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Web Accessibility for People with Disabilities: U.S. Federal Polices and Enforcement
 
Introducer:  Well, welcome everyone. Welcome to CITP's ongoing evening invited lecture series. Tonight we're delighted to have Jonathon Lazar with us. He's going to, of course, talk about web accessibility and how that interacts with federal public policy. He's a professor of computer and information sciences at Towson University, the Founder and Director of the Universal Usability Laboratory at Towson University, and he currently serves as Director of the Undergraduate Program in Information Systems.
He's co‑author of the book "Research Methods and Human Computer Interaction," editor of the book "Universal Usability," and author of "Web Usability: A User Centered Design Approach." He's the ACM SIGCHI Chair of Public Policy. We were just talking this. Most of you are probably familiar with SIGCHI. It's the special interest group for computer human interaction.
Jonathon Lazar:  Yay, SIGCHI.
Introducer:  Yeah, SIGCHI.
Jonathan:  Yay.
Introducer:  And, he serves on the editorial boards of Universal Access and The Information Society and interacting with computers, and serves as Foreign Editor for Interacting with Public Policy in ACM Interactions Magazine. Dr. Lazar received the 2010 Dr. Jacob Bolton Award from the National Federation of the Blind and received a 2009 Innovator of the Year award from the Maryland Daily Record. Without further ado, welcome, Jonathon.
Jonathon:  OK. Thank you. [applause]
All right, happy to be here talking about web accessibility. I just want to start with a question for everyone to get a sense for how familiar you are with the topic both in terms of technical and policy issues. So, either by show of hands or just say yea, if you feel really comfortable with the topic web accessibility, really knowledgeable, how many people feel relatively comfortable with it?
OK. Got it. So, two. How many people from a policy point of view are pretty familiar with ADA and 508, Section 508?
OK. So, a little bit. So, we have a few people who are knowledgeable. OK, I just wanted to get a sense. So, I always talk about human computer interaction and public policy. And, especially when you talk about interface design, people say what, public policy? Really? How does that relate to interface design?
And, one of my jobs in ACM SIGCHI is to convince people that, yes, public policies really do have an influence on interface design. And, they really do. U.S. public policy has had tremendous influence on interface design, not only websites, but PCs, operating systems, voting machines.
But especially, this is true in the area of web accessibility, interface accessibility for websites for people with disabilities. And really, the topic from an interface point of view, has only come to the forefront because U.S. public policy has required it and has really brought attention to it.
So, here's an overview of today's presentation. I'm going to talk about what is web accessibility from a technical point of view; the history and development of regulations; where do these technical guidelines come from anyway; how accessible are federal websites. Now, you know what the next bullet point is?
Why aren't federal websites more accessible? (So, already you know they're not that accessible); how do we compare to other countries; best practices from three federal agencies; some policy suggestions from proving compliance.
Now, what is web accessibility? Web accessibility is making sure that websites work properly for people with disabilities who are using various types of input or output devices called assistive technologies.
So, just as an example, people who are blind with no residual vision tend to use screen reader devices. So, things like, for instance, the software Jaws or WindowEyes to listen to what's on the web page. They can also use refreshable braille displays, and you see some of those displayed here.
There are people who maybe have certain types of motor impairment who have limited use of their hands, either maybe they don't have use of both hands or they can't use a pointing device or they use speech recognition or some other type of assistive technology. So, the idea is that you want to make sure a website can work properly for people using all of these various combinations of assistive technology.
So, websites need to be flexible, but know that accessibility does not change the look or feel of a website. Now, that's one of those urban legends, oh, to make a website accessible, that means making it text only. And, that's totally not true. If you have no disabilities, if you have vision, if you look at a website, you shouldn't be able to look and tell if it's accessible or not. Accessibility is really in the back end code. It's just following good coding standards. So, it's making sure that you followed good coding standards so that mark up is there if someone is listening to a web page.
And, as someone pointed out ‑‑ one of the graduate students actually pointed out when we were talking beforehand ‑‑ it's not only people with disabilities. What happens if you want to listen to a document while you're running, you know? What happens if you want to make sure that Google can find documents? You want to make sure it's marked up properly so Google can properly determine what that document's about and categorize it and help you find it.
So, