there are networks of DSS offices.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Like professional associations?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Yes.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I am trying to think besides going to every single campus, if there is a way that we could write a recommendation that would sort of target how you get to those people.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Uh-huh.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  Quick question, Lizanne.  Teacher-wise percentage, what percentage of faculty, and I am sure that it's different in graduate school, but what percentage of faculty is full-time faculty versus they just teach one or two classes?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  One or two classes is kind of full-time faculty.  


(Laughter) 


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  Damn I need life!  


(Laughter) 


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I think that the distinction that's important is how many are full-time faculty, that is their whole job is working at the University of Illinois, versus how many are adjunct which come out and teach a course.  In our campus the ratio is fairly high toward full-time faculty.  I think it's around 79% full-time faculty.  At a lot of privates it's 99.  It's higher than that.  


At other places it can go down to as low as 20%.  Like at our community college it's 27% full-time faculty.  So there is a big range.  But in some ways, the adjuncts are the easiest to make requirements of because in order to get a contract, they have to do certain things.  So actually that group is probably a little bit more easy to work with than the regular faculty members.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Gerrie?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  There are federal grants that other institutions in other states get, too.  I know that I can speak about the University of Maryland system.  There are teacher leadership grants that -- because there is a push to have your doctoral people that you really want, you want them to be at the secondary level particularly if they are great with research and this is still part of it, and some are really great teachers, too, so it's not -- and that money is coming from the Department of Education for the University of Maryland has, for the teacher leadership grant.  And these are people that are not new to teaching.  So I am glad to hear that Illinois has something going on, too.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Bruce?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Betsey was exactly correct when she said if you use the word fed ran funds you use a shotgun instead after rifle.  So that takes care of that.  The other thing is why don't we recommend that the Department do this?  We never would sort out how to get it done.  She knows how.  She has other professionals.  Can we put it in their hands because we'll never figure out the moving part?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We may actually have more than one recommendation here.  That's what I am trying to sort out, Bruce.  Was there another comment?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Yes.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  So if there was a module that could be developed and re-used at the various institutions, and updated as needed because this industry is changing quickly, that would alleviate the need for each individual university to develop a course around this and figure out which was up and just make that available to everybody at your directors' meetings and things like this.  You could show the availability of it and what's covered in it, and it could be tailored in each individual case.  But I think that that core material needs to be maintained probably through the Department somehow.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So then the question I think to Shedita would be would that and model demonstration project that we would want to recommend through the report?  Or is that something that you can just make so in your Department?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I would think it would probably be more something we could do through a model demonstration project versus trying to figure out a mechanism.  I was actually sitting here thinking, like I said, there might be some other options.  Maybe we could go through accreditation and make that part of the accreditation -- make that part of the requirements.  There are certain things that universities must do, or they do in their interest, so that they will be more attractive to students and accreditation is one of them.  So we might need to go through that mechanism.  I'm not sure, but we could think about that a little bit further.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So possibly one way to approach this then would be in the recommendation to ask I don't know if it's the Department of Ed or your department specifically to look at these issues, and then in the narrative make the suggestions about possibly looking at accreditation and looking at some of these others.  So that would be the actual recommendation section, and then to recommend also a model demonstration project which we have a few already in the report, but this might be another one to add to the report for developing those materials.  


Lizanne?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  And I would say that the model demonstration should have two parts.  One is the development of the materials.  But then an implementation stage in which the grantee would have to identify a network of institutions who would be willing to implement this module that was developed and also professional associations that could support the implementation of the model.  So begin to create a network that could carry this forward.  Because sometimes you develop the materials, they're great, but there is no push to actually get them out and adopt them.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Skip?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I just wanted to offer a suggestion.  The Department of Labor has initiated a multi-billion dollar effort starting this fall targeted at community colleges.  And the Gates Foundation, Carnegie Melon, CAST, and creative commons has been -- has received funding to develop supported modules for that program for all of the grantees that come out of the Department of Labor.  And there is a multi-year phase on this.  And the reason that's happening is that the design is to provide each community college will develop mostly online supported material for high-need kind of certificates and training, you know, engineering, whatever, aircraft mechanics.  But the key is to make all of those components as accessible as possible.  So working with Carnegie Mellon course ware system, so that it addresses the universal design learning approach and with a lot of accessibility to instructional materials. 

I just want to let you know that there is a vehicle out there that we might tie a recommendation to and I can provide people with more information.  It's just community college focused, but because it's got to be creative commons licensed, it could be adopted and used by any postsecondary education.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Is Hewlett involved with this?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I think yes, but I am not sure.  I am only peripherally involved.  I may misstate it but I can track that information down and distribute it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Gerrie?


Sorry, Shedita, go ahead.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  We could also look into projects within those that have a distance learning component because that would be another way to incorporate AIM because there are probably quite a few of our projects that don't have that type of component.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Gerrie?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  I was just thinking that perhaps the Commission could just recommend hearing all of these things, could recommend something like meaningful collaboration, taking advantage of opportunities across the agencies.  


There are opportunities that different Secretaries And Assistant Secretaries Are pushing already.  So this wouldn't be foreign.  I shouldn't use that as a term.  It wouldn't be unknown to them.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Lizanne?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  This is a little bit outside the box, but it does get at our point that not all of these materials are in-classroom instructional materials.  But NSF has funded a program called XSede, and it is to build the user group for the next generation of pedascale.  So it's universities doing training, faculty development, I.T. staff development, student opportunities to create this next generation of people who will want to integrate pedascale research.  They have no disability that I can see at all that might be a nice group to partner with NSF to stick an accessability component on to that because they're going to be creating the next generation of research tools, and other things that are going to be used.  And so if we could create something and put a group of people there that are looking at accessibility issues, I think that that could open up the research field for people who needed accommodations. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Shedita?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I wanted to mention that I think HHS also has projects that were funded.  The University Centers on Excellence I believe.  That's another mechanism that we can look at.  I think that they also have something called a National Training Initiative that I don't know much about, but that's another mechanism that we can think about.  Because HHS is interested in collaborating with us.  I am looking to try to plan some conference calls in the near future where they're going to be presenting on those types of programs.  And we've reached out to them.  I wanted to make that point.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Maybe in this section we can talk about the need for work across agencies to sort of integrate this theme.  But we could list these specific ones to give people an idea that this is what we're talking about.  


And the NSF someone called XSede


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  This module that we're talking about that provides a good fundamental basis on document accessibility, information accessibility.  We've been tossing it around here through different programs and agencies and that's great.  But it almost seems like there should be a marketing campaign attached to this model demonstration that could take it out into the communities and into business.  Because this is needed in business as well because businesses are creating documents for their customers and for their employees and things like this.  And all of this, the same technique needs to be integrated into the fabric of our society.  And so I would think a promotional campaign attached to a model demonstration would be -- maybe that's taking it outside of our scope what we're supposed to do, but it sure seems like it's needed. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Shedita?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Well, what I was going to say is that we already have some projects within the Department that have a dissemination component where that is part of what they're supposed to do anyway.  So for us it would just be a matter of us identifying which projects have that as part of their component.  And so looking to them to incorporate that, that's probably something that they are already doing like I said anyway.  It would just be incorporated.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So that's, again, something that we can include in the narrative as a suggestion in making sure that the model demonstration project includes a dissemination component.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  And the reason why I mention that is because I think that it would be a good idea if we could look at things that are already existing versus asking Congress to come up with something because I believe that we have a lot of these things already in existence.  It's just a matter of identifying how we can utilize them for the purpose of getting this information out.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So I think writing and editing team, this recommendation in particular I think when you have something, please run it past Shedita so that she can make sure that, you know, anything that you know about this going on in your Department is in there.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Right.  I'm just laughing, that's all.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I didn't mean to be funny.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I was laughing, I said me?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yeah, you.  


(Laughter) 


You're on this Commission, girlfriend.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  That's true.  That's true.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Gerrie?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  Hearing people talk about the different things going on, I remember that some the things that national council of disability has been part of, and one that's still ongoing, the lead agency is Labor.  And in collaborating with them on it's called Add Us In.  It brings in another aspect of particularly people in -- when I say "younger generation,"  I am old.  


(Laughter) 


People in the younger generations are really attuned to how you look at diversity.  And they're asking to -- and they say, they" when you talk about diversity, make it broad enough to include disability as a part of diversity.  And so Add Us In is coming through the Office of Disability Employment Policy could have a piece in the marketing that George is mentioning.  I'm just thinking things that are going on that could be connected somehow.  Maybe after all of the people get to talk, they might find that it's not going to work.  But if you don't talk about it you'll never know.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Since we do have a number of recommendations here, I think one general recommendation that it is important for the Commission to state is something that George brought up earlier related to the Department of Ed.  But specifically there are many, many agencies that already have been outlined that are giving federal dollars to postsecondary programs of all sorts to create materials, develop materials, improve infrastructure, and I think for this Commission to urge all government agencies who are providing federal funds to postsecondary institutions to examine those programs and make sure that in their funding they're considering how those projects are targeting and improving the situation for students with disabilities would go a long way to create awareness in the government. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Mark.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  And I just wanted to add on to that and just state if you identify certain key areas like I mentioned, distance learning, dissemination, professional development for teachers, those are certain key areas that the majority of projects that are funded with federal funds, most of them have one if not more of those areas.  We mentioned major components.  That's likely to draw in and qualify most of the projects that receive federal funding.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Skip?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  So let me read what I've got and just offer a suggestion here.  What it currently is is, "The Commission recommends the Department of Education consider additional collaborative and cross-agency measures to educate postsecondary institutions-faculty, staff, students, and university leadership-about accessible, instructional materials as a condition of receiving federal grant moneys."


That last clause is misplaced, but it's a fairly complex sentence.  We may want to break it down.  I thought the second sentence, "Additional training by experts in higher education" that might be something that goes into the narrative.  I am just throwing that out as a suggestion.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I am actually wondering if we have more than one recommendation tied up here.  Because I think that collaboration is really important and maybe needs to be pulled out as a recommendation on its own.  So that it doesn't get lost, exactly.  And that seems like it might be low-hanging fruit because there are a lot of ways that there are things going on now in Ed, Labor, that nobody has to take it to Congress and make a big deal out of it and then the training piece needs to be a second recommendation.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  So you want a recommendation just on cross-agency collaboration?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think so.  Any discussion on that?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I think that it's a good idea.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  I'm not sure.  Sometimes Congress or whoever you are directing it to wants a suggestion for a lead agency.  Do you want to go that far?  Do you want to stay with education, specify it?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I will punt that over to Shedita.  What do you think about that?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I guess you could mention the U.S. Department of Education.  But basically I that I it needs to be basically a group-type of situation.  I know that they want us to spearhead most of the things.  But, like I said -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I know there is another agency extremely involved with Section 508, and there is overlap here with that, and that is the Social Security Administration.  And they are very involved with disability.  So there is -- I think there is really a lot to be explored there.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  Initially to pull them all together to begin, we need someone to serve as a catalyst.  Perhaps you may want to consider NCD.  That's our role, to serve as a catalyst, and not to tell you what to do.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes, Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Am I turned on?  I am.  So I wanted to share a little information with you.  Martha Canter is actually leading an accessability improvement initiative at the Department of Education.  And so what we have found is that most people are very aware about 508 requirements for building websites, but there's not that same understanding for electronic documents.  And so we are actually creating -- we have a task force that Martha is leading.  I'm leading the implementation of that.  We are actually creating requirements for Word and Excel and PowerPoint and PDF and what that actually means.  


I think that if you were to recommend a lead agency, you might consider going with the Department of Education.  One of the things I do want to make you aware about is while the 508 standards are consistent, the interpretation of what makes something accessible is not standardized across the different agencies.  


So you might find some difficulty there.  I know that the OCIO's office is trying to create a technical group that fosters that understanding of what's accessible.  But right now there is not a consistent standard across all of the federal agencies, and they do have different requirements.  So I think that's something that you should be aware of so that when you -- I don't want that fact to circumvent one of your recommendations.  Like, you can say that we recommend cross-agency collaboration.  I think that's a really good thing.  


But then if you start to shift to say and go with this one agency, I think you are going to have difficulty if you do that.  So I wanted to share that information.  I feel it was pertinent to the discussion.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Holly.  


George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Could we get you to add EPUB alongside PDF?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that was directed at you, Holly.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Yeah.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  EPUB is under the same requirements that the entire Department is.  So Janette Pemberton runs EPUB.  We're working across the entire agency to make sure that the documents are accessible.  That's part of the initiative.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  The EPUB is the format used on the phones -- 


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  We have some called EDPUBs.  So could you give me more information about what you are talking about?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  EPUB is a standard for digital books.  So, for example, on the Nook, on the iBooks, iPads, iPhones, it's the book standard street it's not just for books, but it's for all kinds of documents.  But it's reflowable as opposed to PDF which is not.  And because there are different-sized screens, it needs to re-flow.  And it's very quickly becoming the standard for publishing, digital publishing.  And PDF is for -- you know, it's a PDF print -- it's a driver for printers and not intended for re-flowable.  Where EPUB is designed for digital publishing.  And I think that within the next 18 months you will just see an explosion of materials in this form, and people will want to be publishing, being able to do that, take their Word docs, go to EPUB, and that should be very easy to do and have it be tons more accessible than doing the same thing with the PDF. 


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Okay.  So what I am hearing right now EPUB is not part of this task force, or this project.  It's really limited to the Department of Education, and documents that are posted on the Department of Education website.  


I am not sure.  We could certainly share information with whomever, and we will.  We'll share it with Social Security Administration, HHS, Department of Labor, we're kind of talking with them anyway.  I am concerned that we would not be able to say, "We are creating a standard and you must follow it" on an area that we don't have any jurisdiction over.  But we'll think about it and we'll certainly share it with whomever.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Well, the standard is set by the publishing industry.  And so it's not that you are setting the standard, it's that you are using one.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And I think at this point Holly and George maybe you should take this offline and talk because it's sort of getting off of the point here on the Commission.  


Thank you, Holly, for your comments.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Sure!  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I wanted to go back to something that Shedita alluded to, because there might even possibly be another recommendation in here.  Had you briefly mentioned that it might be possible to tie some of this to accreditation, and that is a huge carrot for the campuses because obviously every few years they have to be accredited, and if they're not accredited, they're not a university anymore.  


So that might, again, be a separate recommendation of directing Department of Ed, and I am not sure of the wording, to look at the issue of including accessibility requirements as part of their accreditation plan?  Is that right?  Stephan is shaking his head no.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I am sorry I am coming at the end of this if I am retroactive, I'm sorry.  But the challenge of that is going to be that it's actually an entirely separate non-governmental organization that would deal with that accreditation process through the Council on Higher Education, and then the regional accrediting bodies.  


So there is an entire process for having criterion considered into that, but I don't think that it's something that we could be fruitful in recommending from here to the Department or to any other governmental entity.  I think it's something that we would independently want to take on through one of our organizations.  I imagine even the Department would probably be reluctant to Wade into those waters would be my guess.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly is nodding.  Go ahead.  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I agree with those comments.  The other thing, though, that I am aware of is there is a GAO report on disability services.  In that report schools said that they wanted disability student services wanted that guidance.  As far as I know they have not issued the guidance.  I really do support the idea of having the Department come up with some concepts.  I don't know that it has to be if you don't do this, you know, you are not going to get accreditation.  I think that they're looking for guidance.  If we supplied that, I think that they would be very grateful and you might see something on a more voluntary.  A couple of people have talked about be a little more gentle and I would support that as well, that issue that the Department really should take that into consideration and put out, you know, here are six things. 

Even if it's only that, here are six things that we think that you guys should tell disability services to explain what some of that criteria is.  They're asking for that.  And as yet I don't think that the Department has done that.  So I think that you can support that and say do this.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So Holly just to be clear, so then as a recommendation it would be that we're directing the Department of Ed to provide guidance to the universities on how to what?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Can I think about that and get back with you?  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes, absolutely.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  One thing we don't want to lose is we started talking about faculty development.  One thing that we want to prepare to tell institutions of higher ed is how do they prepare their faculty to teach the diverse array of students that they'll encounter in their classrooms.  And then I think that we're talking about providing them through model demonstration with the module or a training program that could be easily implemented.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Absolutely.  And I think that that is sort of our core recommendation that we're breaking out of this, and then we have two others, one on collaboration, and then this third one now on directing the department of ed to provide guidance.  And Holly will get back with us on suggestions on how to word that 


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  We should be as specific as possible.  I think saying to the Department of Ed give guidance, that's not useful.  I think that we need to say what are the areas, and I would like faculty development to be one of those areas.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So provide guidance and make sure, Skip, that you include faculty development as one of the areas that is providing guidance.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I wanted to say that I only mentioned the accreditation because we have a division within accreditation, and I wasn't quite sure how that would fit into it.  But if it's something that is not going to be something that we can utilize, then I do understand.  But I did want to go back to the beginning of the recommendation where it mentioned as a requirement in order to receive federal funds.  What I wanted to say also was add in that we also do something called non-competing continuations, NCCs.  So you may want to include the NCCs, because a lot of our grants are not necessarily forward funded.  So it has to be given on an annual basis.  So in order to get your NCC, you have to -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  


Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Just a quick thing.  And not to be discussed right now, but as the re-write happens.  I think that it's really important to get a purpose statement in here.  We're talking about a lot of process.  You know, train, do this, do this, do this.  Well, to what end?  What's it about?  And I think that as we re-write this, I think getting that purpose in there is going to be important so that the people understand what the goal of it all is.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Not understanding really that terminology, could you give me sort of an example, Jim, of what you are talking about?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Others here could be much better able to do that, but what are we trying to ensure as a result of doing all of this training?  Are you trying to ensure that what?  Faculty have the knowledge and skills to be able to dot, dot, dot.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  


Gerrie?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  Part of the language that Lizanne just used when she mentioned -- I can't repeat exactly what she said.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I probably can't either.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That's okay we've got a transcript.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  She talked about being able to meet the needs of the diverse population, something along that line.  Because that covers a lot.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Any further discussion on this recommendation which is now a number of recommendations and a model demonstration project which is great because I think that -- and I know that Bruce would probably agree with me on this, that we don't just want to target industry.  We want to also hold the colleges accountable in a way that they have something that they can do and not just a big stick over them saying that you are going to get sued if you don't.  But here are productive forward-moving things that you can do to -- 


>> SKIP STAHL:  Excuse me, which one is the model demonstration?  I have the GAO recommendation that Holly will suggest in language.  I have cross-agency collaboration as another recommendation.  I've got faculty/staff education opportunities.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  The module demonstration is to create the training materials for the faculty training.  


Okay.  Any other comments or suggestions on this recommendation before we move on to the next one?  And thank you all for this really productive discussion.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  We should include professional associations in that milieu of people that we're talking.  It's not only federal agencies but professional associations as well.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And faculty Senate.  


(Laughter) 


Okay.  So moving on to our next one.  Okay.  This is a rather cryptic title there.  Announcing materials ASAP was the title over these -- the general title over this recommendation.  It was formerly Recommendation 8, now Recommendation 11 it reads, "The Commission recommends that Section 133(i) of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 be eliminated in order to allow federal regulation of timely textbook identification requirements.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  So this is a cryptic reference to obviously a longer recommendation.  But the recommendation currently in Section 133 of the Higher Education Act requires postsecondary institutions to announce their instructional materials at the time of course registration.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  No.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Not at course registration?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I really need to get this right because this law is negotiated, and this specific issue for a year.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  What's the language?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  What the language says -- 


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Are sit language here if you would like it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Please read it Betsey.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Sure.  This is part "D," provision of ISBN college textbook information and course schedules.  It says, "To the maximum extent practicable, each institution of higher education receiving federal financial assistance shall disclose on the institution's Internet course schedule and in a manner of the institution's choosing the international standard book number and retail price information of required and recommended college textbooks and supplemental materials for each course listed in the institution's course schedule used for pre-registration and registration purposes.  Except that,"  and then I think the relevant one is section "B"  beneath that, except that if the institution determines the disclosure of the information subscribed in this section is not practical, then the institution will indicate by placing the designation "to be determined" in lieu of the information require under this sub-section." 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So, Skip, I'm not sure where this came from, and I'm not sure what the intention of this recommendation is.  Can you explain this recommendation?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Betsey, could you read the -- I think it's 133(i)?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Sure.  It's very short.  It say no, sir regulatory authority, the Secretary shall not promulgate regulations with respect to this section.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Right.  so in previous discussion what I picked up was the suggestion that the Commission might recommend that aspect be stricken, and the reason for that was that the sooner a student is able to identify the materials, the sooner the process of acquiring alternate format versions of those materials can occur.  So if there's statutory, regulatory requirements that are really pushing faculty to identify their instructional materials in this case, textbooks, quickly, if a DSS office or whatever agency that's operating and providing AIM in the institution has, you know, three monthly time as opposed to a three weekly time the chances of getting materials into the hands of students goes up.  That was my understanding for the basis of this recommendation encapsulated by this pithy little sentence. 


(Laughter) 


And I just wanted to mention that I sent around this morning -- and I believe that I have it here -- a document provided by Richard Herschman from the national association of college stores.  Association submitted comments and recommendations regarding the narrative.  Let me just see the relevant thing.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  Skip, I've got it if you want me to.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I have it up here on the screen, Dave.  But there are a few paragraphs.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  If you go down, it's the draft -- 


>> SKIP STAHL:  Draft language?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Draft recommendation.  With respect to the draft recommendation.  And then the second paragraph is what are you looking for.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress carefully crafted section 133 and recognized that institutions of higher education needed significantly contribution of how faculty select course materials, institutions of higher education conduct course scheduling and registration.  Changing to textbook information.  And the importance of preserving academic freedom and institutional autonomy in the selection of materials.  For example, it's not uncommon for many institutions due to budget uncertainties to delay adjunct hiring or change course requirements in 2011 annual textbook affordability report from the University of North Carolina system commented this concern that recent budget uncertainty and cuts at state level were causing some institutions to delay hiring decisions which resulted in a decline in adoptions by deadlines. 

Course scheduling and the timing of registration varies significantly across the country with some institutions opening up fall semester registration as early as February, or early March, which may be weeks before an end of a spring term.  In order for bookstores to research and verify the information, adoption due dates may be two weeks or more before pre-registration commences.  Congress recognized these issues and challenges in its approach to section 133 in the conference report by encouraging institutions, key stakeholders to work together and provide flexibility in how schools could approach the law in their particular situations.  Recognized that section 133 is simply an extension of other language contained in section 133 intended to give schools flexibility to carry out the provisions effectively on their campuses. 

It is for these reasons we believe the Commission should not recommend to Congress a repeal of section 133(i).  Rather similar to the draft recommendations on educating faculty, including educating faculty on the importance of submitting their adoption information by deadlines and in a timely manner.  


So the National Association of Colleges Store is recommending -- is coming out against this recommendation because it impinges on the flexibility inherent in the current regulatory language.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Betsey?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Thank you.  I guess I don't have an opinion one way or the other on the practical challenges that were described in that letter.  But I pulled the language before that letter was circulated actually because I had some concerns about the interpretation of particularly section "D"  that was in the narrative that accompanied recommendation 11 in the August 19th draft.  


Because it seems -- the language in that August 19th draft says that section "D"  -- or part "D"  of section 133 does require that Departments And/or faculty must identify and make public necessary course materials as soon as possible.  And that's not my reading of that statutory language either.  It seems like saying that the university has the freedom to determine what's practicable and what's not.  And that this to be determined notation is an acceptable alternative is a lot weaker than the way this was described in our narrative.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Right.  Thank you.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I'm just -- I don't know who proposed this recommendation, but I am just wondering if there is somebody who feels strongly about keeping this recommendation in the report, if you could speak about, you know, what your thinking is on that?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I don't feel strongly about keeping it in, but the reason for it was so you could find out what books were going to be used, and you identify them for your course, and you get, you know, due notice instead of trying to get it in the last 20 minutes before your class starts, you know, the availability of the materials at the same time as your course starts.  So that's the whole purpose for this.  


I'm wondering if we could suggest that now that we, you know, by the time that we've finished this report, accessibility information will be in the -- will be a field in the metadata that could be used in ONX.  And we could ask that also the accessibility of the publications be disclosed at the same time.  So is accessible, yes.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  May I ask a question, George? If you get the ISBN -- if you get the ISBN, when any adoption is made, that adoption is solicited, begged for, and chased by the campus bookstore because they are really the source.  That's in their contract to, you know, or in their mission that they will research this materials, and sometimes some of them are really incredible.  You have a faculty member and they teach Greek and they see a book, but they'll find it while he is on vacation and they'll find it.  Anyway, but the point is that they are trying desperately to gather this information if they have the ISBN, and if that data that you want is in the ONX search, then they'll know it.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  They'll know it but we need to know it.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Who is "we?" The faculty?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Gentlemen, I am wondering if this recommendation is necessary as recommendation, or if it's really something that we want to include as advising faculty informationally that it should be included as part of the model demonstration for writing the materials so that faculty are educated about the needs that's really the question that I am wondering here.  


Stephan, you have your hand up.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I have to say, first of all, I thought this was already gone.  I guess I should have read more closely.  I don't support repealing Section 131 first of all because we have to recognize that it gets us a lot further down the road than we were before AGOA 2008 came along.  I mean, we didn't have -- we weren't this far down the road before.  


What we need to recognize is what the author of the letter to us pointed out in that the problem is, as he articulates all of the things that were considered when 131 was written, and you'll note that disability and access to print was not among the considerations on anyone's plate when it was written.  That is why it is a less-than-useful section for us because it was not written to be solving this problem, per se.  It was written to solve a whole bunch of other problems.  


It certainly is a problem.  It's a huge problem.  We all know.  So what I think would be more useful for us is to come up with a recommendation that might help get our ball further down the field in terms of getting information more quickly, but something that is going to be realistic in terms of staying within the lines of academic freedom, because we also have got to recognize the world in which we live.  And there is a wall that we will not cross past.  And so I don't think repealing what is otherwise a very good piece of legislation is an answer, but we can't runaway from this challenge.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Dave, and then Mark, and then Tuck.  


Dave?  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  To jump in quickly, the recommendation as it's written right now just calls for the amendment and repeal of one section which is 133(i) which is the current language that prohibits the Department from regulating on the overall provision.  That's what the recommendation on the floor is.  


So if the Commission goes ahead with this, it would just be a suggestion that that specific provision be struck and that the Department be able to regulate.  I guess as Gaeir has note and others, what the Commission needs to sort out now is whether the arguments from the college bookstores, which I certainly wasn't aware of, and I don't know how many others were, about how this was carefully crafted.  It was a balance.  And it's a start as kind of more after voluntary approach than a regulatory approach whether or not that needs to carry the day, and so I just wanted to clarify.  The recommendation isn't calling for the entire section to be struck.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We've got a bunch of hands.  But Mark was next.  And then Tuck, and then Betsey, and then Bruce.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I feel like I don't want to go to the mat on this one.  I think that there is some potential here to help the situation.  But we also want mainstream access.  And there's still going to be -- we still want professors to have the freedom that they found this new Greek book that just came out and they want to use it in their course.  


So I am worried that this one could get quite muddy quite quickly and maybe take us away from the valuable discussion of how we could actually use this to get disability information in.  I think George's recommendation is a good one.  So I guess I'm not necessarily in favor of pushing that we get Congress to pay attention to this, and so that the Department of Ed can regulate it.  It's not top priority on my list.  


And then secondly, I think that we should include it in the report, though, as an opportunity for universities to create a systemic environment and culture that supports accessibility and does it in a way that is supporting other objectives for all students.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Mark.  


Tuck?  


>> TUCK TINSLEY:  I agree with what Mark just said.  This really evolved out of the statement of best practices task force.  And we were making best practice statements.  And our statement was if teachers announce necessary course material as soon as possible.  The May 17th meeting, Skip suggested we look at Section 133 of the Higher Ed Act.  We wanted to put some teeth to it the committee did, and say within three weeks or whatever.  


We also said that it could be in the agreement for institutions receiving Title IV funding that it be required.  And June 6th our 8th meeting, it was reported back that the section says that the Secretary shall not make regulations, promulgate regulations with regard to 133.  So we had to recommend to remove this sub-section in order to put in timelines.  That's how it evolved at this point.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  Betsey?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I guess my comment is more procedural than anything.  But I think that the goal of creating regulations with specific timelines, I don't think that could be achieved even with the repeal of section "I," just because the language of section "D"  is so clearly optional it would require more substantial intervention and more substantial re-write of this particular legislative language in order to achieve that end goal, if that is what the goal is.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Betsey.  


Bruce?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  One, I would like it point out that the publishers really have -- this does not fall on publishers.  This falls on the schools.  So we, personally, or as an industry really have no interest in it but I want to point out to you that Mark hit it on the head.  And you should recognize that the national association of college stores, all of the national major book retailers, most of the schools that I am aware of, and I have been involved with, have put on massive, and I think, you know, you can talk about this, how much effort has gone in to supporting this on a voluntary basis, on a training basis, huge investments.  Seminars all over the country.  They've taken this very, very seriously.  But they are between a rock and a hard spot and I don't think that we ought to go there because we're going to draw the ire of the entire postsecondary association community because I know what's going on behind the scenes right now. 

And they are not happy with this.  I think that we ought to just sort of move away from this one.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Let's sleeping dogs lie, Bruce?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Yes, ma'am.  They're making a concerted effort to make this work because they -- look, they have a self-interest in it because the earlier they get the adoption the better they can order the books, and the more used books they can put in their system which is more profitable to them.  It doesn't help us, but I am saying that there is a real motive financial and professional here.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I am hearing that we remove this as a recommendation, but incorporate this discussion of this as Mark as proposed that this is a opportunity should universities take advantage of it to really address the diverse needs of students because it also facilitates the flow of materials for those that need alternate formats.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And I think that we also need to include when we're talking about the model demonstration project that we were recommending under the previous recommendation that part of those training materials included helping faculty members to understand what an impact that putting their book orders in on time has for students who have alternate print needs.  


Were there any other -- so the recommendation -- right now we're recommending that this recommendation be struck.  So I think that I need hear from anybody who would like to keep this recommendation in and has a strong reason for that 


Jim?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I don't.  But I want to make sure how we understand how we're going to deal with this structurally and in language.  It sounds to me as if it's not a recommendation.  But there is some sort of suggestion sort of embedded here that the Commission might want to make.  Is that fair to say?  Or that the Commission would want Congress to take note of something, take note of an opportunity?  If it's not a recommendation, the question is, well, where does that go?  How do we fit it in?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Well, I think that's what Mark was suggesting in the narrative that we want to make sure that there is an understanding that -- 


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  If there is no recommendation, there is no narrative.  So that's what I am saying.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Not under the recommendations.  But we also have all of the narrative about the systemic issues, than is part of the systemic issues.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  We can incorporate it.  My impression was it wasn't so much alerting Congress as alerting the institutions that this was an opportunity.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Again, sorry to -- you know, the recommendation section with the narrative is where the Commission goes on record to say, you know, this is what we want to happen.  But it's my understanding that the sections 1-3, the background, you know, we are not using that voice and taking that stance.  It's more reportage, it's trying to set facts in place for everyone to be aware of.  So I just want to make sure that we -- 


>> SKIP STAHL:  Let me offer a suggestion.  So we have the previous set of recommendations when I to do with kind of systemic orientation and training for, you know, the broad swath of institutions of higher education.  That seems to be a logical place to insert a reference to Section 133 as offering potential benefit to students with print disabilities, and to institutions and opportunities as Mark mentioned.  Would that work?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Well, yeah.  Let's see how it works.  I am a bit concerned about embedding suggestions in parts of the report that are really supposed to focus on bringing forth a state of affairs, background, legal issues.  It's not clean.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Yeah.  I would agree with that.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I guess what I am not clear about here is, Jim, are you seeing that there is a very specific suggestion that we're trying to make here to Congress?  Because I am not seeing that.  So I want to see what are you seeing that I am not seeing.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I was hearing of a discussion of an opportunity that we would want people to be aware of.  Maybe I didn't hear that right.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I'm sorry, I don't understand what the opportunity would be in the reportage section.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  He is saying that it shouldn't go there.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Thank you.  I am with you!  


(Laughter) 


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Why not put this under the discussion piece associated with metadata?  That this suggestion of including metadata when the availability of the books is posted be included.  It's just another use of the metadata.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that is a new and very different recommendation that you've just proposed there, George.  If are you saying that in addition to having the ISBN and the title and author of the book posted at the time that the book is -- or that the course is opened for registration, also to include the metadata.  That's what you are saying?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Just accessibility, whether it's accessible versions of it.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I think that I would include certainly that in the metadata discussion.  My only concern was just having it in the metadata discussion is this was really -- the emphasis here was really on policy and practice, and not necessarily how to implement it but why it should be implemented.  So I think that needs to be referenced as well.  That's all I was saying.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  In both places, I think.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Yeah.  I think that it could be in both places.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that's a very different recommendation than what we're talking about here.  So -- 


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  We don't want to lose it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Right.  We'll cover that when we get to the metadata discussion.  So I am still not really clear here.  We're dropping this recommendation, but is there something here that people feel like they need to directly say to Congress about this issue and not just having it in the background section?  That's not what I am clear about at this point.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  It's not the background section, but it's part of the overall narrative when we're talking about the recommendations regarding what we would like to see the Department require in terms of their federal grantees for training.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  So it's part of the training.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  It's part of the narrative when we talk about the training and what it might look like, and here's an opportunity of something to talk about.  So it's going to be part of that narrative.  So it's not going to be in the background at all.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Great.  Thank you.  I needed to know where it was going to go.  Jim, does this work for you?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  That works for me.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  So you are dropping talking anything about regulation?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  Got it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Any other discussion?  


(No response) 


Okay.  So we're dropping Recommendation 11.  


I think it's break time.  Let's come back in 15 minutes, please.  So people on the phone, we're taking a 15-minute break.  


(Break) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  As a reminder to those of you on the phone, if you have any comments that you would like to have addressed to the Commission, we have a mechanism for doing that.  We have an e-mail, and the e-mail is monitored during the day today.  And the e-mail address is PSC which stands for postsecondary commission, PSC@CAST.ORG.  


Thank you.  So Commission members, I gave you a little reprieve by talking to the people on the phone, but I expect you to come back now.  


So we have a little bit more to get through on the remaining recommendations.  So I'm actually going to postpone the discussion on the Access Board and recommendation 1 until after we've heard the Access Board presentation.  I think that some of the questions and issues that you might have right now in your mind about the Access Board will probably be easier to address once we've actually heard from David Capozzi of the Access Board, and we have a little more information.  So given that, I am going to continue with the next of the recommendations.  And the next recommendation is campus-wide demonstration project, formerly Recommendation 23, now Recommendation 12.  And it reads, "The Commission recommends that a demonstration project to a major postsecondary institution engaged in implementing a campus-wide approach to accessibility be competed."


My suspicion is that someone all about the narrative.  But let's start with any suggestions or comments on Recommendation 12.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Could we change the verb from "implementing" to "validating"?  So engaged in validating an effective campus-wide approach to accessibility.  Because what we want is for this to create a model that could then be disseminated to other campuses.  And so I think "validating" is a little more appropriate, and effective shouldn't just be any campus-wide approach, but an effective campus-wide approach.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think I need some clarity on the point of this recommendation as Jim was saying earlier, the purpose.  So the idea is that we want campuses who are already engaged in a campus-wide solution to accessibility to compete, to say, you know, we're doing the best job.  Is that what we're going for here?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  My understanding of model demonstration is that you are trying to create a model of something that works.  So you implement and test it, and then it can serve as a model for other institutions who are interested in developing similar programs.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So this is a model demonstration program, a particular model demonstration program that we're recommending?  What I am confused about is that most of our other model demonstration programs are not part of the recommendations.  And that's why I am confused about this.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  This is a structural confusion that I've created for you, Gaeir.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Oh, good, it's not just me!  


>> SKIP STAHL:  There is a heading here that just said "model demonstration projects" and it was -- it's part of the recommendations, as I understand it, because they -- it's listed as a required recommendation to recommend model demonstration projects.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So essentially then under this recommendation, we would list because we've got like three or four different model demonstration projects that we want to recommend.  So the recommendation then essentially would be that the Commission recommends the following model demonstration programs be implemented by Shedita's office.  


(Laughter) 


Stephan?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  That makes sense.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  So are we recommending a demonstration a demonstration project for campus-wide approaches to accessibility, or are we recommending campus-wide approaches to accessible instructional materials?  Because those are two wildly different things.  


And, you know, Shedita has run many programs dealing with universal design on campuses and instruction and certainly those -- that's one type of program.  If we're targeting on an instructional material thing, that's a very, very different animal, and I think that we should clean up what we mean about this.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Stephan.  


Tuck?  


>> TUCK TINSLEY:  I had a question about Lizanne's comment on validating, and do we want a program that's implemented campus-wide effort to provide appropriate accessible instructional materials?  And then the validation piece is do we want them to have validated it?  Do we want have a project implemented and validated?  I wouldn't want to lose "implemented" because we want to implement it campus-wide AIM program.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  To me "validating" implies implementation.  But if you think it needs to be explicit, that's okay for me.  I just don't think it's implemented.  It's one level up from implemented.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So are you saying implementing and then also validating as in doing the research and making sure that it's actually working and so that's -- 


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Validate something documenting the effectiveness of it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  


Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I just want to make a comment about this.  I'm not opposed to a demonstration project.  I do think funding was limited.  Was there any consideration about collecting best practices and publishing best practices and, you know, with the model demonstration there is like one.  And there might be many different ways to do this, and if we collected those best practices and somehow published those best practices, one, it may not be as much of a funding issue, and was that discussed at all?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Tuck?  


>> TUCK TINSLEY:  But our charge was not to look at best practices.  We did.  But in implementing AIM.  But our charge here was to identify possible demonstration projects.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Okay.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  And I think that -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Betsey?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Go ahead.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I think that we understand the funding constraints, but I think that we thought there was value in showing a particular type of campus how do could work on that campus because there is always a lot of barriers.  Oh, well, they could do it there, but it would never work here, because of this and such.  So model demonstration could provide more impetus to have campuses move forward.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  And also the impetus to share what they are doing, which I think was the real intent.  I think that we heard in Ohio about some of their efforts to put -- make it more systemic in terms of the software that they are adopting and that sort of thing.  We're seeing that now in some other universities that are now starting to think about that.  So that was the idea to help provide some incentives, if there is there a place where they're really working on it and have them look at to see fits working.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Betsey?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I wanted to weigh in on the of the funding question.  This is a comment that I had not just for this model demonstration project but for the group of them collectively.  I think that it should specify where the funding should come from.  Because it's not like there is just a pot of money sitting around in front of education where we can be like, oh, yeah, let's fund this new thing.  So given that these are recommendations to Congress, it should say that Congress should provide an appropriation for the Department of Education to fund a project to do blah, blah, blah.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  What I wanted to mention, too, just like Stephan stated earlier, there are demonstration projects.  We have them to ensure students with disability receive a high-quality education program funded in '99.  And dissemination was one of the major components and so I am quite sure those grantees over the years they have engaged in collecting this type of data and things of that sort.  So I think that it probably would be better we kind of try to identify, like I said, existing entities especially in institutions of higher education that receive funding under my program, or other programs that are similar, or programs that are similar under different federal agencies.  Because, again, I believe that the work has been done. 

It's just a matter of putting it on the national radar basically is what I want to say so that other people know what's going on.  I've got grantees that have been doing this type of work for probably 20-30 years.  It's just that based on the fact that they might be on a community college campus or someplace elsewhere they are not on the radar, so to speak, people don't really know about it.  They do Webinars.  They do all types of things to get the word out.  But sometimes it's just a matter of, you know, people just don't come in contact with it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  


Other comments on this?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I was going to say Stephan's question was yet to be resolved.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yeah.  We do have to address that question.  I think that the intention was alternate instructional tears, that this was specifically focused on alternate instructional materials.  If there is anybody who had a different belief about that, maybe you could let us know what your thoughts are.  


Mark?   


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I don't think that it has to do with alternate materials at all.  I think that it has to do with implementing accessibility throughout the culture of the instructional environment.  So ensuring that the university is not purchasing the campus-wide learning management system that's not accessible.  


Things like that 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  So -- 


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I don't see it as an alternate, though.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I said the wrong word.  AIM and their delivery systems, is that sort of what are you thinking, Mark?  Or did you just mean accessibility in general?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Within the context of this Commission certainly.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  So I am still having a little bit of a hard time wrapping my mind about this.  And I am thinking about what Shedita said that already some things have been done around campus-wide approaches to accessibility.  Are we asking -- maybe I should say what really specifically are we asking for this project to demonstrate?  How would it be different from maybe what has been done in the past?  Lizanne?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  The way that I was seeing it is that this is an integrated campus-wide approach.  So we have a series of best practices and examples of things that work well in different places.  But now this is an opportunity for campuses to take what they're currently doing, but also to bring in practices to shore up the gaps and, you know, try to really get the best shot that they can make at an integrated campus system for accessible instruction materials.  So it would include a faculty development component, it might include, you know, what's the role of DSS in this kind of comprehensive approach.  It might include student orientation and student support that begins early and continues through.  I don't know what all of the areas would be.  But this is not just, okay, here is how do you this. 

Here is how do you this.  It's how do you put it all together?  How do you fund it?  How do you administer it?  What's the role of faculty?  It's a proof of concept, I think.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Got it.  And that is different, Shedita, right?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  (Indicating affirmatively.) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  


Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I think that the difference in what you are talking about, we call it scaling up.  Is that sort of -- or are you talking more systemic?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  To me scaling up means rolling it out to more institutions.  What I am talking about here is really a model.  I am talking here is a practice, here is a practice, and how do you put them together?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  You are talking about integrating, collaboration, making sure that it's campus-wide, campus-wide buy-in, campus-wide support.  So you are looking at a higher support.  


Tuck?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I was talking about scaling up within the institution.  That's what I meant.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Tuck?  


>> TUCK TINSLEY:  I read the current recommendation.  I thought that we had been talking about accessible instructional materials.  And we've gone back to that now.  But I thought we were trying to include -- the committee was trying to include some of the testimony that we heard where had you teachers who can't access the grading systems and so forth which are probably above accessible instructional materials because it's the entire instructional system.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Right.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  But I think that that falls within what we have defined as the instructional materials environment, and the charges specifically look at faculty.  So I think that that would absolutely be a piece of it.  Because all of that stuff is integrated together.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I can read what I have?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Let's see if there are any other comments first.  


Stephan, do you have a comment?  You look perplexed.  You have a perplexed look on my face.  And now are you looking at me like, me, perplexed?  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I was going to answer your original question.  It wasn't perplexed.  I would expect to see a proposal in response to this look very different.  I would expect to see a proposal come from central -- a mix of central administration, academic affairs, and student affairs.  I would not expect it to be led necessarily or entirely by anyone of those three, but buy a triumvirate.  I would expect it to include enough funding to have significant analysis of current systems within that institution.  I would expect it to include overt support from a presidential level.  


Absolutely.  When I say the academic affairs side of the house, I mean the provost, the Deans, I would see this as a very different breed of cat.  In order to be successful in what I am thinking.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Would you see outside partners?  Are you just looking at it as all within in your academic environment?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I am not quite sure what is meant by outside partners?  Are you talking about vendors?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I mean just outside partners.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I don't think that we should eliminate the outside partners.  But I could also see a very nice proposal coming from an institution that -- 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Proposal coming from an institution, but, you know, when we think about -- when we are developing priorities that people respond to in the proposals, sometimes we say there needs to be outside partners.  And we delineate to the people that we our agencies or organizations that we see as appropriate outside partners.  Are there any outside partners that you think would benefit -- be beneficial?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Certainly we've talked about the lack of coordination between K-12 environments and university environments.  So I would certainly think that K-12 schools could be viable partners in this.  


There's other like technology providers and other things for campus, contractors that could be included in this.  But I don't know whether it would necessarily have to be included to have a successful demonstration.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I was wondering what Glinda was speaking about.  She means like partnerships because it helps to maximize the funds, the federal funds that are being issued.  I think that's what she is saying.  That's what she is saying.  Partnerships like the state might partner with the project so they can maximize the resources.  And then they can come in with maybe in-kind contributions and things like that so that you can maximize your resources.  I think that's what she was saying.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  That may be part of it.  But also even in this room there are potential partners, too.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think you might want to leave that as an option, but having been on a lot of campuses and even in my own system where we have 112 different, very, very different campuses, the campus itself has a culture.  And it's going to be a very large difficult situation to get the entire campus going in one direction.  And then to say you have to have outside partners, I think that really would be limiting actually.  I know that it seems like it's broadening, but I think because of the campus culture, I think that it might be limiting and off-putting for some campuses.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Now I will be more direct.  If are you looking at accessibility and are you looking at what's this focused on to?  It's a focus of getting materials to students.  That's what this is about.  And making sure that everything is accessible for students, where are the materials coming from?  Wouldn't you want to look at partners outside of the university?  The materials aren't really produced at the university.  Wouldn't you want to -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Actually, most of them are.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Gaeir?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I just want to point out that Glinda may be thinking that part of our charge is to look at model demonstration projects.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  For Bookshare, you mean?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  No.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I'll get to that in a second.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I'm sorry.  I'm just not clear.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  The legislation says that the model demonstration project should be between universities and large accessible media producers such as Learning Ally or Bookshare.  That's what the law says.  And so I was thinking that this was about something else, and that we would get to addressing the legal requirement to make advice about that kind of project somewhere else.  And I think that this is one of the things that I have been flagging.  Sometimes we haven't actually gone through the law and actually said how we've said all the things that we want to say.  That's the example.  I think Glinda is getting to the point.  I thought that this was more of a campus-wide sort of initiative that there was probably less than sort of the university system working with accessible media producers. 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  You're right.  I understand campus-wide.  But campus-wide are you talking about your bookstores.  But I was really think being more the -- actually the publishers, and how you would involve them.  Because we've talked about developing training.  We've talked about raising faculty awareness, and faculty contracts with publishers.  And that would be part of involving whole community because they are part of your community.  Before you came in yesterday, when we talked about institutions, there was a thought about faculty is part of the institution, but wanting to pull faculty out, and single faculty out is a focus on faculty.  And so I think you may want to when you are looking at a campus-wide project, you would certainly want to consider how you would involve in your training with faculty, involve training faculty and also involve some of the producers of the materials. 


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  But I think, though -- 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Am I pushing it too far?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Well, no, what Jim says is right.  I think that's a different issue.  And we keep going back to the old model which is books.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I'm not just talking books.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Well, I know, but we're getting down the road of publishers again.  This is about universities that are implementing hundreds of thousands of dollars of technology in their infrastructure that shuts students with disabilities out.  


Universities that have registration systems which aren't accessible and, you know, from beginning to end.  And so now universities are saying, "Okay, well, we have to figure out a new way of think being this and dealing with this."


And right now there are a number of universities who are talking about it and there's not -- you know, there aren't really best practices here because no one has really taken it on in a comprehensive way.  But universities are looking at how do we develop this capacity to make sure that in this area where we're implementing a lot of stuff, how do we ensure that we don't have to come back around and fix it later.  A lot of universities are thinking about how to do that, and as Stephan points out, it's not just one particular department, but it's how do we make it stretch around the campus in this area.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  This is Glinda, Mark.  But even in your example, are you talking technology, but you have technology vendors, too, that you have to involve the vendors in your planning because unless the vendors that are you purchasing from understand you what doing at your sites.  What I am say something that you are not isolated in your campuses.  And, yes, have your own culture, but in your planning the partners that I am talking about is that you need to work with the people and the vendors or the publishers, or whoever.  So when I say "partnerships,"  I am saying public and private partnerships, too.  

That's all I am saying.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  To tell you the truth when I was thinking about this in terms of connecting with vendors, I was thinking of raising the awareness of the people who make the purchasing decisions on our side.  Because what happens is that you go and you say, "Well, look, we have this new system and it's not accessible.  And they say, well, the vendor said it was accessible.  They said that it would work.  But they don't have level of expertise to actually be able to test that out to see fits true.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  You are talking about really a very small microcosm.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  It's not small, though, it's huge.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  In my world it's small.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I don't disagree with you, Glinda.  But this specifically is about changing the culture of how accessibility is thought of on the university campus, and how it's institutionalized at the university.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  How would you propose this be?  Are we looking at one model?  

Is that what are you proposing?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I don't think there is only one because the institutions are really different.  We say that there is going to be a demonstration project, but I would just say that recommends the demonstration projects to a variety of postsecondary institutions because I think that it will work differently at a small project versus a large public.  I think there are different ways.  I think that I would like it see how it works in real life and what the barriers are.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  And when we talk about -- okay.  If we go from the whole university system, what are the pieces in that system that are the most important do you think?  Because I am thinking that now I am going to think pragmatically in knowing how funds are right now.  


(Beeps) 


If we got an order saying that you needed to develop a priority, but you have this amount of money knowing when we are told that and you guys say that you've written something that we can't possibly do with that amount of money.  And I want to write something that's doable.  What are the key pieces that you would see that you would need?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I think that it's presidential or chancellor-level commitment.  So I would say that the PI of this would need to be a president or chancellor.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Not the PI, but what's the focus of it?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  To me, that really is an important focus.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  You want the change to happen to be administrative?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  No I want there to be a campus-level commitment to this change.  Because if it's in a DSS office, then that means that there is a DSS office commitment, but maybe nobody else knows about it.  So that should be true.  


I think that the provost office needs to be involved because that's academic programs.  I think that the business and financial services needs to be involved because that's where procurement happens.  And I think that faculty need to be involved.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And don't forget I.T.  I.T. has to be involved if you actually want true accessibility.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  What's the outcome you want from this?  What change are you looking for?  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  What we're looking for is improved academic outcomes for students with accessibility needs, instructional materials accessibility needs on the campus.  So improve recruitment, improve retention, improve academic performance.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Bruce?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  We are in the process -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Are you on?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Yes.  


We began several years ago with a program called Cost Effective solutions for student success.  The three essence of the programs are:  How do we improve student success rates, completion, retention?  How do we lower the cost per pupil for instruction?  And how do we lower the cost of course materials for the students?  And this started out sort of -- in fact, we've been on the University of Illinois campus, and one of their Deans Told me, "Well, Bruce, we've got everything that you talked about, thank you very much."


It's a pretty fascinating campus.  But the point is that now it's moved above the Dean and faculty level who are your principal adopters.  That's where the link has always generally been.  But now it's going where she is talking.  But the COO sort of person in that hierarchy, or the provost, and that's where we are, addressing so much of our time.  Plus we're going to the trustee level and the president level.  And the trustees are going, well, are you saying that half of our kids are dropping out in the freshman year because of remediation.  And we've got all of these studies now saying technology, including accessible technology, are make major differences.  So why aren't we doing this?  


So they're looking, Glinda, at a target.  Are you going to have to get that nexus.  Because the provost to me, and I am still learning this hierarchy.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I used to be an assistant provost.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  We're still looking for that nexus where everything comes together.  I.T. comes there, all of the departments have to go through there, the money flows through there.  So I don't know depending on what school, small, private, it may be different from a big public for all I know.  But the point being if you are going to target something, that's where the money and the power meets the road.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  But when you say "target" though -- yeah.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  I think that we're talking about systemic change at the campus level.  That's what I that I we're talking about.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  (Indicating affirmatively.) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  As Mark pointed out, that has to be something if you are really looking at that at a campus-wide level it has to start with is the website that allows students to register, to get their books, to check on their classes, and their grades, are all of that accessible?  Are the learning management systems accessible?  Are the documents in the learning management systems accessible?  Is there a program for training faculty on how to make accessible documents because as soon as you get off the two-year campuses your major producers are not publishers, but faculty members.  Are they putting up accessible web pages?  Is there some system on the campus for helping them to design accessible pages?  I think that you are looking at it broadly. 

Is assistive technology available on every computer in the campus?  

Do you have a screen reader?  Do you have a document reader?  Do you have these things available across the board?  That's what we're looking at.  Then the question of how to is funded then obviously would become a big issue, and I am not sure that there was anything in our documentation that said how we can suggest funding.  We don't have guidance on that, do we?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  We have to look at 773 expectations in the statute.  I can read what I've got currently if that's helpful.  For the recommendations.  So I've got the Commission recommends that "X"  Department fund a demonstration project to a major postsecondary institution engaged in validating an effective campus-wide approach to all aspects of the provision of accessible instructional materials and their systems of delivery.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And with that, we're going to have to table this because our speaker is ready.  So we'll pick that back up once we've -- we're going to have to bookmark that because we're going to go into the Access Board presentation and the Access Board discussion, and then we'll come back around this after we've completed those.  So Dave will introduce our speaker.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  Thank you, Gaeir.  David Capozzi who is the executive director of the Access Board is on the line, and he will join us right now.  He was recently named the executive director of the Board where he has worked since 1992.  


Prior to becoming executive director, he worked as the director of the Board's office of technical and information services.  So he has almost 20 years of experience at the Access Board.  Prior to working and joining the Access Board he worked at the National Easter Seals Society as a vice president of advocacy.  And then also at the Paralyzed Veterans of America as their national advocacy director.  


I've had a chance to talk with David on the phone, and I've given him an overview of the Commission and our charge, and outlined for him where we wanted to go in terms of a recommendation about creating a sort of a standards type entity.  So I am going to turn it over to him right now to address how the Access Board works, how that would tie-in with any proposed recommendation that we would make.  And also I think that this is a great opportunity for members to ask any questions that they might have about 508, and the 508 refresh, and just how that works.  We have a wonderful resource and just wanted to thank David for joining us.  So, David, the floor is yours.  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you very much for inviting me and thank you for the attention.  


I wanted to talk about four things.  First, I would like to go over a little bit of the history of Access Board for those of how are not as familiar with our work.  


And then secondly, I would like to talk just briefly about the rulemaking process given the recommendation or the draft recommendation that I have seen from the Commission so you can understand how the rule-making process would have to work in terms of guidelines for standards development.  


And then third, I'll circle back to the draft recommendation that's on the website relative to this topic.  


And then fourth, I will just talk a little bit about the size of and functioning of the Board.  


So, first, history.  Later this month, September 26th, will mark the Board's 38th anniversary.  We were created under Section 502 of the Rehab Act which was passed in 1973.  So 38 years we will have been in existence.  We actually hired our first staff in 1975 when I was still in grammar school.  


(Laughter) 


(Beeps) 


Our mission was originally fairly narrow when we were created.  It was to enforce an even older law called the Architectural Barrier's Act of 1968.  And that applies to federal buildings, federal facilities that are designed or constructed with federal funds.  We were given the task of enforcing that law.  And then secondly writing accessibility guidelines for federal facilities, meaning what should a federal facility look like in terms of accessibility?  How wide should the doorways be?  How narrow should ramp be?  What requirements should apply to bathrooms, et cetera?


So when I say "guidelines" that's what I meant in terms of guidelines for the building Department.  


So since that original mission, our mission has changed over time beginning in 1990 with the passage of the Americans With Disabilities Act.  We were given responsibility to write guidelines under the ADA for the built environment.  Almost every type of building that you can think of except for private homes.  And churches.  And transportation vehicles.  Every type of vehicle that you could think of except for airplanes and private automobiles.  So transit buses, rail vehicles, Amtrak, et cetera, we write the accessibility guidelines under the ADA for those.  And we were given nine months to write those guidelines, and so we issued our first set of guidelines in 1991, and we've been adding to those ever since.  


(Beeps) 


And then beginning in 1996 Congress began giving the Board authority to write regulation and requirements for technology access.  In 1996, the passage of the Communications Act in Section 255 of that legislation we were given responsibility to write accessibility guidelines for telecommunications products and customer premise equipment.  And then we wrote those guidelines in 1998.  


And then in 1998, Congress gave us new responsibilities with an amendment to the Rehabilitation Act, Section 508, to write standards for electronic and information technology that is developed, maintained, secured, or used by the Federal Government.  And we wrote those standards in 2000.  


And then in 2002, with passage of the Help America Vote Act, we were given responsibilities to work with the newly created election assistance to help them develop voting guidelines including accessibility provisions.  We were put on two committees of the Election Assistance Commission, one the Technical Guidelines Development Committee, and, second, the Board of Advisors.  And when they came out with their first version of the Voluntary Voting Systems Guidelines they had accessibility provisions in the provisions in the original Section 508 standards for what we call self-contained closed product.  And then in 2010, the passage of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, that law amended the Rehabilitation Act and added a new section, section 510, that gave the Access Board authority to set standards for medical diagnostic equipment. 

And we're in the process of doing that right now.  We plan on issuing a proposed rule before the end of this year.  We're just putting the final touches on it.  


So that's kind of a history of who we are, what we do.  We're run by a Board of Directors, if you will.  25 members.  13 of whom are from the public appointed by the President for a term of years.  The other 12 are executive level for secretary level of 12 federal agencies, including Alexa Posny from the Department of Education who is a board member from the Department of Education.  We are a small agency.  We have 29 staff.  We have a budget of roughly $7.4 million.  For the upcoming fiscal year in 2012, the President's request was for 7.4 million.  Yesterday the House reported out their appropriations bill, and we're in it for 7.285 million.  So with the difficulties of the budget process that we're all experiencing, times are tight. 


So rule-making process.  The traditional rule-making process is that agencies and just doing a broad brush.  This is the requirement for all agencies when they issue -- I say "all,"  in most cases when they issue regulations.  You have to publish a notice of proposed rule-making in the Federal Register, provide the public with an opportunity for comment, a minimum of 60 days.  And then analyze the comments.  Reflect changes in a preamble to a final rule, and then publish a final rule in the Federal Register.  Those are the minimum steps.  


Now, with that at the proposed rule stage and at the final rule stage agencies are required to do a cost benefit analysis, or a regulatory assessment.  That's an assessment of the impacts of the rule-making.  You have to do that to proposed final work page.  


And at the proposed final work stage, the rule has to be reviewed by the office of management budget them have 90 days by executive order to review.  And then as I said you publish it in the Federal Register.  So those are the minimum steps that each agency has to take when they do rule-making.  


We've generally augmented this required process with additional steps.  And we do this for two primary reasons.  One is to collect information that we might not otherwise have.  The second and probably more important is to build support for our rule-making because at the end of the day, voluntary compliance is probably the best solution to enforcement of accessibility requirements.  And to the extent that people are brought on board early, there's better chances of support for the regulations.  


So we augment the required process with a few different activities.  One is advisory committees.  Jim Fruchterman who is on the AIM Commission was a member of one of our advisory committees.  We have used regulatory negotiation committees in the past.  The difference between the two is an advisory committee provides advice and recommendations.  The agency can take it or leave it.  Usually if it's consensus, you are probably reluctant to leave the recommendations, but the agency has that authority.  


The committee comes to a consensus on the recommendation, the deal that is made between the agency and the commit see it that the agency will then publish the recommendations as is without change.  That's kind of the distinction there.  


We've also augmented the required process with draft rules.  So we'll put out draft rules and seek comment on the pre-proposed rule-making stage.  We also have used advanced notices of proposed rule-making which is analogous to a draft rule.  It's tentative.  So you put out a tentative rule seeking comments, and then you go to the proposed rule after that.  


We do public hearings where we will collect comments during the comment period in person from the public.  Sometimes we'll do multiple public hearings.  We have proposed rule out on the streets right now on what we call public rights-of-way, streets and sidewalks, detectable warnings, things like that.  We're doing two public hearings, one in Dallas on Monday, and then another one in November in Washington, D.C.  


We also provide longer comment periods other than the 60-day comment period.  It's usually at least 120 days on the scheduled rule-making.  


So since 1993, going back to advisory committees, we have involved over 300 organizations and 10 advisory committees, and two regulatory negotiating committees on comments from access to recreation facilities, review and revisions of the Americans With Disabilities Act accessibility guidelines, telecommunications access, passenger vessels, electronic and information technology, public rights-of-way, courthouse access, playgrounds, and outdoor developed areas.  And we have a very broad rule-making portfolio, and we like to involve the public in our process.  


So now circling back to the draft recommendation that I saw online regarding the topic.  It says that Congress should by expansion of Section 502, the Rehab Act, expand the scope of the Access Board to establish guidelines, standards, and enforcement provisions associated with digital, instructional materials used in postsecondary academic settings.  This aspect of the Board's work should be comprised of key stakeholders involved in the creation, production, distribution, and use of instructional materials.  And it goes on, but I couldn't read the rest of it.  


And so I just wanted to talk about a few of those topics.  So guidelines, standards, enforcement, and stakeholders.  First, I will just take them one at a time.  Guidelines.  We are totally comfortable with having new authority to write accessibility guidelines for this topic.  I just want to state that from the outset.  That we would welcome such a new requirement.  We would welcome authority to do so.  But I just want to clarify a couple of things.  In the recommendation it says establish guidelines, standards, and enforcement provisions, guidelines and standards are almost -- it's assuming that they are different.  And we would assume that they are the same.  So I would say that guidelines and standards in this case would be redundant, and if you wanted to task the Board with doing "rule-making" in this area, guidelines would be appropriate for us. 

Standards I think would be redundant.  


Keep in mind that guidelines development is a two-step process.  So I will go back to the guideline authority that we have under the architectural barriers act under the ADA, and under the Telecom Act.  It's a two-step process.  We dot guidelines, and then a standard-setting agency adopts them as an enforceable standard.  And then enforces those.  


So under the ADA, we write guidelines for the built environment and for vehicles, and then they become adopted by the Department of Justice and the Department of Transportation who then in turn enforces those.  


Under the Barrier's Act, we write accessibility guidelines for the built environment, and then the Department of Defense, Housing and Urban Development, General Services Administration, and the Postal Service adopt those as a forcible.  


Under the Telecommunications Act we write accessibility guidelines, and then those get adopted by the Federal Communications Commission, and they enforce them.  


So there are a few thoughts to your recommendation.  Someone guidelines, standards, and enforcement defined with a new authority to develop guidelines keeping in mind that's a two-step process.  At least in my mind standards would be redundant unless you then separated out your recommendations to say that the Board should develop guidelines and others should make those enforceable as standards.  That would be a clarification.  


And then the third point is enforcement.  As I said at the outset, we currently still enforce the Architectural Barrier's Act as the law that was passed in 1968.  We still, 43 years later, get about 70 new complaints a year under the barrier's act.  We only have two staff that are responsible for that enforcement process.  


We're not really setup to enforce any of the other -- we don't enforce any of the other laws that we have authority to write guidelines for, and I don't think that we're presently setup to enforce guidelines or standards for instructional materials and especially given the fact that our budget is going to be level, or perhaps will have a slightly downward track.  That would be some additional responsibilities that we're just not funded to handle.  But I recommend maybe that you give some thought to how might be handled more appropriately.  


And then stakeholders, where the recommendation talks about work should be comprised of key stakeholders, we're in complete agreement with that.  We would form an advisory committee to develop a recommendation that would form the basis of guidelines in this area, and I think that we can do the advisory committee and the guidelines development and absorb that under our current budget.  


Those are my comments.  I would be happy to take any questions.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Commission members?  Questions for David?  


George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Why me first?  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Because you were headed for your microphone.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I've just got to be ready.  Hi, David, George Kerscher.  I am an independent assigned to this.  But I work a lot on digital publishing with the international digital publishing forum.  And that's the EPUB folks, the DAISY consortium, and I've also been very much involved with web accessibility initiative.  So a lot of the information side of things, a lot of things will be developed and published using HTML 5.  And the EPUB standard, the new version that's coming out real soon, is based on HTML 5 as well.  So the WCAG web accessibility content guideline 2.0 will fall into play here, and we want to see standards harmonization and guidelines harmonization.  I expect that the IDPF and DAISY will be producing guidelines for that content.  So I guess my question is how do the guidelines that are developed by those standards organizations dovetail with and harmonize with your guidelines? 

We're trying to get one set of guidelines essentially.  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Right.  Thank you for the question.  Harmonization is an important principle of all of our work.  We try to be involved in as many standards settings, voluntary setting standards organizations that we can afford to participate in.  So we participate in ANSI committees, we work with the W3C in the developments of WCAG.  I can tell you that in our refresh of our Section 508 standards -- let me back up for a second.  


We're in the process of updating our Section 508 published in 2000.  At the same time, we're updating our Telecom guidelines that we published in 1998.  We're doing that with rule-making so that as you said there will be one book.  So for us right now there are kind of different technical provisions for telephones if they are covered under Section 255, or covered under Section 508.  That doesn't make a lot of sense.  And they basically have to get that historical issues because, you know, we did our guidelines on this first, and then Congress gave us new responsibilities under 508.  So what we're planning to do is to develop one set of requirements, and apply those to both laws.  And that's part of our refresh.  


As part of the refresh of the standards and the guidelines, we did an advanced notice of proposed rule-making last March.  We are planning to come out with a second advanced notice of proposed rule-making.  Our goal was the end of September, but it's more likely going to be the end of October.  And in that advanced notice we'll be proposing to do a straight reference to WCAG 2.0.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Great.  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  I think that's as good as harmonization as you can get in terms of that.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Yes.  


(Laughter) 


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  But that's an important principle for us, is to try to harmonize.  And Jim can, you know, I think he can speak to some of this as well.  He was on our first committee, but on the TIETAC that gave us recommendations for updating the 508 standards to the Telecom guidelines, we had representatives from Japan, Australia, Canada, and the European Union primarily with the idea of harmonization in mind.  And the reason that we're coming out with a second, probably at the end of October is to provide information to the Europeans Because they are in the process right now of developing standards for Europe on information communication technology, accessibility procured through public procurement.  So we're trying to give them, you know, a heads up indication of what we're doing so that we can harmonize with the Europeans. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Thank you, Dave.  I think that was really clear sort of what the Access Board can do, and how a recommendation might be structured that would be sort of consistent with what the Access Board can do.  


I think that the question that I have is, I think that our goal was we're a one-shot advisory committee.  We're going to do our report, and there isn't going to be a lot of follow up from this body.  And technology moves kind of quickly.  So can you talk about sort of -- I mean, the Access Board does start a rule-making, and then does refreshes, but, I mean, do you think that the refreshes are going to continue to be on pretty long timetables?  Do you think that they'll get shorter?  Because I think that's part of it.  We wanted to see the Access Board being able to look at this issue in the future at multiple points because we expect the technology to develop to the point where different things will be needed and certain things will no longer be needed. 


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  I would hope that after we do this refresh and meld the two requirements together, 508 and 255, that any future refresh will be simpler, and less robust.  Because right now we're really changing, you know, the entire format layout of the guidelines and standards.  And, you know, the hope is that in the future as we refresh requirements, we do that just on a piecemeal basis.  So you may not be updating the entire document, but, you know, maybe there's changes for, I don't know, maybe there is a new WCAG 3.0.  And to make that change so that it applies to federal procurement we would do a short rule-making saying that we're planning to update the reference that we have to 2.0 to 3.0.  Something like that can be done relatively simply. 

But if you do a complete re-write of requirements, it takes much longer.  So, I mean, if you are looking for, you know, rapid-fire updating of guidelines or standards, you know, federal rule-making is probably not your first choice.  


(Laughter) 


Even in the voluntary standard process it takes time.  WCAG took several years.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Other questions from the Commission for David?  


(No response) 


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I've got more.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay, George.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  So George again.  So in IDPF and DAISY, we do plan to publish guidelines on accessibility and the standard specification was developed with accessibility in mind.  And we'll do the technique documents, and we believe that these things will be in harmony with WCAG as well.  


So if you are saddled with the job of adding AIM-type of -- into the Access Board's domain, I imagine you, too, would look at those existing standards and hope to harmonize.  I mean, you wouldn't start from scratch.  You would start from that work that was already done, right?  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Absolutely.  Right.  And keep in mind, too, that let's say that your recommendation was, you know, for voluntary standards.  Let's say that there seems like maybe there is some disagreement on the committee.  I haven't been privy to your discussion, but it looks like this one indicated that there was disagreement over the details.  So let's assume that, you know, it comes out that the recommendation is that the private sector handle the development of guidelines in this area.  


If it's only handled in the voluntary standard on the private sector side, are you still left with an enforcement.  And if that's a concern, and it would be at least for me, that if you have a voluntary consensus standard that is not required to be enforced, then I don't know if you've gone too much further than present day.  


Let me give you an analogy.  For several years we have worked with the Acoustical Society of America and ANSI to develop voluntary consensus standards for classroom acoustics.  And those standards were finished in I think it was 2002.  They exist today.  But they are voluntary.  So they only get adopted, or are required to be followed, if a jurisdiction requires it.  And in a few cases, some small towns, in some cases counties, in one case I think Vermont, the state requires a school construction to follow those standards.  But it is by no means national in scope.  But not every state, not every jurisdiction requires it.  It's just a smattering of jurisdictions that require those standards to be followed. 

Everywhere else in the country it's voluntary.  And when it's voluntary, it's just that.  The institution doesn't have to follow it, and there is no way to compel someone to follow a voluntary consensus standard.  


So we tried twice to have those voluntary consensus standards incorporated into the international building code, which is basically the building code for how construction happens around the country.  And both times failed.  So we tried to follow, you know, go on the private sector said and said, okay, we have a standard that exists.  We want to see it enforceable.  Here is an approach to make this forcible by putting it into the international building code which gets adopted by every jurisdiction in the United States.  So it would be mandatory, because it would be in the international building code.  But that failed both times.  And as a result of failing both times, our Board decided that it would do rule-making under the Americans With Disabilities Act to make those voluntary consensus to be entered required. 

And so we're in the process of doing that now.  


So, you know, that's one of the problems with having a voluntary approach, is that it really becomes haphazard.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  And then moving into something with teeth, how does that work?  How does that rule-making, you know, what -- is that regulation?  Is that something that would be done?  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  So, again, we do guidelines.  They're not enforceable until they are adopted by an enforcing agency.  

So under the ADA it could be the Department of Justice.  Department of Education, you could write in a requirement in the Rehab Act saying that the Board should develop guidelines for accessible instructional materials, and then those guidelines shall be adopted as an enforceable standard by -- pick your poison -- Department of Education, or Department of Justice, or whatever federal agency you think makes the most sense.  Education could do it under Section 504, or IDEA.  So I think that there are multiple avenues that you could consider in terms of making the requirements that if we develop the guidelines, how to make them enforceable I think gives multiple choices.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  David this is Betsey with OCR from the Department of Education.  I just want to clarify what you just said about the Department of Education writing potentially into the 504 regulation about the guidelines that the Access Board might develop.  


Are you stating that we could write in our regulation direction to the Access Board to do that?  Or are you saying that if it was legislatively required that the Access Board create the guideline that we could choose to adopt them?  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  The latter.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  That was my understanding as well.  I just wanted to make sure that was clear.  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Right.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Gaeir?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Sorry, Jim, please.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  So, David, we were charged to look at whether to adopt a standard like the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard in higher education.  


And I think that our consensus is that we don't want to replicate a single standard, that, instead, we move to functional requirements that different technical formats could meet this as long as functionally a student with disability could get access to the information on an equal basis.  I think that this follows conceptually a lot of what's happening in Section 508.  


So I guess my question is:  508 is an adopted standard done by the Access Board, and yet we often hear that it's not widely enforced or implemented.  And I was wondering if you could comment on that issue because I think that it concerns a lot of us, that we might end up doing this and still people wouldn't be actually making accessible materials in spite of the fact that it might be adopted.  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Okay let me just talk about two things in relation to that question.  So one is when you were talking about functional performance, under -- in our Section 508 standards, it's broken into technical provisions, which are very detailed, you know, technical oriented, how, you know, what should the ratio be, probably a bad example, but really technical provision.  And then functional performance criteria as well.  But both apply.  So don't think that our 508 provisions are just functional in nature, meaning, you know, make it accessible and then go figure it out.  


So it's both functional and technical.  And one is not -- one is not more important than the other.  Both are important.  So I wouldn't want to lead you into the belief that you can just write functional standards and hope that those would be enforced.  


Your second question is at the end of the day you might have guidelines and somebody makes them enforceable standards, and then have we made a difference?  And that really comes down to, you know, implementation.  And how well people are following the requirements, and how well the enforcing agency is doing in terms of enforcing the requirements.  With 508, it's the fox guarding the chicken house.  Each federal agency is responsible for enforcement of their own requirements.  So if someone has a complaint about the Department of Energy's website, then you talk to the Department of Energy.  If an employee with a disability has a complaint about a computer or telephone system bought by the Department of Defense, they complain to the Department of Defense where they work. 


So I don't know that it's fair to say that 508 is not being fully embraced.  I think that it works well in some agencies, and less well in other agencies.  And it comes down to a matter of commitment and leadership at the top.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Commission members, are there questions for David?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I do.  So we are focused on -- we talk a lot about the information, but there are whole systems that seem to be broken at the university where testing systems, software that's built without accessability in mind are being used, so you've got two pieces.  You've got the information itself, and then the user agent, the reading system, the computer system, whatever you want to call it.  The delivery system.  And both pieces have to be working together in order to make the information, you know, a good experience for the student.  


Are there already pieces in the Access Board's refresh that are going to address that kind of access to computers on and information systems on campus?  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  If it were a federal campus, certainly.  Keep in mind, too, that 508 applies to the Federal Government.  States and localities that have adopted our previous standards would have to do whatever processing they did to adopt them in the first place, whether it be state law or, you know, state rule-making.  They would have to go through that process again to update when we update our standards.  So they're not just going to -- it's not going to happen overnight.  When we refresh our standards, the states around the country and local jurisdictions will have to do the same process to adopt those new refresh standards.  


And, yes.  Our standards include both the equipment itself and the compatibility with system technology.  But your question also led me to at least remind you that in all of our work, we write the kind of the nuts and bolts for what makes something accessible.  Usually there are other agencies then that deal with process and policy issues.  So let's just take for example our work under the ADA, under the Americans With Disabilities Act.  


We write accessibility guidelines for, let's say, what makes buildings and restaurants accessible.  But then the Department of Justice adopts it as is usually with no change and then it becomes the enforceable standard.  And then there are a lot of other things that that restaurant has to deal with.  What about letting service animals into the building?  What about employment issues?  We don't address those, but those are then addressed through regulations that either the Department of Justice or for employment EEOC would address.  So keep in mind that if all you are worried about are the technical provisions of what makes successful instructional materials accessible, that's fine.  But then you might want to have the enforcing agency write regulations for how does that happen? 

How do you actually make that work?  What procurement requirements are there?  So GSA has procurement requirements in the federal acquisition regulations relative to 508, or processes that agencies have to go through to do a successful procurement.  We just set the standards for what makes the equipment accessible.  


So, you know, you may want to think about the other part of the package to, you know, give instructions to people that are procuring textbooks and other materials to make sure that they would follow these new requirements.  


I know this is a lot of information.  Probably some of it is confusing and are you not able to really see the reaction of the folks in the room.  


(Laughter) 


I think that the main take-away from this is that we would be anxious and more than willing to work with you and others to take on the responsibility to write accessibility requirements for digital instructional materials.  And we would do that in a collaborative way, and, you know, bring in the stakeholders.  


But beyond that, we're not setup to do enforcement.  But we could certainly work with others to make that happen.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, David.  This is Gaeir Dietrich, the Commission Chair, and representing two-year colleges on the Commission.  I think that you have been very clear.  I am getting lots of nods from around the table that people very much appreciate this information.  I thought I knew a fair amount about what you guys did.  So I learned a few thing also.  Thank you for that 


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Well, good.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Any other questions of David before we let him go?  George, are you looking pensive there.  You are processing?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I am just so concerned about the systems of the futures that come out when Chrome came out and it wasn't accessible out of the box.  It just enraged me.  I just think about all of these things that are going to be coming out in the near future and we want them to be accessible out of the box.  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  And keep in mind, too, that often is not a failure of standard, but it's a failing of, you know, the enforcement of the standards.  I don't know.  The iPhone when it came out originally was completely inaccessible.  Now it's embraced by blind people around the world.  But it was an iterative process.   


Not that the standards changed between the first release and the fourth release.  You have to keep that in mind as well.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  Any further questions for David?  


(No response) 


No?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Do I have a crazy question.  This is Bruce with the American Association of Publishers.  You want make everything I would assume a rocket ship from day one that goes to the moon.  But you have to start somewhere to build it.  There are a lot of platforms on different pieces of equipment that are coming out that will not meet an absolute standard or requirement first time out of the chute, the first time out of the box.  How do you build in and create within this regulatory structure the ability to evolve a product?  Because otherwise if everything has got to be -- you know, we're moving our technology along so quickly, how do you accommodate that so that there is enough flexibility so that you can put something out on the market and learn how to make it better? 


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Yeah, that's a good point.  We have provisions in our standards for equivalence facilitation that allow for innovation by manufacturers.  So if they can't meet a technical provision that we have, then they can do it differently as long as you are providing equal or better access.  But if somebody has a better way to skin the cat, then they can certainly do that under that facilitation method.  That seems to have worked in the past.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Thank you 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Commission members, any other questions for David?  


(No response) 


So David this is Gaeir again.  Just to summarize, so in theory if the Commission so chooses, we could write a recommendation asking Congress to authorize the Access Board to write guidelines for digital accessible instructional materials, and then further authorizing Congress to say give enforcement to Office for Civil Rights Under DoE, for instance, looking at Betsey here who is going, oh, right, okay.  


But that potentially that would be something that we could recommend.  


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Absolutely.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Thank you.  Again, any further questions?  


(No response) 


Okay.  David, I would like to thank you so much for your time.  This has been really extraordinarily helpful I think to the Commission and we really appreciate both your time and your wonderful ability to make this all so very clear.  It was really quite a succinct and clear presentation.  So thank you for that.  


(Applause) 


>> DAVID CAPOZZI:  Thank you.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Now Recommendation 1, which is the one that we're really addressing here with the Access Board was one of the ones that was re-written by the editorial committee and I know I am asking you to switch horses here in mid-stream to continue with our animal analogies of the day.  It was on the points of contention, but then we have the re-written one.  It was less tense.  It had a massage.  It had a scotch last night.  So why don't I read it.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to develop the capacity to establish guidelines or standards -- 


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Somebody's not on mute.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Someone on the phone you must be on speak phone because we're actually now hearing ourselves and we've got an echo going.  So, please mute your phone.  Either use the handset capability on your phone itself, or use star 6, please, to mute your phone.  Thank you.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorized United States Access Board to develop the capacity to establish guidelines or standards used for AIM in postsecondary academic settings.  The development of such guidelines should involve key stakeholders that create, produce, distribute, and use instructional materials.  Such guidelines should address minimal functional standards for digital instructional materials.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Bruce?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  In reviewing this again, I think I would like to suggest language to make it shorter and more direct.  


Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to ensure Section 508, strike develop the capability to establish -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Wait, wait, wait, Bruce.  I think that you are making an assumption there that document standards are part of 508, and they are not.  And David did not say that they were.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Hang on.  I will get there, and then y'all edit.   


>> SKIP STAHL:  Strike develop accountability?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Because they have the capability.  We don't ask them to develop.  We ask them to do it 


So ensure Section 508 guidelines.  So you struck develop the capability to -- now strike or standards per his comment.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Section 508 are standards, actually.  Not guidelines.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  He just said that it's redundant.  Take your choice.  You can use guidelines or standards.  I was going to leave them both.  He said take one out.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yeah.  But you changed the language.  You've added in Section 508, and what I am say something that Section 508 now are now enforceable standards.  So they have been given to somebody to enforce, and they are technically standards.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Take out guidelines -- 


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Gaeir, let me finish my six words and you can take three hours.  Give me a shot here, okay?


Ensure Section 508 guidelines.  Address issues unique to.  Now strike or standards used for AIM in post -- no, to address unique to -- excuse me -- AIM and postsecondary academic standards.  So you are striking or standards used for.  


Now, the rest of it, that's it.  Now y'all take a shot at it I just thought that would tighten it up and make it easier.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We need to be clear here.  Section 508 only applies to the Federal Government.  So if we link this saying that the Section 508 standards, it will not, it will not apply to postsecondary institutions.  So we need to drop that, the Section 508 part.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I am asking you to have the Congress make sure that it would do that, I think.  So that you would achieve what you want.  Edit it the way that you want it.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Wait that this reads, Gaeir is that the Commission is asking Congress to essentially apply Section 508 standards to postsecondary academic standards.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Which is actually a really different thing than what we're talking about.  Because that's much, much broader.  The Section 508 standards are much broader.  And we can actually look at that as a recommendation, but that is really different from what we're talking about here.  Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think that that really shifts the tone, because it also focuses on the unique things and it makes mixes 508.  And I think that what I really walked away from David is get lived the standards, right, that it's actually for guidelines.  It's guidelines for AIM.  I think that we may in the narrative say, gee, Section 508 covers some of the same territory, and I know that was one of the requests that we got from I think Tom Starbranch who said that it would be good if we essentially went over and had to deliver the same stuff to the standards.  But I don't think that's what really want to hear.  I think that it should be that we get rid of standards.  We can tweak some of the verbs. 

But I think that the essence of that needs to kind of stay.  And then when we talk about the key stakeholders, you know, he says that's what they do as a matter of course.  We can decide whether we want to put it here or mention it in the narrative.  But it seemed like that would be like a standard way that the Access Board would do something.  And then we have a last thing which is a functional standard, which is a steady recommendation from the technical task force that there be some minimal technical standards, and that would be sort of the functional approach.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  In addition, I know we say postsecondary, but what we want to do like we did in one other spot where we're talking about AIM, period, comma, including postsecondary education because this needs to impact not only post but it needs to infiltrate all of society.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  How does it match up with the NIMAS legislation IDEA?  I was asking you, George.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I don't see a conflict.  When you are producing a digital product, and it's successful, and the schools are buying it, that's cool.  In fact, I believe that there is a provision in the IDEA that if it's produced accessible, then there is actually not a requirement to make a deposit to the NIMAC.  But I am not sure about that but it will be required any way for the production of Braille.  So I think that it just sits alongside it and there is no conflict.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  That's a great point.  If the standard -- the guidelines turn out that they apply in other places in terms of adoption, they could be adopted and incorporated into IDEA in the future.  I mean, it may actually develop a path forward for K-12 that we hadn't anticipated.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Stephan?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I'm sorry, all of society and the scope?  Is that our scope now?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that was just Mark's comment.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  That was George's.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That's a perfect comment to make, but -- thank you, Mark -- but let's continue focusing here.  


Stephan?  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  Actually mine is a request.  Without putting you two on the spot, I am wondering if could we specifically ask Glinda and Betsey to talk to us in realistic terms how we can move forward what we want to see happen here?  I am hearing different people come forward with different ideas like 508 and then I am hearing comparatives to what and how does this lineup with IDEA and these types of things.  And this is an area that I am not well informed on, and I am wondering if the two of you could just take a minute each and better inform me from the department's perspective on how this fits with your roles of expertise?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I think that a good analogy to understand this is what has happened with accessibility guidelines developed by the Access Board.  And those were developed as guidelines by the Access Board, and then were adopted as part of the ADA Title II and III regulations which just took effect this past March.  And so are now standards because they've been adopted and written into the regulation.  And so now OCR has some enforcement capability over those standards as does DoJ.  And so those have become something that we can enforce because they were adopted into the regulation.  And if the Access Board were to create a standard about accessible instructional materials that would be something that could potentially be adopted into regulation at some point in the future. 


But as I have spoken about before, it takes a long time to get something like that adopted to where it goes from being a guideline to a standard.  And so in terms of the accessibility guidelines, it took six years.  And, you know, that was a particularly long process but this is not something that we should think it will happen right away.  


As far as the argument of broadening the applicability of 508 versus creating a new set of standards, I think that talking about 508 in that way it would be a completely new topic.  I don't know that it's impossible.  But I think that there would be some problems that we haven't had a chance to think through or discuss as a Commission.  Certainly 508 is a lot broader than just, you know, our scope.  


So that would be something, you know, where we would have to be concerned about potential overlap with other existing guidelines that apply in these context.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Betsey, more than 20 states as I understand it have adopted 508 or incorporated it into their requirements and standards; is that right?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  You have to be very specific there, Bruce, because all of the states have incorporated -- all 50 the states have incorporated web accessibility guidelines which is part of Section 508, however there's not that many of the states that have adopted the procurement part of Section 508.  And it's all over the map in terms of whether there are standards, regulations, what they are.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  That's fine.  Well, that's the clarification that I think I am trying to find out here, Gaeir.  


Is -- 


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  My short answer would be I have no knowledge of state law.  I don't have any authority to speak about what states have done in individual states.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  The other thing is that they are coming along.  George wants the WCAG 2.0 added on there, and he says that will happen with the refresh.  Is that correct?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Into Section 508 standards are you talking about?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  He just said that.  Is that what I got out of that, George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I am pretty sure that in their proposed that they're going to be the same as WCAG.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Okay.  So that is already occurred, and that's sort of a point that you are trying to get to, right, George, right now in terms of the technological requirements and things and standards or guidelines?  So that's a pretty good weigh station at this juncture?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Very good weigh.  


(Laughter) 


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Okay.  That's good.  I am trying to figure out where we are so that we're fixing to be at a point where there's going to be some viable guidelines that everybody can work to.  Now, please explain to me, Betsey, that currently are there any standards or enforcement capability with this 508 refresh.  Does anybody have the ability or is that still voluntary?  You can enforce it some DoJ or somebody?  Is it a voluntary thing?  I am trying to find out how it works.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I am not sure I understand your question, Bruce.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Right now if you are a government agency as he pointed out, different people do different degrees of incorporating into their efforts and their procurement.  But it's the law of the land, right?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It only applies to the Federal Government.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  That's what I said.  I am in the agency box right now.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  So, yes, I mean, Section 508 does apply to federal agencies including the Department of Education.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Now it does not have any enforcement applicability in the states; is that correct?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Unless state law has said that it does.  In California, we have adopted the Section 508 standards, but that's California State law.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  And there are more than 20 states, but you say that they're all over the -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Whether it's the standards, whether they've adopted different parts of them, like we said, all 50 states have adopted some sort of guidelines or standards or regulations around websites and web accessibility, and who it applies to varies.  And I have given Skip a number of times the website for this it's all online.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I haven't read it.  I don't really want to stop and take a break and we'll go read it?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It's not ax trite say 20 states have done a particular thing because there is, you know, about I think 11 or 12 that adopted the procurement part, there are other ones that have done other things or made them just -- some of them are even suggestions it varies.  It's all over the map.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Next step.  How would we get it -- the guidelines are when refreshed going to be pretty current.  So that will be a good starting point for what we're trying to accomplish here in terms of accessibility.  Can we agree on that George?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  No, we cannot.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  For web accessibility.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Just web.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It's only web.  It does not have currently document standards.  What we are talking about is document standards.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  It only covers a piece of the water.  Now we have that down.  What's the next step that we want to put on there, besides this generic statement that we've got up here right now regarding address issues unique to AIM and postsecondary academic studies?  I don't know if that's going to work as a phrase, but what do we want to do?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think that we're talking about what's the narrative that goes with this recommendation.  I think that a lot of this will end up in the there at this.  

I think that it will show up in the narrative and not the recommendation.  But one is that we're not just talking about documents.  We're talking about AIM.  We have a definition of AIM.  That's what we're talking about.  Notes just documents.  It's not just digital documents.  It's AIM.  And we've got a separate part of it.  It says AIM, it should say AIM, and that's what it is.  I think that in the narratives we should talk about standards harmonization.  I think that we should explicitly talk about when this overlaps with 508, or WCAG or whatever it is, you know, we should say it makes sense to us to adopt the standards.  The one that I think Bruce is getting at, and I am also interested, and I don't know if Betsey or Glinda can talk to, Dave Capozzi made a big deal about we write the guidelines, somebody adopts the standards and enforces them. 

And I am confused about does that mean it goes into the ADA and it's Department of Justice that's the lead?  Does it go into the Rehab Act?  Does it go somewhere else?  Are we recommending that it affects postsecondary, that we think this would be really handy if you guys consider a IDEA, but that's probably the limit of our scope?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Thank you, Jim.  That's what I was saying from the beginning of this discussion.  When we first started talking about the Access Board, and I said to you I think that we're going the wrong direction with the Access Board.  And I said the Access Board doesn't really enforce anything.  Remember those conversations?  They're not an enforcement body.  And they do this development of guidelines, but they don't enforce.  And neither do they do standards.  The standards have to be adopted in your legislation, and then they have to be regulated on, and then that's how we do the enforcement is through the regulatory process, too.  And the agencies do the enforcement.  Am I wrong on that?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  No, that's correct.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Thank you.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  That was good to know.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that the point here, as I said in the summary at the end of this, what we can recommend to Congress is that they authorize the Access Board to write guidelines for accessible -- somebody has got to write the guidelines, Glinda.  They don't exist.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I want to clarify, so, Glinda, are you against this recommendation?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I am just saying that it seems like we're drawing process out and more process, unless you want that as a stop gap.  I think that's fine.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Stephan?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Which process?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  What's the next process going to be?  Where are you sending it out of that?  Knowing what you can't -- once you write this recommendation, what is your recommendation after that?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That was the part where I got interrupted.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  So I think that that is a good question that we should address.  I think that David clarified for us is that separate out the two parts of the guidelines and the enforcement and maybe that makes this a two-part recommendation or one part.  But yeah.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Stephan?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Are we still on 508?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  No.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  We're off 508.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Stephan?  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  Now I think I understand enough to ask an intelligent question.  


So now what I want to know is because I listened to the gentleman who is the executive director of this Board, and what I heard from him and what I know from the recent ADA regs effective last March and this March, for instance, my concern is that it's a very important process, and a very from my perspective not time efficient.  And so I am wondering are we recommending -- but we have a very time-dependent problem.  What I want to know is are we recommending -- are we making the best recommendation of a tool to get us towards an outcome, or is there a better recommendation that we can make to Congress to do something that won't take six or seven or eight years to get something meaningful moving in this direction?  And that's -- if the best we can do is recommend that's going to take six, seven, or eight years, then I could care less what this recommendation says. 


(Laughter) 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  You know the joke about, you know, if you want to make something not happen you give it to a Commission, you know?  


(Laughter) 


And it almost feels like that's what we're wondering if you give it to -- that's just a joke everybody says.  And so you think about that, and you think, are we just handing this over to another group to cause further delay on it?  And I am not saying that's what will happen.  And I don't know the process and procedure.  But I want you to think very carefully because I don't know it.  And I am just being as a member, I think that it's important to think about what you may want to do.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Right.  So I am also looking at the clock, and I have been following this, and I think that we've ended up pinpointing some important things.  There is issues and guidelines.  And there is the issue that Glinda has been pointed which is, and Stephan, as to whether going the Access Board route is the most effective and efficient way to get us to our goal.  Or at least the goal that many members on the Commission feel should be the goal.  


And I would ask us to continue this discussion over lunch, and come back prepared to talk to those two specific things.  Bruce has put up some language for us to consider.  And I think that there are issues that we need to address about the Access Board itself, and also whether we make the recommendation that could include enforcement if we go in that direction, or if that is, you know, a step too far for some members of the Commission.  This is part of I think the kind of editorial work that's been done by the small group, but now is open to the Commission itself.  And it's the kind of stuff that we've been grappling with.  


So can we come back after lunch and pick it up at that point?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  As long as everyone is really feels like they've said what they want to say right at this moment before we break for lunch.  


Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I have things to say, but I will be happy to pick it up after lunch.  I won't forget.  


(Laughter) 


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I guess I just wanted to say that I don't -- we haven't viewed other recommendations as silver bullets.  I don't think that we should see this that way either.  This is supposed to be a comprehensive report of items.  And I don't think that any one item -- well, if there is one item that answers what we've been dealing with, I so far have not seen it on the table because I think that we would have wrapped our arm around it.  So I would hope that we don't look at this item or any other item as, well, it doesn't do everything that we want, so let's throw it out.  Our whole report should do what we want.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Mark.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Very good point.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that's a very good point.  And we do have, I don't know what it is now that we're up to, 15 or 20 recommendations, and I don't think that we expect any one of those recommendations to do everything.  And I also want to remind us again of what Jim Fruchterman said yesterday about the fact that we're working in parallel with things that we hope will give us some relief now, and also some long-term strategies, than may and longer-term strategy.  I don't know that it should be rejected out of hand just because it's a long-term strategy.  So we will break for lunch and come back, please, at 12:45.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  I want to thank you for the opportunity to participate.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Individuals on the phone, we're breaking for lunch.  We will be back at 12:45.  


(Lunch break) 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Welcome back, everyone, on the phone.  Again, as a reminder, those of you on the phone, please mute your phones and either use the mute button that's built into your phone, or use star 6 which is the conference call key sequence to do the muting.  


Also, if you would like to follow along with the transcription, the realtime transcription that is being provided here on site, the URL for that is www.streamtext.net/player?Event and the equal sign and CAST.  


I believe we actually at this point have two separate recommendations before us.  One that is based on the language that we have been discussing for recommendation one that's been under discussion for a while.  And then a new one that actually incorporates language about Section 508 into the recommendation.  So let's start with the recommendation as it is.  So, Skip, if you could please read where we are at this point?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Okay.  What I've got is Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to establish guidelines for accessible instructional materials including materials used in postsecondary academic settings.  The development of such guidelines should involve key stakeholders that create, produce, distribute, and use instructional materials.  Such guidelines should address minimal functional standards for digital instructional materials.  And then a question mark about adding a Section 508 reference directly into these recommendations, or should that go into the narrative 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So comments from Commissioners At this point?  Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I want to echo what Mark said at the end there before lunch, which was the difference between now and later.  And this is a later recommendation.  This is a way to continue working on accessibility of instructional materials, you know, into the future.  But I think we also have some recommendations that we want to see now.  And so I think that one of the things that's going to challenge us is where should it go?  And over lunch we were talking about how that might fit.  I believe that we do have a now recommendation which I believe will come up later which is how to actually get people to do this now.  And one key point is that OCR is already issuing, you know, recommendations about what the law means, right?  For example, around the eBook readers and the like. 

So maybe what we end up do something making some recommendations to OCR about, you know, how the law should be interpreted in terms of what's practical today and reference some of these existing standards.  So I think that's -- what I am trying to do is address the fact that people are saying but this is later.  Yeah, this is later.  We need to talk about now in a separate recommendation.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Jim.  


Other discussion?  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Would the group consider moving such guidelines should -- I'm sorry, I can't see it because of the screen -- functional standards for digital instructional materials?  One, do I think that technical and functional should be part of that sentence.  Would you consider putting that down in the narrative and taking out of the recommendation because I do think that recommendation is a little long.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  In fact, based on what David said about the process of the Access Board, I think, Skip, you could take everything that starts with the development of, blah, blah, blah, blah, blah, and move that down into the narrative.  That's what you are saying, Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Yeah.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So given that, then, Skip, could you also re-read what's left?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Yes.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  On the phone, please mute your lines, we're hearing somebody's conversation.  So if you are on the phone, please make sure that your line is muted.  Sometimes it's easy to think it's muted when you are not.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Gaeir, I can say a couple of things while he is doing that?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Absolutely.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Having just been part of a project where we're looking at this and using 508 standards to develop standards and requirements for the department, a couple of things like lessons learned.  I do think that the Access Board is a good group.  They have a lot of experience.  They already have created technical requirements.  Having said that, I think because they produce very technical information that that is difficult for non-technical people to absorb and understand.  And so one of the bullets down below might be creating this guidance in plain language, and asking them to do kind of the translation instead of having all of the other groups do the translation.  


The other thing is do I think that the language they use is opened for interpretation.  For example, the Department of Education, we do say that 508 requirements are saying electronic documents do comply with that.  So your institution and my institution have a different interpretation of that, and I think that causes some difficulty as well.  And so having things be more precise and more clear and less vague might serve us well if we put that under bullet points as well.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I'm curious, Holly, so what actual standards then of the standards are you actually using to structure your documents?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  The information that's in there, the technical part.  I don't have all of that section memorized.  I read all of that information, and then there was a part -- I think the wording -- although I don't know it exactly I would have to look at it.  When it says electronic material, we're interpreting that to mean document.  Even though it has a list, and it doesn't say document, we're taking the interpretation that electronic materials covers documents, and so that is covered.  So, again, there is -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  What I meant is there aren't guidelines for how you create your documents?  It just is that they have to be accessible.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  You are using those standards that we have for websites.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  The web standards.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  We're using the web standards for what we are doing.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Skip, are you ready?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Yep.  So it currently reads Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to establish guidelines for accessible instructional materials, including materials used in postsecondary academic settings.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So then the next question would be do we want to offer a suggestion either in the recommendation or in the narrative and I am volunteering DoE, but that DoE with the Office of Civil Rights Be the enforcement.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  It's important to go there, but also based on what David said do we want to also urge Congress to provide funding for this?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorize a fund for the United States Access Board?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  People on the phone, we're getting an echo.  Somebody has us on speaker phone.  Could you please mute your phone?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Gaeir, I just wanted to chime in on your suggestion about the involvement of the Department of Education.  That's just something I don't want to sign off on personally base many here as a capacity as a delegate.  And that's something I would have to take back to the office and discuss with others.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Let me ask you though, Betsey, is there -- I guess is there any contraindication?  Would there be any reason that you could not -- if standards were adopted by DoE, just like the architectural standards on campuses, and those are looked at under DoE, would that be feasible for you I guess is what I want to say?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Again, I don't want to make a statement one way or the other without taking it back to my office.  But, I mean, in the past when the accessibility guidelines were adopted into the Title II and Title III regulation, we enforced those because it was our job to enforce Title II regulation.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  So I think the question, Gaeir, is whether the Commission wants enforcement included?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Correct.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  So my point of view would be that we should include an enforcement, and maybe it's just adding a sentence on to this recommendation suggesting that in the authorizing language asking the Access Board to create these new standards -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Guidelines.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Well, yeah, guidelines that Congress consider where future enforcement of those guidelines might happen.  That wasn't the exact language.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Rather than really specifically suggesting DoE, you are saying just to consider having enforcement?  So you are saying don't recommend DoE as the enforcing agency, just recommend that -- 


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I'm willing to recommend DoE.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  One of the things that we talked about before the break was, you know, where would the -- we talked about the unifying and harmonizing.  I like that word "harmonizing" although I can't sing at all.  But harmonizing and unifying is something that we talk about in IDEA, too.  We talk about a seamless system and making sure that all of our programs go through.  And we have the NIMAS standard, but, again, we're up for reauthorization and that's always on the table when we have reauthorization.  So this is a good time, too, to discuss maybe in your recommendation you might consider looking at it as down the road, again, are you looking future, that if are you looking for enforcement, it could be written into -- because remember we're looking at guidelines until it actually is in somebody's statute and somebody's regulations. 

And then they become standards that are enforceable.  


And so maybe not just the ADA, but also in IDEA, too, and that gives you the full span under education, too.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So that would be recommending that they be included in IDEA regs and ADA regs.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  In the statute and the regulations.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I don't want to be redundant, but Glinda anticipated my question which is, you know, going from guideline to standard, my question was going to be is it simply a matter of making an agency an enforcer?  And are you saying no.  There is this separate step that would involve statute and regs.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Yes.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Okay.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  That's what I think David was saying this morning to everyone, too.  They're only doing guidelines for us.  And until they are adopted, they're not standards.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  That's true, although I don't think we really well understand.  I think it could -- I think the authorizing legislation could point to enforcement.  So they don't necessarily have to be separate steps.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And you are correct.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I'm sorry, just so that I understand, Mark, guidelines could be enforced if the authorizing language allows it, is that what you are saying?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Well, I am not clear on this, but as I understand it, the legislation -- a statute authorizing the Access Board to develop these standards could include something around how those guidelines once established could be enforced and under which law and by which agency, as I understand it.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  I think that's an important point, and one that I am happy to take back to David Capozzi, just to be crystal clear on because I'm not certain about that, Mark, but it's certainly something that I will follow up on and communicate to the rest of the Commission.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Bruce?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Clarification.  Explain to me again why if we've got 508 refresh already and he talked about -- I thought -- keeping this under 508 because you've already got a vehicle at that point.  Is that incorrect?  Have I got that wrong?  So it would be a whole new regimen is what we're talking about here, right?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It would be new guidelines that would, I'm sure because it's the Access Board, it would build on what they've done with Section 508, but there is a lot of things that are not specifically covered in Section 508 that are part of alternate -- that are part of instructional materials.  So it would be more.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Okay.  One thing he made clear, he used the term harmonization.  Now, you've got a federal standard here which in some form or fashion is being utilized by more than 20 states of the.  How and how it's enforced and how I am not sure.  But if we start developing multiple standards so that the Federal Government essentially has got 508 over here.  And then we're going to go over here and create a new set of standards which are going to apply to the Federal Government and to the schools both private and public.  We don't have -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I don't think that it necessarily applies to the Federal Government.  It would depend on who is enforcing it and how it was done.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Gaeir, are you missing my point here.  We're talking about setting up another set of standards.  So let's say that the biggest purchaser, and remember most of the software that we're using in use is used by the Federal Government.  Not the schools.  So let's go over here and create a competing set of guidelines so that we've now got 508 for the feds and for industry, and we go over here and we've got another one for AIM for schools, we're going to have a mess on our hands.  We cannot -- we've got to have a single set of standards.  We can't have a multiple standards, I don't think, and be effective because it won't be enough revenue to drive all of that.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  That's not my understanding at all.  And I don't think that that's what people are suggesting.  I think that 508 standards are not sufficient for AIM, but there are certainly some that would be directly applicable.  So it's taking what's directly applicable, saying this is now a AIM standard, it matches 508, and then adding complementary guidelines on to that.  So I don't think in any way that we are suggesting that we come up with a competing guidelines that would interfere with what we're doing.  It's really complementary and building off of what we already have.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  So that would mean MicroSoft might have to build two different pieces of equipment?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think maybe you didn't quite hear what Holly was saying.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I'm sorry.  Explain to me if you've got -- how would it complement and not require something different?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  So there are certain things -- let me see if I can come up with a good example.  


So like right now 508 does not talk about color contrast.  Color contrast is something that would probably be incredibly important.  WCAG is coming up with color contrast, and it will be very specific.  They have that.  So when they merge those two together, you are going to have color contrast that comes up with 508.  But today color contrast is not part of 508.  So, for example, in the AIM it might -- that group might say color contrast is something that's very important.  It's not going to compete against something that's already with 508, but it's a complementary guideline that would be very important.  


Now, I think that's a poor example because we are going to align that and that's going to come hopefully by the end of October.  I am very excited about that.  But that's an example.  I would absolutely I could bet you a million dollars right now that the Access Board is not going to come up with competing information with 508, but there might be additional things that would be required for documents that are not outlined for website design information that would be complementary and added on to.  But I vehemently do not think that we are suggesting that we create conflicting guidelines.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And, in fact that could be included in the narrative.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  But wait a minute.  Let's get back to the recommendation.  The suggestion I made was guidelines, address issues, now, this is under 508 refresh.  Guidelines.  To address issues unique to AIM and postsecondary academic settings.  That's about as directed as you can get.  Make these 508 refresh and any subsequent standards.  Address issues unique to AIM and postsecondary academic studies.  We keep it all in one place.  We make sure that it addresses the specific needs that you are addressing first.  We've already got a mechanism.  He already said there is no more funding he could still welcome it and do it.  So we don't necessarily in these days and times talk about additional funds which will probably hit a brick wall.  We've got a vehicle.  We've got a way to point them directly to what you are addressing, and we create a single place everybody that looks to and all of the production sectors in the country. 

I think it's just good have it in one spot.  I think it's critical we keep it in one spot and everybody is working on the same thing and same standards.  And as David pointed out, this is going to be attune to a global standard.  Let's not keep building new boxes.  Let's stay in the boxes right now.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Mark, Jim, and then Holly.  


Mark?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I think this is a new box, but I don't think that it's disconnected from the old box.  Some of us have suggested that maybe the market has failed.  And we were told we're not economists.  Well, I don't think that all of us on this Commission are technical experts either, myself included in that.  So I think that what we're doing here is assigning to a group which has clear technical capacity, knows how to develop guidelines in a way that has the potential to be effective, and we're asking them to create a box for a very specific category which is to ensure that students with disabilities have access to the postsecondary environment in an age when technology is becoming ever more invasive in that experience.  


Unless we think we are the technical experts, I don't think we should tie the hands of the Access Board.  I do think that they are going to take a lot of what is in the 508 refresh because it will make their work easier.  And the stakeholders will be at the table.  So I actually think partly where we're going to end up is where Bruce is talking about, but I don't think that it's our job to tell the Access Board because we're not economists, we're not technical experts.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Mark.  


Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think, and it's been said a number of times already.  We do not need to create duplicative standards.  And there has been made implicit by questions made by George to David, where possible you should borrow from the web standards, 508 standards, and then there will be I would expect things unique to structural materials that are not adequately covered.  So I think it's a yes and.  It's not just the extra bits.  But where they overlap I think that we should say you shouldn't try to go out and re-invent something so it's two different variations for the same kind of thing.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Jim.  


Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  So, Bruce, I don't think that the guidelines to address issues unique to AIM in postsecondary academic setting is necessary.  But you do.  So what I would like to hear from you is, is there a concern -- I don't think that sentence will stop duplicative standards.  I don't think that's specific.  But I think you do.  So I would like to hear more about your concern about what you think that sentence will help take care of.  Does that make sense?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Well, you've already got the vehicle.  You've already got the group.  He already has said yeah we can put it there.  And, again, he said we can do it.  Our money is tight, but go ahead and give it to us.  We can handle it.  And then we'll say, okay, we want you to move it over here and let's have our own.  And I go back to my box analogy.  If we just make sure that we point that 508 refresh, that 508 section to address these specific issues, he has got the vehicle, he has got the method, he will -- you know, everybody pointed out and Jim sat on their board, or on their Commission, they know what they're doing.  He knows how to make sure -- he already said we want it to harmonize.  We want it to meet international standards.  So why do we want to possibly complicate it by saying create a different box? 

Don't create something that you don't have to.  If it ain't broke don't fix it.  Let's just make sure that it's working.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Okay.  So then that's good information.  Thank you very much.  Then I still think that I agree with Jim that that sentence should be included in the narrative to say guidelines to address issues unique to AIM and postsecondary academic settings using appropriate 508 standards or using current existing 508 standards -- 


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Building on.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Building on as appropriate.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Bingo!  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Okay.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I really can hear it now.  Are you going to have 20,000 companies going where are you going?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Okay.  Great.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  That's what I am worried about.  I want to accelerate it and not decelerate.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Let me get Linda's comment here.  Linda?  


>> LINDA TESSLER:  Appropriately I haven't contributed because you are talking about a lot of legal issues and things that are not in my expertise.  But what I do want to say, and what I do ask the Commission for is to create a document.  The government is very busy with a lot of very important issues.  We don't know what's going to happen with this document that we're producing in the end.  But let's be pragmatists, and let's create a document that people that have print disabilities, and the people that are faithful to that organization can refer to this document because it has happened many times before.  Has referred to it as a reference point.  There are definitions that we're putting out.  I have served on non-profit LDA, Learning Disabilities Association of America, definitions that Commissions Like this created, were referred to and adopted. 

Let's adopt and let's create a document that at least this community of print disabled people can refer to and use it might be, which is fine, one of the greatest uses of what we are producing.  So in summary I'm saying two things.  One, let's not put the work off for somebody else to do.  


And let us, you know, create standards or expectations or whatever the words are where people can refer to this and have some concept.  We're putting out to society these concepts, and we're giving it a voice these concepts.  You know, I always apologize to you guys.  Words do not come easily to me.  I am never as articulate ace wish I were, but that's why I am here because I am dyslexic.  Please extrapolate from my clumsy sentences what I am trying to say because I do believe in my points.  Thank you.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Linda.  So just to summarize here, so what's being asked is that there be language included that says something along the lines of built on and harmonized with the Section 508 standards; is that correct?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  The Harmon sakes comes from external standards.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Built on the Section 508 standards?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Yeah.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I just want to make sure that we capture the words.  Built on the Section 508 standards?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Something like that.  Building on or -- 


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  One of the ideas -- am I on?  How's that?  Okay.  One of the things that we want to do is to make sure that we're making a global marketplace.  So when the 508 refresh is in harmony with WCAG, web content accessibility guideline, then there is one global standard that people can build to.  That's what we want in publishing as well.  We don't want to splinter the market so that you've got to do specifically one thing for this country, or even this state, and something different.  You want a global marketplace.  That's one of the things that we have to focus on.  So the guidelines are global.  WCAG and what we're going to use for publishing.  And then what is required by law, you know, whether you have page numbers and your books are not, your know, your digital books are not, that is established by local organizations. 

But the standards all speak for the same thing.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So are you saying built on the Section 508 standards and harmonized with global standards?  Is that what are you suggesting, George?  Something along those lines?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  You don't want to deviate from international standards to provide a global marketplace.  But 508 applies to the United States and the implementation.  So a website may have to meet WCAG 2.0.  The standard, 508 may say that it has to apply to double "A" standards.  There is A, AA, AAA, and it's hard to get a AAA website with everything in it.  And it's inappropriate as well.  So the 508 defines the target, the bar?  Where is the bar?  It sets where the bar is.  And five years from now they may be able to move the bar up.  But what holds the bar is the same for everybody.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, George.  Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Gaeir, I feel like we're right now doing the editing group's work.  I feel like we're actually re-writing this recommendation.  Is that what we're supposed to be doing?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Well, there are a number of recommendations that didn't actually come before the editing group yet.  So what we're trying to do is those recommendations, to get the wordings on those, and then they'll work on the narrative and bring that back.  So, you are right.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I just felt like -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  But are you right, Glinda.  That's why it is.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Because we are.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yeah.  They haven't gone through some of the same vetting process as some of the ones that we did yesterday have.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Are we right now dialoguing whether to include this sentence in the recommendation?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I thought we were talking about the narrative.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I mean we are talking about do you want it in the narrative or do you want it in the recommendation.  So, yeah, in a way, Mark, you are right.  We're talking about both.  Where do we want to include this?  Do we want to just include in the narrative that we would like the Access Board to build on this Section 508 standard and harmonize it with international standards?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Narrative.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So the push is in the narrative.  Commission members, are we good with that, with including that in the narrative and then leaving the very simple recommendation?  


Skip, do you want to read the very simplified form of this recommendation again, please?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I have two versions.  


(Laughter) 


I have two versions.  So I can read the one -- let me read the first one that includes the reference directly to 508.  And then I will read the one that does not include the reference to Section 508.  


If the first one reads Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to establish guidelines to address unique accessible instructional materials issues in postsecondary academic settings.  Building on current Section 508 standards as appropriate.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Our other choice?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorize and fund the United States Access Board to establish guidelines for accessible instructional materials used in postsecondary academic settings.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Including materials.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I'm sorry.  Congress should authorize and fund the United States Access Board to establish guidelines for accessible instruction materials, including material used in postsecondary academic settings.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Read the other one again.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to establish guidelines to address unique accessible instructional materials issues in postsecondary academic settings, building on current 508 standards as appropriate.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  That goes in the narrative.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  There is really nothing that's unique about it.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Did we lose guidelines in the second one?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  It says guidelines.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Okay.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think in the second one we are clearly limiting it only to those things that are unique to postsecondary education, and I am not sure that was what the Commission was hoping to do.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  You are describing which one?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Just a suggestion because there is a shift in the emphasis on the scope in the second one.  So an alternative would be to take accessible instructional materials, comma, including materials used in postsecondary setting and insert it into the second one.  Then you have Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to establish guide lines to addressing -- to address unique accessible instructional materials, comma, including those in postsecondary academic settings building on current Section 508 standards.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I don't understand why you are rewriting a sentence that we really like.  It's getting worse.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  The second one was good.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  The second one was good and we worked on it a lot.  He read the 508 one first.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  He is calling that the second one.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  There is one with a 508 reference and one without.  Congress should authorize and fund the United States Access Board to establish guidelines for accessible instructional materials, including materials used in postsecondary academic settings.   


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So far the Commission wants that and everything else will be in the narrative.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  And the narrative could start out with language that references 508 as starting point.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yeah.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  In that sentence, though, can we take the second materials out?  It says including materials.  Again, I don't want it to be limited to what people think is just hard stuff.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  So including those?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  So once you've done that Skip, one more time and let's see if there is consensus on this.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorize and fund the United States Access Board to establish guidelines for accessible instructional materials, comma, including those used in postsecondary academic settings.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  I am getting a lot of nods around the table.  Is there any dissent to this version?


(Feedback) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Oh, boy, somebody on the phone, we're getting feedback from you.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  So the objective here is to extend this outside of postsecondary clearly, right?  Postsecondary then becomes secondary.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that the intent is to harmonize as David was saying on the phone.  At least that's my understanding.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  The harmonization didn't have anything to do with postsecondary.  It didn't have anything to do with that he was not talking about K-12.  He was talking about harmonizing with international standards.  Than is not K-12 and postsecondary.  So we're going to go K-12 here, right?  Is that where you want to go?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  There is no mention of K-12.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  The way that it's written now Mark, postsecondary becomes secondary.  We are included and we are not the focus.  That comma changed this.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Skip read it again, please.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Congress should authorize and fund the United States access board to establish guidelines for accessible instructional materials, comma, including those used in postsecondary academic settings.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  We're putting K-12 first?  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN: Including as opposed to saying in postsecondary academic settings?  So just take out including those used in?   


>> SKIP STAHL:  Some folks have asked to put that in.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Let's walk down this road little further, right?  We said in the narrative we're going to talk about where we make these recommendations to show up.  This is a postsecondary Commission.  So we're likely to make those recommendations to show up in something that will be around postsecondary enforcement.  We have also talked about the desire to harmonize and come up with single standards.  And though we didn't really go into a lot of depth, you know, we might say in the narrative, gee it might be even in a IDEA refresh that you consider adopting a single accessible set of instructional materials standards.  Now, we can do that as an aside.  It's actually not in our scope to recommend what IDEA should be, but I think that it might be more progress in the direction that I think Bruce has outlined, which is, you know, what will replace the NIMAS? 

Could it be that these standards would actually be good enough to actually harmonize what happens in higher ed as well as in K-12?  That would be a nice outcome.  I just don't think that it's something we're going to be able to push very far.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I think that we've got a serious case of mission creep here.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Excuse me, I don't think that it's mission creep why do you think that they have this assistant secretary of OSERS on this commission?  OSERS covers birth through death in disabilities literally.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Then let's start building around IDEA from this point forward then.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  No, no, no, that's not what I said.  No, that's not what I said.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Look, we're trying to get something done here.  If we get mission creep we're going to be such a mishmash we're at a point where in postsecondary materials are secondary in this recommendation.  Now we're talking about fixing it or referring to it, and creating clarity and clarifying our own recommendation which is supposed to be the most concise statement.  So we're really going to clarify the statement in the there at this.  

Let's make it clear as a bell and as direct as we can in the recommendation.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I actually have come to an opposite conclusion from Bruce's logic, though, right?  We're referring to 508 standards using 508 standards.  Those are for websites not postsecondary websites.  So I think what we're talking about is we're not going to tell the Access Board write a guideline for instructional materials used in higher ed.  It's for instructional materials, right?  The things aren't going to be different.  Websites in postsecondary that are accessible aren't going to be different than websites in K-12 that are accessible.  That's why people suggested that change in the language.  And the point that I made is that we don't get to make recommendation on K-12.  But we do -- we are asking the Access Board not to do guidelines for wheelchair ramps for schools in K-12 only and exclude postsecondary. 

You want to deal with accessibility standards, and then we'll recommend that they get applied to postsecondary through the following recommendation that OCR enforce them.  Whatever it might be.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Where are you going?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Stephan?  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I don't want to rain on anyone's party, but -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Oh, please do.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I went back to what the editing committee brought you to all in the first place that we all agreed on the other night.  And I am going to read it to you because I think that it does exactly what you all are arguing about.  


(Laughter) 


Because what we had suggested for this recommendation when we had these exact same arguments was --


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Stephan, because I totally forgot that we had done this.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  Please consider this.  Congress should authorize the United States Access Board to develop the capacity to establish guidelines or standards -- and now we understand that that would be guidelines -- used for AIM and postsecondary academic settings.  The development of such guidelines should involve key stakeholders that create, produce, distribute, and use instructional materials.  Such guidelines should address minimal functional standards for digital instructional materials.  And I think that we would then change that last bit to the accessible instructional materials so that it's a consistent terminology throughout.  


But not that I think that the editing committee is --


(Laughter) 


But I am trying to understand whatever one's concerns are seriously because I think everyone has really valid concerns.  But I think that our original language comes as close to not infringing on anyone's turf.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I agree.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  We're trying to get 508 there at one juncture.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  And I think that the 508 may just be too much angst to be worth trying at this point.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that there is general consensus that that should be included in the narrative.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  So I would like to not go as far as Robert, you know, the guy with the rules.  


(Laughter) 


I would like to propose that we just please go back to where we were.  But our discussion is important because now we have our narrative.  We know what we need to write.  That's all I would like it say.  Thank you.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  One last point since everybody wants this to apply and be enforced as much as possible, 508, by the way, automatically applies to the Federal Government if you put it there.  It goes somewhere else unless you somehow do clarify it in the narrative, it doesn't necessarily unless it's a 508, it doesn't apply to the Federal Government.  The states won't refer to it because you will have to start over again in the states because so many of them use 508.  Even if there are disparate aspirations of it, but I really think it's important.   


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  As I was told this just before lunch, and since I was told this I am going to tell you, we can't try to make everything the silver bullet.  That's how they corrected me.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Nor I think will we concerned about applying things to the Federal Government since we are a postsecondary commission here.  


So do I think that the one thing that was suggested in addition to what Stephan was saying, was putting that into the narrative.  But it was a simple recommendation.  But it was the very first part that Stephan read, I think, before that would be the same.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  One other question.  Are we now ignoring once these are developed what happens with them?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  No, we just have not gotten to that part of the discussion yet.  We're working our way there.  


And I think that we are ready to move on to that.  Thank you.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  And we took out funding.  People should recognize that.  So we're not saying -- we're saying that Congress should not fund it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Not fund it we're not telling home to fund it.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Yes.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Right.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Same thing.  I just wanted people to recognize we took that out.  That's all.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I have one other comment.  I come from standards development and CIO background.  We talk about things about maturity model so that you don't get everything done.  Level 5  is kind of perfection.  Level 0 is chaos.  How do you systematically go through those different steps.  And I am not sure if I though that people have had conversations about future versus today and tomorrow, and does the group in the narrative have any interest in talking about the access group developing this in a phased approach?


For example, if there are things from 508 that can be repurposed tomorrow, that we can get a group to identify very quickly these things should be part of AIM and pull those things out, is there benefit, or is that too dangerous to say we want you to do that first.  Pull those things that can be repurposed and reused and identify those things in a year, whatever your phase, you know, in a phased approach.  Do that first and then start to work on those other things that are not identified as more of a future-oriented part in time.  And is there any interest in talking about that or identifying that in the narrative?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think actually I made a proposal earlier that we make a now recommendation about doing something now with what we've already done.  And said that we're deferring that.  So I was interested in proposing that.  But not to the Access Board.  I think that interestingly the Access Board makes it a later thing.  We were wanting to make recommendations directly to the Department of Ed about what we found and things that could be implemented today based on the existing law, and it's not dissimilar from what OCR has been doing, but broader.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Now is the time.  


(Laughter) 


We really do need -- this whole industry is evolving very quickly, and you want to get those guidelines down as quickly as possible.  So I'm fully in support of some kind of a now statement that could be done.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That would be different from what we're talking about here with the Access Board?  A separate recommendation?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Yes, a separate recommendation that maybe seeing if there's funds -- it doesn't have to be thousands and gazillions of dollars.  We're just building some guidelines that could be used by the industry now.  And they could be rolled into the Access Board's work when they get around to it 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Mark?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I was going to say that I agree with Jim and George, although I recognize that we may not be moving there yet.  So I think one thing that this also suggests is that the narrative for this specific recommendation that we're talking about now should convey that sense of urgency.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  I think the other thing as Andrew reminded us which is on the table is do we in the narrative or in the recommendation itself want to recommend where we're suggesting to have this enforced?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think that the answer is yes, in the narrative.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Jim.  Anyone else?  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  So I would go back and ask Betsey and Glinda, how do we do that?  What is the best approach?  Whether we do that now or at a later time, but at least we'll get people's input do you know how to make that happen?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Andrew, that's something I would need to go back and talk to people at OCR about, about what the best most mechanism would be.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Is that something, Betsey, that maybe you can talk to people about and get back to us on?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Yes, I can.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Is the Commission comfortable with that deferring until we hear more from Betsey about exactly the best way to do this?


Yes, Bruce?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Betsey, just as an idea, when you are talking enforcement, I think you want to, if you can, direct this more towards the tip of the spear instead of the handle, which is the purchaser and the power of the purse and direct it as much as you can, or encompass the institutions that they will ensure as much as they possibly can during the acquisition.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I don't think that I would be talking about the content of the guidelines.  I am just going to be talking about the mechanism for how they might be enforced.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  If would you, though, if you would lend your legal skills to this because I don't have them, is how you might -- if you could come back with suggestions or ideas, if we just try to move this because it's a long process.  But if we just try to move this into an enforcement regulatory standards, yada, yada, yada thing.  It's not going to happen real quick because there are a few other priorities as you have pointed out a number of times.  It's a long process.  But how you can move this along just by inference, if you can influence the people on the acquisition end to make sure that this is a key consideration, that in and of itself in the Commission report would have -- 


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I agree strongly with Bruce on that it's one of the things that we've not gotten, and I think that it should actually be its own recommendation my personal opinion because part of the market model is encouraging people to buy accessible stuff.  So I think that's something, and it's been sort of on our list and floating around, but it needs to show up somewhere that hasn't really gotten there yet.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Let's bookmark that one for one minute, and then go back.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I heard that this needs to be its own recommendation, but I am unclear as to what the "it" is.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That's because, hold on, Skip, we haven't discussed that yet.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Encouraging the purchase of accessible materials.  That's the label.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  That's all I needed.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So, Betsey, the thing would be for my understanding of what David was saying is how do we recommend an enforcement agency?  What is the mechanism, the proper words for doing that?  And then I guess maybe the Commission has to decide do we want to recommend DoE as the enforcement agency, or do we want to recommend somebody else as the enforcement agency?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Aren't our choice press tee much DoE, OCR, or the Department of Justice under the ADA?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Pretty much.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  That's all this we have to play with.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Can we recommend both?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  (Indicating affirmatively.) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly is nodding yes.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  No I mean one of the things that we should ask are the guidelines should we do DoE, DoJ, or both.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That's the specific question.  Should we do DoE, DoJ, or both?  I think that one of my concerns would be if we do DoE, then would OCR then be the one that the students report, to or the faculty members would report to?  So the mechanism.  If we could have a little bit every understanding about the mechanism, that would be helpful to the Commission.  


Any further discussion?  This recommendation specifically before we go to the next one that Jim was talking about.  George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  So the next one that Jim was talking about was -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Procurement.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Okay.  No, let's go ahead.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Well, hang on a second.  I just want to point out we have floated ideas for about five new recommendations at different points during this conversation.  We don't have any language, and I think it would be incredibly frustrating trying to write those 5 recommendations right now.  So I think that -- I think we've made a lot of progress on the recommendations that were drafted, many of which got attention from the drafting committee.  But I -- even if I got recommendations, I don't think that I could say them correctly and intelligently in something that would be respectful to everyone's time, and I bet that's true of the other recommendations, too.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I am sure that's correct, but would be good, I think, while we're face to face to at least tee it up to see if there is general consensus on the part of the Commission that it would be worth writing a recommendation about and then sending it to the editorial team to actually write.  So I think that the one that's on the table now is do we want to construct some sort of a recommendation around this issue of purchasing technology?  And what would be the ideas of what that would look like?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  (Indicating affirmatively.) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Bruce had said something about the 508 as written actually does apply to purchasing.  


It is purchasing law.  And so you could use that if you wanted to use that and just say that we recommend that, you know, this purchasing under Section 508 apply to institutions of higher education.  That is an option.  I am not saying that's a good option.  I am just saying that's an option.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Understand, go to your most sensitive caring agency, the one that most wants to make 508 work.  How does the procurement process work?  Well, let's say that you are trying to buy a piece of technology, and the bestest, fastest, quickest in all of the world.  At the best price is not totally accessible.  And then you've got one over here that can't add 2 and 2 and come up with 4, but it's totally accessible.  What the agency does is go for the jumps and runs the fastest piece that meets our needs, and then they push to make it more accessible.  But they'll take the one that works.  That's sort of the conundrum that you are always up against is will it hit the target?  It won't hit the target, but boy it is expensive.  So that's where the conundrum that they operate under based on what I've learned. 

So you need to remember that when you are writing all of this.  That's why when you go for the power of the purse, and the current global standards of 508 and what it implies, that's why I keep trying to push back to that.  And I also know that the entire industry and the people that I represent and the people behind me represent live by 508.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  And, Bruce, you nailed it.  And that's -- so I am agreeing with you.  We really need to push on the requirement that the manufacturers of products must build in accessibility from the ground so that fancy-dancey wiz-bang things will be successful instead of having it as an add on later.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  That's what they're trying to get to and the refresh that you are supportive of, it's going fast, I think, George.  But that's where the industry looks now, 508.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And I do have to point out just from the school perspective that even if we adopted exactly the procurement procedure, which Bruce actually got into a sentence pretty well there.  That is the issue.  That at the colleges we have to do something slightly different from that because the whole Kindle issue as that has shown, we can't just adopt something that's not accessible, even if it's the most accessible one out there.  We still can't adopt it, whereas under 508 you can.  That is a little bit of a difference there.  I don't know if that's the best strategy to say if we want 508 to apply.  But Jim, Mark, and George, I would like to hear you weigh in around your thoughts of the procurement area.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I'm not sure how much progress we can make on procurement because actually I think what Bruce and George said were different.  I am not sure that they really agreed.  


(Laughter) 


But I guess I would suggest that, you know, OCR has already made statements to universities in the dear colleague letter about equally effective and equally integrated, and we talked about a number of technical, functional approaches that technology group believes help get us closer to the target.  And we've talked about Harmon sakes of a number of standards that exist.  I think that the Commission should recommend to OCR that OCR creates a policy guidance around the technical and policy issues surrounding technologies in AIM in the postsecondary environment and that might include incorporating the technical functional standards that this Commission came up with.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  So let's say -- I think that is a recommendation we should make.  Is there any incentive side?  In other words, OCR, you know, you should enforce these things, and you should issue policy guidance on how you will enforce it that's kind of what I am hearing you say.  But I think part of Bruce's point was how do we encourage them to buy things?  And is there an actual recommendation around that that's the reflection of the enforcement side?  I hope we do come up with something along those lines.  I haven't figured out how to write it yet?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I can suggest that it be taken back to the editorial group and taken up then?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Certainly for a specific recommendation.  I do think that we need to hear everybody's thoughts on this because there may be other people that have thoughts on this particular topic.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Just to real quickly follow up, I think that the incentive is the one that we talked about earlier today which is tieing it to the provision of federal grant funds.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So something about buying accessible and if you have federal grant funds that you would then something about that?  Something that you would be buying accessible?  I am just trying to figure out exactly what you are saying there, Mark?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Wasn't it more about train than acquisition.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  The earlier one was totally about training.  But this is a different recommendation.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Yeah, that's the parallel because it's the hook.  I mean, if you want to get federal grant funds, you have to do certain things.  And I think that is part of the argument that's being made about 508 actually, is that's why Universities Might be thinking that's the standard for them.  It has to -- it relates to their relationship with the Department of Education.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Any other comments on this particular idea of recommendation?  


So basically what we're saying right now is there is a recommendation about OCR writing policy.  Is that part of this recommendation so that Skip can capture this?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  That's one.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Do we have a second one, George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  If we could figure out what are the incentives, and maybe that incentive is tieing it to federal funding.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  And that would be something in the narrative then?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Can I just suggest that maybe -- we turn this back over to the editing team.  Because when you talk about purchasing and procurement, you are talking about students, you are not talking about institutions.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  No, we're talking about institutions.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We're talking about institutions.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  But I am thinking about instructional materials are purchased by students.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  We've defined instructional materials kind of broadly, so that includes the courseware management system, registration system, the choice of an eBook platform which is what OCR has pointed out they can't do.  So, yes, the students ultimately are offered by the bookstore or by, you know, the choices what they should buy.   


I think that we are going upstream to the choices that are made that influence the accessibility by the institution.  I am pretty sure that's where we're focused.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  David asked me to remind the group of one thing.  On the accessibility improvement task force that we have within the Department that Martha Canter is leading, one of the items is to remind grantees that receive federal funds that accessibility is an issue.  So if covering electronic documents and websites, that that's one of the things that we are working on guidance on to go out to the group.  So it may not cover everything, as far as AIM, but it would cover apart of that.  So there might be a way for us to include that information in that guidance as well.  But I just wanted you to know that we're working on that as well.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think it's a very similar issue.  And as a Department of Education grantee, it's written into the contract that we have to do that.  It's not a 508 thing.  It's just you want to get our money, don't make an inaccessible website for your project.   


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Any other thoughts or comments around this particular set of recommendations under discussion?  


(No response) 


Okay.  We're going on to I think that we have one more here.  Two more?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Do we want to kind of stay on a theme here?  Because we were talking about the now establishment of guidelines.  We're in that domain.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Go ahead and tell us what you are thinking, George.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I think in the short-term -- okay.  So I am brainstorming.  This is not coherent.  But I just want to get the idea out and if there is agreement on it then we can work on language later.  But the idea is something around DoE providing some funding for the development of guidelines immediately, you know, something that could be done in the next year.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  As opposed to going through the process with the Access Board?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  No, no.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  In addition to.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  This is just short-term.  We get guidelines that we can start using now, and this can be refined and improved by the Access Board.  So they aren't starting from square one.  And it doesn't have to be, you know, the full, complete gamut of everything.  It can build on, you know, start with layer one, layer two, layer three.  And get these things out.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Dave has the floor.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  George, are you referring to discussions that we've had before about an idea that I think that I threw outbuilding on an existing NIDRR project that deals with standards and trying to get some sort of effort going?  This would be completely voluntary, but just trying to continue the momentum along the lines of the recommendation for the Access Board?  Is that what you are referring to?  Something that we could do in the next fiscal year?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Yes.  I think that the organizations that are already working on guidelines in this domain are underfunded.  And if there are ways to help them get the work done now instead of later based on their unavailable resources, that that would be good.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Skip?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  So one of the questions that I had was whether this might be crafted in conjunction or collaboration or support from the Access Board?  One of the things that Dave Capozzi thought about was an advisory group made up stakeholders.  So if there were an interim group starting in February, it would be nice if that interim group represented the constituents of an advisory group that would be accessible to the Access Board.  


In other words, there might be, you know, some shifting in membership, but it might be crafted jointly so that if, in fact, these recommendations were pushed through Congress acted on the recommendation from the Access Board there would already be a process, mechanism and personnel in place, at least place holders that can move into that position, so to speak.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Betsey?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I guess I have two points now.  And the first one is just a question about the funding.  You know, we've talked about Department of Education providing some funding, and a point I made earlier and I think I want to reiterate is that we don't have extra money lying around.  


(Laughter) 


It would have to be appropriated.  That's the thing where you still have to go through Congress if you want to get funding for a new project.  So that's not to say it's a bad idea.  

But just to say that, you know, if the impetus for this idea is haste, are you not getting away from, you know, the congressional involvement because you still have to get the appropriation.  But I think that my second point about this kind of interim place-holding standards making or guidelines-making group is that I feel like that would be stepping on the toes of the Access Board to jump in and pick the people for them before they've got the authorization to be involved.  And then to say, oh, well, we've already set this up, and then they either have to disband that group and throw out those standards and start fresh, in which case we've just confused people, or they feel forced to take the people that they didn't choose.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Dave, one of the things that when you mentioned the NIDRR group,  too, we have two groups through OSEP that are working in standards in this area that we currently fund.  I know that we are avenue doing standards work, too, at OSEP.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  George, Holly, Jim, and Jim?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I don't have anything to say.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Jim has something.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I'm sorry, Jim.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  And it was more like the national file effort that was funded by a supplemental from the department to get the conversations going that then ended up being passed into law, and then actually, you know, a certain group got a designated actually to be an advisory body.  That was sort of an orderly process.  The Access Board can't touch this unless Congress gives them authorization that could be 2-5 years away.  So the essence of George's thing is maybe we get something going that's voluntary that does involve the stakeholder as much as the NSF involved the publishers.  And what it does is makes it easier for the legislation to pass based on a consensus from the stakeholder that may happen in a less formal process.  That was the essence of that recommendation that I think that Dave originally made. 

And I think that is kind of the now thing as opposed to -- one of the now things as opposed to the later thing of having the Access Board work on it and the Access Board will pick its advisory panel to do -- to proceed in rulemaking or whatever it is through their own processes.  I don't think that they'll be bound through an informal supplementary group that got together and laid groundwork for it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly?  


>> Gaeir?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I'm sorry, whoever that is on the phone.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  It's Gerrie Hawkins.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Oh, it's you.  Thank you, Gerrie.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  Just two things.  I am hearing the use of the term "advisory committee." I know that David used that term this morning.  If you are writing something to Congress, you don't want to get them confused what most are talking about, you do not want to get involved in that.  It's too complicated.  You don't want them confused.  So maybe somewhere that said advisory panel, maybe you want to choose that kind of language?


The other piece I was hearing as the conversation was going on, getting back to something Bruce might have said something, saying what does Congress really do?  And he was saying, well, if you are in need of money, just remember they appropriate.  Remember that.  That's all.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Gerrie.  


Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I agree with Betsey's comment, and I trust Jim to smooth that over, but I am concerned about starting something and then later asking to turn it over to the Access Board.  


Having said that one of the things that I that I we could do now is while we might have to wait or there might be issues with appropriating funding, what the department does do, and I think that this has been talked about before, but I think that this is a now thing is we do set priorities on awarding grant funding.  And we could say if you are doing anything with AIM, you know, that concept, that you would get a priority in order to receive grant funding.  That's something that we could say for 2012.  If the group wanted to do that.   


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That's a nice one.  Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I am hearing two things, and it's probably a little difficult to harmonize.  


I really sense, you know, the urgency that, you know, many of us feel to get this process started, and also the length of time that it will take to get something going to the Access Board.  And I also hear, you know, the possible disconnect or dissonants between an effort like that and what might actually occur through the Access Board.  I think that what we've not addressed at any time, and perhaps this could be built into a recommendation, it strikes me that, you know, the creation of voluntary guidelines might be an interesting place for public/private partnership.  


And where stakeholders and/or disinterested third parties might want to get involved in this working in partnership with the public sector, with the Federal Government, as a way to jump-start the process.  And it would be money that would probably be easier to package than going through the appropriations process, especially now.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I'm just wondering, Jim, are you thinking of some organization or someone who might be the spearhead for that?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Well, I don't have anyone in my back pocket.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Oh, drat.  


(Laughter) 


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I mean, eventually you would name it but there could be foundations that would be interested in joining in on this work.  There could be industry stakeholders, or stakeholder groups that would want to take part in and partly fund this effort.  As I understand it, it wouldn't require huge amounts of money.  But it would really lay the groundwork for getting the stuff done, and doing it in a way that was built on real partnership and collaboration.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  George?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  There's different pieces, but one piece is in the international digital publishing form.  Now that's made up of tech companies, publishers, disabled community, or organizations representing persons with disabilities.  And they are creating standards, and the guidelines are the next pieces that have to be built.  And we need to start working on that right now.  


Now, that's not everything.  That's not the interactive software that's running on, you know, workstations.  So it's not comprehensive AIM materials.  But it is a big chunk.  It's a big chunk of what's coming.  And it would be great to get help getting all of that done from everybody.  Everybody, you know, working together on it.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So there seems to be a general consensus that this is probably a good idea.  I'm not quite following what the structure of it might be beyond just -- is this a recommendation to Congress?  Is this a recommendation to -- 


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  It would take too long?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  But who is the recommendation directed to I guess is what I am asking?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  It's something when we talked Access Board a few months ago, I was really concerned that of the delays.  Because like I said, NIDRR has work going on that they're supporting in standards, we do, and we don't have a really coordinated effort on our standards work.  I would like it see something happen where we get this work coordinated.  And that's a great idea to do the guideline work through the Access Board.  But we really can't wait for Congress to decide what they're going to do with this report.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So is this maybe, Glinda, something that OSERS can be directed to call, a summit, a meeting, something amongst -- 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Possibly.  And, Dave, I don't know what you have talked to Alexa or anyone else or OSERS folks about this any farther than discussions that we've,  had but I think at this point listening to this discussion today I think that it's really important because we need guidance on what's going on here.  And it can't wait until tomorrow.  It can't wait for two or three years because the universities, everyone needs this.  And you all do, too.  You want to know what we have in mind, too, and you need to be involved with us, too.  And the big piece of it is if we wait too long, then the train's passed, right?  Right, George?  And the train has passed, and once again, we're behind on everything.  And I would like to see us be a little forward thinking for once. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So I know that the Department of Labor has their COAT project for accessible.  Is this something that could be recommended that DoE and DoL meet and hold a general meeting of stakeholders, or something like that?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  We could start at least with our department in DoE and see what's going on there in our department.  Would you say, Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I don't know about the stuff going on at NIDRR, stow would be nice with our own shop to know what's going on.  


But this is a little tiny red flag.  But I think that I go back to Bruce's scope.  I mean, the scope of this group is to make recommendations, and if we leave here tomorrow and start doing the work, are we circumventing our own recommendations?  I am a tiny little bit concerned about that.  But we could make the recommendation -- 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  What I am saying is that our former director would say this he said because we planned priorities five years in advance.  I can tell you what we would like to find five years from now.  But the scope of the universe will change in five years.  We'll plan something different.  But what I wanted to say, and I will make it quick, you know, the school bus, the university doors open every single day.  And these kids and these adults need it right now.  If we wait until all of this gets done, we'll be guidelineless, and we'll be out there in the muck again with no way, no guidance, and I am saying that we've got to get something done.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  We're making recommendations not only to Congress but also to the Department; is that correct?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Yes.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  So we would be fully keeping within our charge if we were to scope out a recommendation that had more to do with the Department than with Congress itself.  And as I understand it, there would be a protocol to this.  In other words, you have some currently-funded centers that are engaged, and they are doing the work of a similar kind.  But they would have to be tasked to do this particular work, and then perhaps a supplemental would have to be offered to provide funding so that they could execute the work, and if it's on a -- if this is to develop guidelines that are voluntary as a way to jump-start the process, and there is not an enforcement issue, right?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Different from what we're asking -- what you are talking about with the Access Board.  Not what we're asking of the Access Board.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  This is a recommendation to the department to go in this direction, and we need not perhaps even name the particular centers involved.  We wouldn't do that.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  No.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  But throw it back to the Department to identify an appropriate -- okay.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Because there may be others beyond the ones that I know of.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  There are.  I can think of two right off the top of my head.  There are a lot of people coming up -- I can think of three right off the top of my head.  There are a lot of people in colleges coming up with their own guidelines.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  It certainly sounds like the most expeditious way to go about this.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly and then Mark.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  If we do that, I am comfortable.  If we say now a recommendation is within 90 days of the release of this report, we recommend that the Department of Education need either internally or with Department of Labor to see if we can identify quick hits or information to further in, I am comfortable with that.   


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I hope Mike got all that because I know Skip didn't.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  That sounded just terrific.  But one comment we don't want 20 different efforts on guidelines.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  No.  One.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So I think that part of the language in the narrative should probably be to do research to find out who is doing things out there to check with the colleges because like I said I can think of three colleges that are doing things -- 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I am looking at things that we are currently funding under our roof.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  And the focus is harmonization.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  There needs to be a funding mechanism.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I was trying to get you to before.  Please, Mark.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  George's fault, I know.  So to take the specifics out, though, it's one of the elephants that's maybe been in the room.  We've been talking to the Department of Ed for about a year about the things that the Department of Ed has the power to do in this area.  Whether it's policy, whether it's guidelines, technical assistance, best practice, there's a whole suite of things that the Department of Education could do.  And so I think that a recommendation from this committee that the Department of Education take a good hard look at the things that it can do, the things that are very much within its power.  A number of the things that have already been brought up.  And also then coordinating some of the internal efforts would really go a tremendously long way in getting things to happy think at the postsecondary level. 

Because that will also give the message that this is an important thing to do and be working on.  And there are a number of universities now who are paying attention looking at this and wondering where to find resources.  So I think that the synergy there would be very good.  


>> LIZANNE DeSTEFANO:  Ditto.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Mark.  Thank you, Lizanne.  


Holly, did you have something else you wanted to say on that?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  When you identify those, I would be specific on those points.  Here are the things that we would like the Department of Education to do.  I would be specific in the narrative of those now.   


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  My point was that we really do need a recommendation that tells the Department of Ed this is my opinion, but that they do have a lot of things that are within their authority that could really help the situation.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Immediacy.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  And prioritize those so that we can't do all 10 if there are 10.  Let us know which ones are most important to be done first.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Great.  Thank you.  


Jim Fruchterman?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think that we should be open not just to supplemental to existing grantees, but the possibility that the priority would be written, and the competition would get one in FY '12.  It may not be quite as past, but it would be open to a wider group of people.  And you can say this is what we want to see in that.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  Any other comments on that?  Because I think that it's a beautiful time for a break.  


(Laughter) 


So let's take a 15-minute break, please.  Individuals on the phone, we're going to break for 15 minutes.  We'll be back at 2:30, I guess.  


(Break) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We're coming back from the break.  Everybody come back from the break.  I know we're all tired.  I actually have a very important -- oh, one of the people I need to ask is not in the room.  


One of the things that my wonderful vice chair who by the way I think does not get enough recognition here.  I think we should applause Jim.  


(Applause) 


For unlike being unfailingly polite and gracious.  I can get a little heated, but Jim always maintains his composure and his desire to find -- what do I want to say?  A solution to everybody can agree on.  And thank you personally from me for all of the support that you have given me as a Chair, and a very inexperienced Chair at that.  


What we wanted to do is we realized that the meeting need to leave before 4:00.  The meeting will go until 4:00 today.  There are people who need to catch trains and need to leave before 4:00.  What I am hope something that whoever can't stay until 4:00 can let us know so that we can get any -- we want to find out what your concerns, your suggestions, your hot topic, whatever it is.  We want to make sure that we capture that before you have to leave.  And I think -- 


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Did we capture that from Lizanne before she left?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  No and that's what reminded me that we should have done that.  And here is coming back Andrew.  Andrew, do you need to leave before 4:00?  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  No.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Oh, okay.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  Unless are you letting me.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Absolutely not!  Too late.  That was a time-limited offer.  


Okay.  Well, I guess this is kind after moot point then as we were just discussing moot.  Because it appears everybody that is staying through until 4:00.  Jim is like re-thinking that position.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  How close is that?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly you have to leave at 3:00?  But let's tee up what you and I were talking about then.  I have a friend who whenever she goes to seminars she says, you know, the workshops and all of that those are not the good things.  Good things are the conversations in the hallways.  So Holly and I got to have one of those conversations in the hallway.  We came up with the recommendation which I didn't get the exact wording on.  I am trusting Holly's brain to do better than mine is.  It's something along the lines of directing the undersecretary of education to call a summit within 90 days of the relieves the report that would include all the stakeholders to find out where they are in creating guidelines for alternate instructional materials, and to help to coordinate the efforts toward, something like that. 


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  Jump-start?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jump-start.  Though would and now recommendation that we don't have to, you know, go through Congress at all.  It's just directly directing the undersecretary of education to call a summit which I understand that they do all the time anyway, and it would be about these issues of alternate instructional materials, and we could certainly include a list of stakeholders that we would like to see part of that.  


Do you want to add anything, Holly, to that?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  The only thing I'm thinking is with this task force that we're working on with improving accessibility, there's kind of a -- it's Martha in the undersecretary's office, Alexa, and a representative from OCR.  And so instead of just directing the undersecretary, you might consider that group working together because I think those people should be included.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Undersect, Alexa Posny, and a representative from OCR, and that group has been working really well together, and we might expand that.  We may not, but you might.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  So, Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Well, what's the purpose?  I mean, what are we summiting to do?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Well, the idea is that there is a lot of current efforts, like I said.  I know of three just off the top of my head, of people currently writing their own guidelines in the colleges for instructional materials.  And I don't think that's really -- I'm not keenly in favor of that.  I don't think that publishers are keenly in favor of that.  These are things where right now the big 10 is looking at essentially adopting their own guidelines that then the publishers would have to conform to in order to sell into the big 10.  That's the kind of thing that's actually happening as we speak that I think that we need to really get all of these stakeholders together and discuss these issues.  So it's not just, you know, one group off doing their own thing and sort of dictating what goes on. 

Somebody needs to coordinate those efforts.  And when Holly and I were talking, it sounded like, well, it's also something that DoE is working on.  You guys are working on adopting your 508 standards, and I know Social Security is working on that, Department of Labor is working on that, the CSUs are writing guidelines, the California community colleges are writing guidelines.  Everybody is doing this, and if it's not a coordinated effort we're going to end up with that Tower of Babble that I don't think anybody wants.  


Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I don't know that we can be all inclusive of all of these agencies because I know that the Department of Health is writing guidelines, too, and the DoD in terms of guidelines for their agencies.  So I am not so sure that we could have a summit that would include everybody that are you talking about.  It would be really difficult to pull everybody together.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I think that there is an issue with different guidelines.  I think that there might be -- again, specifically with 508.  I thought that was only federal only.  And so really we were talking about AIM.  And I do think that there -- it is worth considering and asking or stating as recommendation that we pull together the Department of Education, the internal group witness the Department of Education, and then those colleges and universities that are working on this.  Even just to, you know, take an inventory of what's going on and documenting that so that if it's going to be two years before access can start working on that, and we want to start pulling some stuff together, I think that it's appropriate to ask the undersecretary or the department if they could pull a summit together and start working on that information. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So maybe I was actually making it too broad.  And I am happy to step back from that I get so excited when people are actually going to collaborate and talk to each other.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Identifying the universities and colleges?  Would that be done -- (audio not heard) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  The question was how would they be identified?  Well, I think that you can contact -- you can start contacting some of the ones that you know are the leaders in this field, and, you know, certainly I can give you a list and any of those other leaders in the field can give you a list.  Stephan can give you a list.  Shedita can give you a list.  Stephan and then George.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  So, Gaeir, help me understand what the hope for -- hoped-for outcome of such a summit would be.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Well, my personal hoped-for outcome would be that we could come up with something that might look like some preliminary guidelines that there could be more of the schools agreeing on the same ones.  Because like I said literally right now we've got the Tower of Babble going on.  I've got people calling me and saying we're writing our own guidelines.  And then someone else calls me and says we're writing our own guidelines.  They're competing and planning on establishing as a system.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  And I say this as in the interest of a successful summit.  I think we would do well to have certainly A.H.E.A.D. as a national -- as the national association representing this particular industry be a part of this.  I also think that having some of the supply site stakeholders be a part of such a summit would be very informing.  You know, we're very reliant on the tech development industry.  We're very reliant on the expertise of our partners in our traditional authorized entities, in our publishing industry.  And recognizing certainly we can't have the whole world there.  But if we could have some representation of that supply site be a part of that, I think that that could be very informing and help move our -- your desired outcome which I think is a really seriously needed one forward.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Absolutely.  And, of course, I think that Bruce would prefer to see the back of all of us.  But we'll probably be seeing Bruce again.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Not a problem.  


(Laughter) 


The main thing is that the next time we do this is we need to bring in the publishers, per se, and their technology personnel to the table because I am lobbyist.  I am not a technical expert.  I am not a publisher.  We need the people he is talking about, the people who did speak in Seattle, I mean, those are the pros from Dover, man.  They know exactly what's coming.  Their biggest problem is it's hard to put them all in a room because of anti-trust.  And they're competitive nature.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  We don't need them one.  Just one smart one will do.  


(Laughter) 


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  They are themselves some of the biggest software developers.  You go to the big houses now and they are either invested in indirect -- you know, investing in other companies or they are setup large departments that develop technology and software.  So it's an interesting world out there.  We're not really seeing much of it in here.  Even this microphone is getting tired.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I am confused.  We've just gotten agreement on moving forward with a recommendation that would focus on the Access Board.  We've got agreement on jump-starting a guidelines process.  Now we're lining up two other ponies.  I am going to sound like Bruce.  One pony is focused on what colleges and universities are doing.  And then we have to get a separate group.  We have to get the Federal Government together.  If we're getting all of these other groups together, I would have a problem with that.  I mean, how many sets of guidelines do we create at various points along the way.  I could see the merit in recommending that some sort of interagency task force be setup to seek alignment, alignment of policies regarding this issue. 

But as a Veteran of summits, unless you know the desired outcome, you are probably not going to be successful in pulling it off.  And if the desired outcome is more guidelines, you know, what are we doing.  We're just generating more and more guidelines from groups that could be in conflict with each other.  That's my concern.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So this was actually a response to what we talked about before the break which was finding the mechanism to do something now.  We're having technical difficulty right now.  We're not sure that we will be able to get that fixed, but our apologies for that.  


So going back to the discussion, this was just another idea of how we could do something now.  That might be a way of bringing people together and doing something that is actually specific to the colleges rather than the Federal Government which I am not sure is our purview.  But to do something that actually will affect the colleges.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  So we're not going to write web accessibility guidelines?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  No.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Okay.  Why?  Because they exist and everybody has coalesced around that, right?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  In the digital publishing space the IDPF the focus that people are looking at right now.  There is an intended project for the development of guidelines.  Now, I understand that this does not whole universe of AIM material, but it's just digitally published information.  I would say focusing and bringing people together in that sandbox makes sense to me.  The infrastructure is there, it's set up to do it, people contribute freely to the development to the workproduct.  The problem is getting 6 a person or two or three that have their that are focussed on it and it's their day job instead of, you know, a portion of their job from their work.  So you've got the people from the big 10 looking at EPUB as the recommendation.  And I don't know what other groups there are.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  The Cal States Are?  We are?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  There you go.  Dote detective George, are you saying that you would prefer to have IDPF working on this and not include the colleges, or that they would call its own summit and include the colleges?  I am not quite sure.  I was thinking that IDPF -- 


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  We're not excluding anybody in the IDPF.  It's not, you know, it's trying to be inclusive.  

It's open, you know, it's not free.  But there is also invited experts that participate at no charge with the IDPF, but we're not talking about a big deal of money to join the IDPF anyway for a non-profit.  It's like $650 a year.  But, no I think that we want to have -- we need to develop in this sandbox, NISO is another place.  National information standards organization, and they have an eBook effort right now that they are investigating what to do in this space right now.  I think there are now things that will happen in that circle.  Maybe it's not in the IDPF itself, but will be done close to it 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  I would like to suggest that Holly and I take it back and raise it up the flagpole and see if we can get traction.  The second thing is one of my thoughts about the summit if we can put it together and it took place 90 days after report is finished is that it would give as you nice opportunity as a Commission to communicate in a bigger platform what we've talked about what the recommendations, were we could invite key Senate and staff and communicate to everyone one this is the work of the Commission, and these are the fruits of our labor.  I think there is an aspect of that that could be useful?  And then segueing into some substantive where do we go from here.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  I like that idea, Dave.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Holly?  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I have a comment.  In the stuff that I am used to we have a requirements development period, and then we have a development period.  And so my question is when we say AIM, and everybody knows what that is, well it's not 508.  It includes more than that do we feel comfortable that we have what specifically those things are, and are they documented so that we can actually turn something over to Access Board and say when you do the development of these requirements, it should cover these things.  And that might be something that if we do have a summit that we could make sure that we have documented the requirements.  For example, it's not just electronic documents, but it's paper documents.  I am speaking completely off the top of my head. 

I don't know what those are but is that common knowledge?  Is it documented somewhere already?  Is that something that could be a now thing that the summit does is to start documents requirements?  I think it could be more extensively documented than what we have in the report.  Am I hearing that this is not something that we want as a recommendation in the report but just something that we will make happen?  I think the direction is DoE to do something.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Want to have its is something in the report to direction?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We still have a number of recommendations to get through.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Write me language.  Don't make us pull it out of the hat.  


>> HOLLY ANDERSON:  I don't believe in group development.  Absolutely.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Linda?  


>> LINDA TESSLER:  My apologies to the Commissioner.  I am going to go to a whole different place.  

We have an hour left.  How is our society going to be aware of this work and of AIM?  Dave, I don't know if there is any vehicles.  I know that in Philadelphia they are asking knee write an article of I've kind of left the community, I haven't spoken, I haven't done other things, what you have been doing?  What's the work?  What does it mean?  


Psychologists are asking me.  Educators are asking me this is only in Philadelphia.  Tell me so that these words get out.  These concepts.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  That's a very good question, Linda, and a very important point.  And when you look in the law one of the responsibilities that we have when the report is finished is to disseminate it and to communicate it.  I mean, I don't think that that should be limited to the department whether we're doing press releases, you know, having an event 90 days after with Arne Duncan or whatever.  So I would look to Commission members to use every single forum and option that they have at their hands.  If you want to write something that's great, putting things on blogs and really getting the word out 


>> LINDA TESSLER:  Words are hard.  When thing does get out, when some things in the media, I can certainly alert my community.  My guess is that maybe Jim can alert his.  Not a lot of other people do here, too.  A.H.E.A.D. is another one.  You know, to make us aware of whatever is going out.  It could be invaluable.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  So -- I mean, it's not to be done by the Department.  But could the information be collected and shared with the commission about what's happening and disseminating the report, other things?  And then that would mean that we would need to report in and say, hey, we're speak being the Commission's report at this place or that place.  Or we send it out to the 40,000 subscribers to our newsletter, something like that.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Gaeir, before we move forward.  


>> LINDA TESSLER:  I'm sorry, just back -- I'm sorry.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Go ahead.  


>> LINDA TESSLER:  Does that need to be approved by anybody, what we're writing, what we're sending out?  I am a Ph.D.

I am trained that way.  Or not.  As Commissioners, We just write our truth about questions?  I don't know.  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  No, that's a good question.  It's a question that our ethics attorneys can help with.  I think that the standards are going to change once the report is final there is a difference between saying you are a commission member and there is someone while going.  I can follow up on that is and it's important to share with everyone.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I notice that the recommendation list is getting to be quite comprehensive.  I just wanted to ask if the recommendations are going to be arranged in a report in a specific fashion where the more doable or the more, I guess, realistic in terms of implementation-wise, once are going to be at the beginning of the report?  I guess I am trying to figure out because the list is, like I said, becoming quite long.  And I don't understand why, because there are quite a few issues that have not been examined to this extent.  So it's not that I don't understand, it's just that I am trying to figure out from the vantage point of those who may be reading the report, they'll look at the list and say, well, which ones are the ones that are most, you know, -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Prioritized?  That's a really good question.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  The other reason I am asking is as a program officer I know that over the years my grantees that have written, their proposals and inside the proposals they have a comprehensive list of objectives.  I notice that the ones that have maybe more succinct or fewer ones or the more doable ones, they are over all projects seemed to me to be more successful than the ones that had the longer list, and no offense, I know this doesn't sound proper, but I am saying from my vantage point what I have observed because even if certain environmental situations change, like if some of partners changed, or funding was cut, that could affect the implementation of the objectives.  So I am just asking overall once this process is complete in terms of collecting this list of recommendations, how is this -- how is it going to be arranged?


And then each, no offense, internally when we have a change in this, what's a priority for us at this time may not be a priority.  I am asking to make sure that the more important things that we are looking to have to be accomplished, somehow if we can arrange them in a way, or try to re-think about how we put it in to make sure that those key things still get accomplished even in spite of certain things to the extent that we can make sure.  That's why I am asking.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that's a really, really good point.  And I think that at this time of day we should punt that to the editorial group and ask them to take that under advisement.  And I know that Skip has ideas of maybe how that could be done, too, so working in conjunction with CAST.  But I think that's a very wise suggestion that we look at that.  Unless you can just like right off the top of your head say, do it like this, which I would love to hear it.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I want to see because I know that certain changes take place overtime.  Like I say, administration changes and so forth.  And internally somebody can say okay, it was a priority for them at this point, but not for us, and it gets swept under the rug.  And then the key thing that, you know, you work to see get to the forefront and hope that something happens, so I am just trying to figure out a way -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Like level 1, level 2, level 3.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Maybe we can at this point take advantage of the fact if we can't get everything accomplished, certain key things that really mean the most to us, if we can even get those.  That would be great.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Very good point.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I am personally of the belief that the fewer the better because they are strong and isolated and clear and unambiguous.  But I am going to be working with the editorial team pretty in-depth over the next few weeks.  And, yeah, we'll put it into a format that hopefully really heightens the importance of it.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  Thank you.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We've got two or three more that we need to get through before the end of the day today.  


(Laughter) 


And I think that Shedita made the point that we're the first commission to look at these issues.  It's expected that a lot of stuff will come out.  It's been a big issue for a long time.  We have not had this sort of report before.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  It's a follow up.  One thing on this Commission what's been interesting is that our assistant secretaries asked program people to sit and participate.  So this comes back to we've heard what you had to say.  But we may not be there by the time it comes back.  


(Laughter) 


But it's very important like she said to make sure that you have chosen and are very selective, too, because some people say when you write things -- we wrote in my state I was responsible for doing a report to Congress every year on part "C"  legislation.  And we were told don't do more than three recommendations.  Three is the max.  And every year we were successful.  


(Laughter) 


Getting funding for them.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  We need to cue up metadata now.  Oh, boy!  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Gaeir, our agenda said we were going to talk about sections 1-3 as well as these things, and since our schedule will squeeze out some things, I want to make sure that we don't leave here without the drafting committee hearing from the rest of the commission what they did about sections 1-3 which are the bulk of the report that we're drafting.  So, I mean, you may have planned for that but make sure that it doesn't fall off.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Let's see if we can get through the last recommendations which I think will be less in the way of comments since they are very technical and our technical people are on the technical team.  You want to drop recommendations.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  It says the Commissions Recommend that publishers facilitate the distribution of new AIM products by including accessibility and metadata standards.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think that the idea was bigger than publishers.  And, I mean this links to Federated search.  It may be merged in with Federated search.  We're cutting the list of recommendations, because this is an implementation detail.  But I think that we wanted -- our goal was that you could search for either, you know, something that would be on the Learning Ally or Bookshare and APH as well as purchase of the book.  So that was one point that got lost in this draft.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I would like it see videos included there because right now there is no simple way to say I want to know what the universe of closed captioned videos, are because I am an instructor, 18 want to pick from the captioned versions.  We can't do that right now.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  We're saying AIM.  That includes educational video.  That's a good point.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Any other comments on this one?  And, of course, the editorial team has not wordsmithed this one yet, so you do have a chance to do that.  


Okay.  Going?  Going?  Gone.  


DRM.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  It says formats, or versions it says versions.  As I can see the DRM issue in my own mind, we're not talking about an accessible version.  We're talking about providing access to what is there and the DRM is sometimes a barrier to providing access to the standard version.  Am I think being this in the wrong way?  I worried that the language didn't make it clear what the recommendation was.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think that maybe we should have Skip read this first because there are people in here who might need it read.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Currently says content producers, producers of software applications, supporting device manufacturers, producers of digital content providers and producers of software applications and their digital rights management, DRM suppliers, should ensure that accessible versions of both materials and delivery systems are made available without harming publishers' established and emerging distribution channels.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Now that being said, go ahead.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  That makes it sound like which, by the way, I think that we should, but it makes it sound like the recommendation is we need to protect the distribution channels, which we should.  But I don't think that was the intent of the language.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  So reword that to make it more clear that although we don't want to harm the distribution channels, that the intent is to not have DRM that breaks our assistive technology.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I would put the assistive technology part right up front.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  Thank you.  


Other suggestions or comments on the DRM issue?  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  I think that's the right idea, and then we can wordsmith it because it's not just assistive technologies because some of these things are applications.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  To me the overarching is that DRM should not interfere with accessibility.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Correct.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Because I don't know so I am asking the question.  Is this really about distribution channels, or does it go to intellectual property issues, copyright?  Or is it really about distribution channels?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think it's distribution, and it's also technical protection measures.  And DRM encompasses kind of both I think.  But TPM are often the thing causing the problem.  It's the lock that keeps the Braille display from accessing the content.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Thanks.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  In other comments or suggestions on this particular one?  Sorry, we're looking for one.  It's gotten lost in the shuffle.  I have it but I don't know where it's ended up on Skip's.  I have it under the original points of tension.  Recommendation 22.  What I have is it says that the Commission recommends that producers of courseware management systems, web development software, word processors, and layout programs among others be encouraged to create accessibility and prompts for accessibility as they are create and before they are distributed to students.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  We could shorten that to we should follow the web authoring tool guidelines.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Except I don't think that it's just web.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Right.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  Do we have it up here?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Skip is looking for it.  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I thought part of this was that the tools maybe allowed you to provide accessibility so that they met the authoring, you know, guidelines, but the people didn't actually use them.  So the idea is that this will help people make accessible material.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It would be a wizard.  The idea is that it would have built-in wizards to prompt.  I can give you a concrete example for some the less technical.  When I work in my Moodle courseware management system, if I upload a graphic into the courseware management system and I neglect to include an alt tag on it, it will pop up and say, hello, you forgot your alt tag.  You need to put that in this graphic before I can load it into the system.  That sort of thing where it's going to prompt you to do what needs to be done to create accessibility.  So this was something I believe they came out of the tech task force, Jim, if I remember correctly.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  It came out of the market.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I have a quick question on that one, where it says those entities should be encouraged to create accessibility wizards and prompts, et cetera.  I am wondering be encouraged by whom?  Maybe we should specify that?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Good question.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  Or by what.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  Or by what.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I don't actually know that question.  We're talking about like Adobe and MicroSoft and BlackBoard and web CT and some of these big companies.  I don't know.  Maybe there needs to be language of something like working with the software information industry association?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  I was thinking the same thing.  That's a potential avenue.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I don't know who would be the ones to work with them on that because I don't -- and maybe that's something that we need to research a little bit more.  I don't actually know the answer to that.  Do any of our techie guys over there, do you have any idea on that?  Jim or George?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  You can image of things.  If you buy authoring tools and sell them to the fed under 508, they should have these things that help them create accessible documents.  That's one end.  Another is that you could fund the development of the accessibility wizards, or have a priority that says that we want to have people -- have these wizards be added on.  That's not as good as having them built into the products, but it's another option.  Just pulling things off of the top of my head.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Do you think leaving encourages in the recommendation itself and then in the narrative underneath say some of the suggestions of how that might happen?  Is that appropriate?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I could imagine that but I think that we could use more ideas.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  If you want to get there, what you want the Commission -- are you recommending somebody, right -- I had it in my head.  You are recommending that somebody explore the ways that you can actually get this in, right?  So who are we recommending what to because are you not even clear on who the Commission is recommending to do what here.  So we need to ask Congress to do something, or the Department of Education to do something to make this happen.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Or somebody to do something.  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  That was going to be my point.  Since our recommendations go to Congress and the Department, the recommendation has to be something that one of those two entities can do.  And so if we're talking about private companies here, private producers of materials, there has got to be some tie-into something Congress can do, or else Congress, you know,  will look at it and say what can we do with this?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I wonder if this could be rolled into something that we're talking about incentives which feels like three weeks ago, but it might have been this morning.  And we kind of got -- or maybe it was yesterday we got hung up on the tax incentive thing.  But maybe this is a way that we could roll that in and say that companies that produce these things could be provided incentives, and I don't know what those incentives might be.  But -- sales could be good.  I am sure they would like sales.  And maybe that can also look at that issue of the procurement and I know that campuses would love to have a sense of, oh, okay, if you buy from these vendors you are supporting accessibility.  I mean, there are campuses that would make decisions based on that if they knew, but they don't know. 

And I know vendors who have created very accessible things who nobody bought them and so they stopped being accessible because nobody bought them.  So, I don't know.  Maybe a database of information for the colleges or -- I'm sorry, I am getting vague and rambley here.  Do you have what you need there, Skip?  I'm sorry, Stephan?  I so don't want to read this transcript later.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I think this sounds like a very cool project, and actually a very easy priority to fit under a kind of raceish to the top model for -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I think it was race to the top.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  It was raceish.  Ish.  But that type of model priority through -- no, I am not saying through NSF.  It's a different, you know, it's a different level of funding capacity.  It's viewed differently.  It opens to a different type of audience who would be looking at these capacities.  And this type of tool, and this type of development is something that is very traditional and very comfortable for a priority well within many existing practices that they have through lines that they deal with everyday over there.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Great suggestion.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  So maybe we should -- we might consider looking beyond our table for a more efficient way to attach money and bring different folks into this piece.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  SIIA is supportive of this idea.  It says SIIA is supportive of -- sorry.  Support further investment and development tools and techniques to provide accessibility.  Supportive of in-- and processes that produce them.  Incentivized as a tool to stimulate innovation.  Especially in cases where many of the challenges of accessibility require cross-disciplinary teams of researchers and practitioners.  So there is a general kind of willingness to engage in this process with whomever would like to engage with them to support reaching this.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Any other discussion on this one?  We've got one more.  Just one more.  


And this one has to do with recommending STEM, a model project in STEM, it's recommendation number 13.  The Commission recommends for the Department of Education to offer a discretionary grant opportunity to fund a demonstration project for STEM faculty.  And then I think probably the meat of that is going to be in the narrative underneath it because that's a little vague.  


So essentially the idea was that in science, technology, education -- I mean, engineering, mathematics, those are far more difficult to create alternate formats for those disciplines, and that there could be some sort of a model demonstration project which I think was left a little bit vague I don't think that anybody really had a clear idea of exactly what we were talking about with that, but something that would -- a demonstration project that would help the campuses that would better meet those needs with STEM, specifically with STEM.  


Betsey?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  I feel like I've gotten to be a broken record with this but, again, with the money.  Recommend the department fund or offer a grant.  That is predicated on getting appropriation.  And so that's really got to be a recommendation to Congress before it's a recommendation directly to the department.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I absolutely understand that.  And we were recommended that we -- recommend model demonstration projects, which I think is is what this would be.  Stephan, did you have your hand up?  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  Just, again, and possibly in the narrative first I agree that, I mean, there has to be narrative about appropriation for this and, again, I would like to maybe rather than directing this at the department, reframe this as a consideration for Congress because, again, this is something that could just as easily be funded out of initiatives out of National Science Foundation.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Probably even better actually.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  And it could easily be informed by the AAAS, which is the American association for the advancement of sciences.  They have an entire division dedicated.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I can hear Lizanne applauding right now.  Remember the professional association.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  And so I think that I fully support this being in there.  It is absolutely important because of the material impact of this.  I would just like the editing group to reframe this to open it up to money and a bit more umpf, and a bit less reliance on Ed where this is coming from.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  So is there consensus that we want to see a model demonstration project and implementation?  So first you develop the requirements, then the model on how to do it, and then you implement that model, and then you disseminate information about that implementation.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And Lizanne would toss in there validate.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  Implement, validate, disseminate.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  This is broad in terms of its target, who is it aimed at.  I am wondering if there is an opportunity here to -- it's kind of low-hanging fruit category.  I think about where students with disabilities tend to crash and burn in 100 and 200-level courses.  Or at the community college level where the largest concentration of students resides.  Particularly disabilities.  So I am wondering if there is any benefit to be gained or any interest in narrowing this event to target particular population of students or concentration of students with disabilities or, you know, a developmental math course, or required math course, something that had broad impact and would, in fact, be relative umbrella to capturing a large percentage of students with disabilities. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Don't you have to raise your hand, Bruce.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Will that come out of the barrier's chart, since we agreed the other night, the editors did, that we're going to take out the civil rights stuff in the beginning and move into addressing the issue -- the complexity of the issues, so we're going to begin with a barrier chart.  As we talk about barriers, I know that from an industry standpoint that a single biggest investment I've got at this point right now is on remediation.  And remediation in particular applies to the population that we're addressing.  So that would be a point in time where we can do it.  Does that make sense?  In terms of authoring and editing?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Oh, yeah.  I am saying that with this recommendation rather than is there any interest in specifying our target population or our target content area or our target course based upon what we know about it.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  We were going to try to look for low-hanging fruit.  That might fall in that category.  


(Laughter) 


>> SKIP STAHL:  That's what I was thinking of.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Other comments, suggestions on this particular recommendation?  Which I will reiterate is the last recommendation of the day.  Unless I forgot one.  Which is quite possible.  


That one then is ready to pass off to the editing team.  And at long last we will, in fact, now turn to sections 1, 2, 3.  As in 1, T-O, 3, but 1, 2, 3 works as well.  Sections 1, 2, 3, which are the preliminary sections to the recommendations.  We want to open -- we're not going to go through line by line on those.  


(Laughter) 


I am not quite sure that I could stand it.  But what we do is we want to open it up to general comments about the structure of the report, ideas of how you would like to see it, changes, and Bruce let's start with you since you have great ideas what to do with this section.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  We're going to take it section by section.  But when the editors met the other night what we were trying to do is figure out, one, how to shorten it.  Two, how to pull the anchor.  And one of the things that we started out with in this Commission and focused heavily on and had a lot of discussion about was the barrier's chart that had been developed.  That in and of itself indicates the complexity of this we also wanted to give context to the average reader that this was -- this is stuff I have been thinking through the editors.  We talked about it, there was no real, okay, we agree.  But the other thing was for context to give a concise, historical perspective of how we got here.  And that starts with you, my friend.  And that says in 1880, whatever, and -- 


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  He is saying that's when you were born?  


(Laughter) 


>> TUCK TINSLEY:  I feel like it.  


(Laughter) 


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  That we need to do is a combined -- 


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  We checked out long ago.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Gaeir sent a chart out with dramatic points.  But we need to build a history around this and it's sort of interesting, like so many things, I did a book on dialysis and the push after Korea when there were so many young unwounded soldiers dying because of the shock when their kidneys failed.  There wasn't enough dialysis equipment and how that evolved.  But it was the only disease in America, by the way, that uniformly is covered by federal insurance.  Signed by Richard Nixon.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  Which one?  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Dialysis.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  It's not a disease, but it's a the dream.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  The government, they give it to everybody.  Everybody can have failed kidney.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  That's right.  No insulin if you have diabetes, but they'll let you have the dialysis.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  I thought Jim Fruchterman said we could get input from those not on the editing committee.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  This is the outline that we'll be talking about when we get here.  So anyway, what we're going to do is just try to tighten it the main thing was to reflect what is so key to this Commission, and that's the human side of it.  And the statements.  But we also, too, have to insert more data so that people on the congressional committees and the members of Congress have some what we like to call DMI, decision-making information.  How big is this population?  Who has the biggest problem?  Where is it working?  Where is it not?  What's the low-hanging fruit?  What can they focus on?  And that gives you basis for these recommendations.  That's sort of where we're shooting for.  And we'll just see if we can pull it O and then we'll turn it over you to guys and gals to kick it around. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Bruce.  That was succinct.  


Stephan?  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I already corrected Bruce privately, but I will just correct him publicly.  He made this crazy erroneous statement that we were going to eliminate all of the civil rights' discussion.  


(Laughter) 


And he misspoke which he has since apologized for.  And what he meant to say was that we'll make some editorial changes to it, and we might change the placement of it.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  One would not exclude it but one need not make it the lead paragraph.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  And that I will concede to.  I just wanted to point that out and soften that out a little bit for the record.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  You will not get a drink later.  


(Laughter) 


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  From Bruce!  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I am glad we can all laugh at this point.  


Betsey?  


>> BETSEY WIEGMAN:  In a previous version I had suggested a couple of paragraphs about the eBook readers.  Those are relevant to the topic.  They weren't accepted in the introduction where I originally placed them.  And I don't really have a strong preference where they would, go but I would suggest that those paragraphs be included somewhere, or some discussion of those documents.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Absolutely.  In fact, I think that is definitely one of our high points in the historical perspective.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  I'm sorry, Betsey, but we'll have to vote on that.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim?  


>> JIM FRUCHTERMAN:  I think I have a similar concern as Betsey which is a lot of us have submitted a lot of edits, and it's hard to tell sometimes which ones got accepted and which ones didn't.  Part of that is because this group has had a really challenges sort of and we're on version 9 now of accommodations which started after a number of other revisions.  So what I suggested to them, and I know that it's not useful to everybody, but to do essentially a red line version of combo 9, which is the latest one, against the July 26th one, which is what most of us were working on, and then we can go through and see what's there and also, you know, it hasn't always been possible for Skip to pick up all of our edits, because someone might recommend dropping a paragraph, and someone else might have edit that paragraph, which well one do you take? 

Anyway, I am looking forward to getting that, and I think that will help us figure out what's still missing and flag that for the drafting team to see if we can find places for content that people think are important.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Jim Wendorf?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I agree with everything that Bruce said.  And I think especially about getting the human story into this it's important to take public comments and find appropriate places to include them to really illustrate what's being said either in the background sections or even in some of the recommendations.  I think that would be really important.  Whether it's representatives from the publishing industry, or whether it's some individuals with disabilities who actually came before us, or submitted comment in other ways.  So I think that will go a long way.  


To that point, I've got one suggestion, which, you know, free to shoot down.  But as I read through sections 1-3, I kept waiting for the people.  I kept waiting for when am I going to see, you know, the individuals with print disabilities really, you know, talked about, and included, and featured in some way.  Of course, you have to wait, I think, really at this point until section 3 state of affairs where you start to do some of the -- it's not just data.  It's not just -- you know, it is certainly sizing the bread box and getting the data in.  But also I think referencing the barriers and things like that.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Is that an analogy, sir?  


(Laughter) 


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  The bread box.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Oh, you're getting better.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  No animal in this either.  Well, I hope not.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I think we need storytelling.  I am just wondering whether section 3 should be section 2.  And reverse them.  Rather than getting into this slog through the summary of applicable federal laws, if we really address the student population earlier, and at least get them on record and get them set.  That's for the editors to consider.  But that's my point of view.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  


Linda?  


>> LINDA TESSLER:  If you do do a history, I would like to be included.  I was there when RFB&D I know it's now Learning Ally, so that bridge I lived.  It's not important that I lived it, but I've seen things and know things.  And truthfully when they were shunned by -- books on tape were shunned by learning disability association because they thought kids would never read, and it's not the point that I was controversial, but I was controversial.  I belonged to both organization, and because I used books on tape, so I am saying that there's a lot of personal history here, having walked a walk.  And I told Mark I am incredibly appreciative and certainly to Tuck to the work that they do, because I didn't realize as a dyslexic how these people had changed my life and how they made a difference. 

And, of course, RFB&D.  But to the blind community, they made the first steps.  I just wanted to add that.  


A different note, you asked what the people are not on the editorial committee want to put in.  And I still have a pet piece that I personally love to see some kind of Good Housekeeping Seal.  And I hope that I don't offend you, Bruce, but going to publishers that are accessible or follow guidelines, not requirements that it is a motivation to buy because it's a motivation for people that are -- don't have any kind of disability, as well as people that do have a disability, and I am sure that it will be a motivation for a university to be able to say -- I know it is.  Financials that people can come here and know that the material is accessible.  So there are a lot of levels, and not always jump to the money.  I am repeating myself.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  A couple of comments.  One, I will disagree a little bit.  I think the history is nice.  But it's actually not relevant to today.  The New York Yankees Could have been great in 1930s, but it doesn't make them great today.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  And they'll never be as good as the Red Sox.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  I am a Mets fan so I stay out of all of the conversations.  But I actually think what's relevant today?  And what's relevant today is what are the issues that kids, adults are having in education in postsecondary?  That's what's got to be brought into the document.  Toon me what else makes this compelling is when you explain what the problems, are literally by recommendations, what are the issues?  What's the problem?  And what's the impact that the recommendation will have?  Because that brings relevance to it it's not just something nebulous that says, hey, put in DRM.  Well, what's DRM going to do for in helping the population that we're looking to build out.  Keep coming back to the people and today and what's the relevance of what we're going offer around the statistics of how many people and what's the impact that we can have by executing upon these recommendations. 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I think that the legal piece is rather cumbersome, too.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  You think?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I think it needs to be there, but I think it needs to not be that front piece.  You know, don't make it the front piece.  Make this a piece that when they read it, like you are saying, it's about the people, it's about what you as the people are wanting.  Make it -- this is a PR piece if nothing else.  The data and the information need to be in the back in the appendices like you are writing a grant application.  You tell us what you want.  You tell us how you will do it.  You do it succinctly, and in the back you put your 600 pages of appendix.  We ask you to send us the 50 pages that we'll read, and then you have the 600 in the back.  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  I wanted to mention that I am not sure if this already exists or not.  But I know that basically from the standpoint of those who may be reading the report, a lot of times people want a reason to open the report because they see similar reports all over the place.  And for me, I think that -- I guess from an advertising standpoint or whatever, if you have a hook or something like on the outside, I think there is a school in Connecticut that has something that says "Everyone is different, but everyone belongs,"  or something like that.  I am saying that maybe if there was something even on the cover or inside or whatever to preface, you know, the beginning of the report, you know, basically something that says why we are doing this anyway basically, and then proceed with the report. 

But I was thinking that it would be nice if we had something that gives people a reason why they should even -- because this is going to be quite a comprehensive report.  


(Laughter) 


So I just think that -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Are we up to 1,000 pages yet?  


>> SHEDITA ALSTON:  It should be something that people should feel like this is why because thus and so.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  That's a very good point.  


Other comments or suggestions?  


>> LINDA TESSLER:  I want to ditto whatever one is saying.  The hook, attractive, public relations piece in the end, please editors, don't forget these things.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Kurt, I wonder, you are our only student right now who is still here since Ashlee couldn't be with us.  From your perspective, what is it that you think is the most compelling message or the most important message you would like to have Congress hear from you?  


>> KURT HERZER:  What I have to say from my perspective in terms of some issues that were just raised, I would -- I think that the stories are important.  It depends on who is reading it.  I am a person who likes numbers.  You can tell me every story in the world, but I think it's an anecdote and it will apply to one person.  But I like epidemiology.  So that's what I look for.  Other people don't and won't care about that.  They will be compelled and motivated by individual stories.  So I think a balance of those is likely to be important.  


I think it is also useful how as we -- and I was trying to think that we were discussing how to actually involve, you know, maybe a summit or something, but how to actually involve students in the dissemination because as we discuss verb tenses and various things in this, that has no bearing on my life whatsoever.  In many ways it makes me glad that I chose medicine.  


(Laughter) 


No offense to the lawyers.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And editors.  


>> KURT HERZER:  And editors.  But I do think that most students are not aware of so much of the dense law and history and background that we've sort of pulled out of this.  And I think to Linda's point earlier, I think, you know, I don't know how the government or Congress will use this document, but I think given its comprehensive nature many different groups, non-profits, smaller groups, smaller agencies, individuals could point to this and use it as a resource of information as individual student perhaps.  And even having, you know, maybe even a small part that provides sort of like here is the key facts if you are a student that you could pull out of this report, you know, one page, because that's all the time we have for this stuff.  One page, here is stuff maybe to know -- you could know that would be helpful to you. 

Here are important weblinks.  And I think that a lot of the short-term impact might be by smaller groups that can use this as a resource for research.  In terms of what I would ask, I mean, I don't think I would ask anything, one single thing of Congress.  I think a lot of what we have discussed has pushed the needle forward.  And I can't think of any one thing that would make a difference.  I mean, it needs to be pretty well balanced.  And I think, from again, as I have said before from my perspective, the kind of training that I am in, we don't use textbooks.  So much of what we consume is published in journals on a weekly basis.  And so a lot of that discussion no longer applies to me.  In fact, even in college, the trend I see now, and, again, this is an anecdote from my institution and I won't expect it to apply anywhere else, no one even says go buy this textbook. 

Here are the five textbooks, any of one will tell you what you need to know.  Chemistry has not changed since the 18th century.  Pick what you would like.  I will provide you the problem sets myself.  And they can work with you to make those accessible individually and then many faculty are willing to do that since there is not much material in that case.  And you buy the book, or you get the book that works the best.  So I think that things are changing, and they're moving towards that.  And now lot of people just download books.  Because, you know, it's unfortunate, but you can find them and they are huge 700-page PDFs of the book.  So I have peers in med school, if they want a textbook you can find someone who has scanned it.  And so I think that everything is changing very quickly. 

And so I would -- I mean, I have not -- 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  But they're not our students.  


>> KURT HERZER:  Yes.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Just to be clear.  


>> ANDREW FRIEDMAN:  Now you know you why need go into law, by the way.  


(Laughter) 


>> KURT HERZER:  So I wouldn't have a single one thing.  But I think that we've covered a lot of good -- from my perspective as a student, a lot of this is over my head but also doesn't directly apply to me.  Hence why there is not much that I can say that will influence the conversation.  I am not a techno expert in any capacity.  Everything that I have been discussed I think were it to actually come to fruition would be things that I see being very helpful to students like myself and others who have different conditions or more severe ones.  And I think that we've done quite a good job of covering those bases.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you.  And we appreciate your input and having you here.  It's nice to see somebody who doesn't have gray in their hair.  


(Laughter) 


Glinda?  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I want to thank Kurt for his commitment to coming to do this.  When we invited him, I was the person who called him initially and invited him.  He was finishing up a master's degree.  And he was in England.  And he was a first-year med student.  For a first-year med student to agree to do this was really a commitment.  But he readily agreed to do it.  So thank you so much.  and you have been a great contributor.  


(Laughter) 


Also I cried so much and said please do this!  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  So other comments about the first few sections of the report, inputs, suggestions, complaints, whatever?  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  On the phone.  Gaeir?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes, yes.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  I will make it quick.  There was a gentleman, and I believe that you guys were in Washington State who actually talked about the format.  It was somebody that people seemed to know.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes.  


>> GERRIE DRAKE-HAWKINS:  He brought up the idea about making your report he didn't use the term more human, but give it a face, real people, that kind of thing.  That's what I got out of what he was saying.  And I think that the people today who mentioned finding a balance of the information that makes it really hit home because it's about real people and their needs along with the data, I think that's important.  And the last piece I wrote this note and I hope that I can read it oh, here it is.  The last note was somehow if you go forward with a summit or whatever, or if you ask for feedback in the report even after it's finalized, if you don't get a chance to do it beforehand, when you are inviting people to come to the summit, I hope somehow you can connect with the national disabled students union, people who are really still active in those. 

And also get their take on next steps.  I don't know if I will have anything more to do with the Commission, so I am giving you my two cents.  Thank you so much.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Gerrie.  And what Gerrie was referring to was our friend Bob from AMAC was essentially following a student's footsteps through the process of applying in campus, and every step of the way, which might be a nice flowchart where at every step you could point out, here are the potential barriers at this step.  Here are the potential barriers at that step.  Maybe that's a graphical thing to lighten up the text a little bit.  


Other comments, suggestions?  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  Well, I just want to add that it's not just the needs, but also the rights that these students have.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Thank you, Mark.  


Yeah, it was put into perspective for me when I heard one of the individuals that I know, Katherine Campizi who some of you may have met who is a small person in a wheelchair.  And when she started school in her college career, than is before 1973, it was actually possible for a student in her class to say that they did not want her to be in the class because they couldn't stand looking at her.  And she was removed from the class.  We have come a long way since 1973.  And I think, Mark, that that's a really good point this is something that's important to all of us.  We want to have that diversity.  


So I have to just for one moment here take off my Chair hat briefly to say there are two things that I would very much like to see included in the report.  One is the issue of returning Veterans Who have brain injuries.  This is going to be so huge for this population.  They are going to be struggling with access to print.  Many of them went into the military because of the GI Bill, and being able to have their education funded, and it would just hurt my heart if those people had any difficulty getting alternative instructional materials because there is some loophole that they're falling through, because I think that after the service that they've given to us, we owe them the ability to make it easy for them, and especially it's very hard when you have a brain injury, it's a very squirrely thing. 

You can't do what you did before.  You don't know why.  It's very difficult for these individuals.  So I hope that we can do everything that we can to help them and to remember them our report because that's a fairly new emerging population.  


The other thing I want to do is urge us again not to forget about video captioning.  We get very focused specifically on print, but video captioning really is low-hanging fruit.  It is -- it is not an emerging technology.  It is not a technology that's changing.  We have been able to do captioning for many, many, many years.  It's just a matter of doing it, and right now the campuses are spending hundreds of dollars apiece every time they need to have the same video captioned.  And if we can do anything to help that, I think that would be something that I would like to see not forgotten in all of this.  So those are my two pet thing this case many going to toss back out there.  


I want to put my Chair hat back on.  We've got just a few minutes left here.  I really want to acknowledge everybody's work.  It's been a long year.  


(Laughter) 


Some of our families know it's been a long year.  Some of us have been dealing with a lot of trauma during the year, more than one of us.  Peter Is not on the phone, but he lost family members.  Jim and I have both been dealing with ill family members.  There is a huge amount that's gone on this year.  And I just want to acknowledge the impact that this has had on all of your lives.  Thank you so much for your effort in this really, really important work.  And I think that we all deserve a round of applause for everything that we've done.  


(Applause) 


18 also want to say that I am actually really going to miss a lot of you, even you, Bruce.  But I will probably sit across the table you from again.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Well I hope this time it's not in a courtroom.  


(Laughter) 


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  True.  But there is no harm no foul.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  We fixed it though.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yeah.  And I would like to ask Jim for comments, and then I will ask also Dave and Skip for their comments.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  I would like to offer my own thanks.  And specifically to Skip, Scott, Mary for the work that they've done to keep us on track and keep us forward.  And Mike as well.  And a big thanks to our fearless executive director Dave.  Thank you, Dave.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And your family.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Trial by fire.  Liz, thank you very much.  We're going to be turning to you again and again in the next few weeks.  Thanks.  And, Gaeir, my thanks to you in Chairing This.  You know, you brought us to a very good place.  And I think that all of us share optimism for where we're headed.  Thank you very much for doing this.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Dave?  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  Well, thank you, Jim.  Gosh, I'd say 10 days ago I wasn't sure where we were going to be and how things were going to be wrapping up at this meeting.  But I am really encouraged by the last two days and the work of all of the Commission members to reach consensus.  I know that there's difficult work ahead.  Hammering out some the details in the narrative, and getting the background section together, but I am confident that we do that and I believe that we're on the right track.  I just wanted to thank everyone.  I can certainly do that on behalf of the Department, and if Glinda doesn't mind on behalf of Alexa for all of your work and all of your contributions.  I think I would be really remiss not mentioning Maria for her efforts up to this point. 

For also making the Library of Congress and this room available to us for the last couple of days.  It's been very, very helpful.  And I took the job to try to stretch myself and to push myself.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Did it work?  


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  Yeah, it did.  


(Laughter) 


I really learned a lot.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  He is two inches taller!  


(Laughter) 


>> DAVID BERTHIAUME:  I learned a lot.  I learned about a substantive area that folks are really, really passionate about and have been working on for such a long time, and I just didn't have a sense of the depth of the commitment until I started working on this.  And it's really been a good experience, and we can bring this in over the next couple of months and wrap it up.  It will be especially wonderful experience.  So I look forward to working with you, keeping everybody up to date, e-mail, phone lines always open.  Please call.  And seeing the editorial group in person I think is where we might be headed to work out the edits.  But thank you.  Thanks to all of you for your work throughout the year.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  And thank you, Dave.  


(Applause) 


So although it's unlikely that all of us will be together again in a room around these particular issues, maybe, you know, it's to be hoped that in a few years we won't even need to but we do have next steps, so Skip Stahl could you lead us through those?  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Sure.  We're still at the sketching next step phase, to be honest.  So no change there.  But we do have concrete things.  


So my charge is I am going to pull together the recommendations that we've discussed over the last two days, and craft narrative to go along with them.  And I will have that done by close of business on Wednesday.  


And I will distribute that to the editing group, and so you know what I will be doing for the next 72 hours.  


So I think time satisfy the essence at this point, and the closer we get to nailing down recommendations in the associated narrative the much easier it will be to craft the background sections and move things around.  As Gaeir mentioned we have thousands of pages of text at this point.  So I am wondering if I can really do something without having to write a new word, but just move things around.  


(Laughter) 


I don't think that I will get away with that.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  You can remove every 5th word and see what you have.  


(Laughter) 


>> SKIP STAHL:  I know that there was concern about keeping folks updated, so David and I will spend sometime and put our heads together to put together a concrete plan to communicate with you quickly to make sure that those of how are interested clearly in being kept informed of where we are as the progress moves forward on a regular bays say that we offer that as an opportunity, and that whatever level of involvement that you currently want as we move forward.  So we'll try to be as flexible as possible to get that going.  But we'll be putting -- even though it sounds like I am taking out a lot, actually I will be pushing out a lot to the editorial group at this point to help really wordsmith things and craft and make those decisions.  So our role increasingly is going to be support. 


Just a couple of comments about design layout, different formats.  What I am really trying to do is get the text as locked down and tight as possible before we move into a design phase because once we move into a design phase then you start inserting things like graphs and charts and quotations and sidebars and we talk about, you know, what's a publication going to look like in print?  What's it going to look like in web?  DAISY version, Braille, audio versions.  And it's increasingly difficult and impossible to make changes to the source text.  So the design pieces I am really separating content from layout at this point.  I want to get the content as clear as we can before we move it to the design phase.  So I just want to make sure that people know that we're not ignoring that. 

We have a lot of kind of design juice waiting in the background to jump in and grab on to it.  But I don't want anybody loose on it until we get something.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Have you got a template, Skip?  Have you got a report of one of these that you know is -- Glinda points out that, okay, the 50 phases.  We need to very seriously look and find out templates of those that have been highly successful, Congress will be receptive to.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  That's a great idea.  

I have a couple that Maria provided.  But if anybody has any, you know, successful templates that, you know, won major awards or, you know, are ensconced in platinum.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Major money is what are you interested in.  Which ones actually moved.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  That's a great suggestion.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Two words, white space.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  The reading report from a number of years ago.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  The national reading panel?  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  Yeah.  They just had profound impact.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Commission on Deafness.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  Give us a URL for us to look at it.  Because you have to write the design, too.  Are you going to put in a lot of graphic sidebars.  


>> SKIP STAHL:  Don't know.  The report has to be engaging.  The report has to be visually engaging it has to be accessible.  I mean, you know, I would be happy -- we have a beautiful kind of multimedia fully accessible design engine built in CAST as a template where I can do video, I can do audio, I can do embedded images flow, page layout, the whole thing is totally -- if we were just publishing on the web at this point that would be my preference would be to just go with a really high-powered, you know, web-base.  But we've got to produce in paper form, too.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  I just want to echo what Glinda said.  Either late '80s early '90s pull out the Commission on Deafness.  That thing was so powerful and so successful that to this very appropriation cycle it is still funding things both in public ed and postsecondary ed in days when everything else is getting wiped out, cut, and slaughtered.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  They still pull it off the shelves and look at it.  


>> STEPHAN HAMLIN-SMITH:  whatever that Commission did and however they worded what they did we will do well to follow that example.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  I am good PR.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  It's the kind of document I was talking about that we did for our state.  It's a PR document, but it's filled with data.  But it tells a story, too.  


>> J. BRUCE HILDEBRAND:  This or something else?  Oh, she is talking about the same one.  I lost your first sentence.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  I have that report and I will be happy to show it to you.  


>> VICE CHAIRMAN WENDORF:  And the President's Commission on special education.  


>> GLINDA FOSTER HILL:  It was more of just a straight text document.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Okay.  So we're almost done.  And my brain just went -- 


>> SKIP STAHL:  It shut down?  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  It sort of shut down.  It must know that it's time to go.  But I did have something that I wanted to say.  Which has come and gone I am afraid.  


>> GEORGE KERSCHER:  It's going to the airport.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Yes, apparently it is.  


So, yes, I think that was a serious question who is going to the airport think?  Think George might need a ride.  Who is going to Union Station?  


The last thing I wanted to say here is remind everybody on the Commission that we still do want your input.  Even if are you not part of the editing team, we would like it have your input.  Now, some of you have been asked to look at specific things, but others of you are just going to be looking at things in general.  So we're going to remind that you if you are just looking at things in general, to feed your comments through one of the people on the editorial group.  So, Dave, what I am going to ask you to do, please, is to send out an e-mail that has the editorial group's preferred contact information so that anybody on the Commission who does want to have input knows easily who to talk to on the editing group and how to get ahold of them.  E-mail, I think, and then maybe one phone number. 

If people are comfortable.  But otherwise at least e-mail.  


>> MARK RICCOBONO:  So, Gaeir, is the editing team going to be revisiting private right of action because it was a point of tension that was not discussed.  


>> CHAIRWOMAN DIETRICH:  Oh, thank you, Mark.  Yes.  So, yes, that's all I can say at this point because I don't know what else to say.  Yes.  Why don't we talk about that.  Or, you know, get with some of the editing team and talk about that.  


I think it may end up in the narrative.  I think there was discomfort on the part of leaving it at the level of recommendation.  But I think that there are a number of things that will be moved down into narrative at this point so that we can have not so many recommendations.  That's all open to negotiation, Mark, so it's not off the table.  


Okay.  So, again, thank you, Mike, for your wonderful on the transcripts.  Thank you to all of our support team.  And the meeting is adjourned.  


(Meeting adjourned) 


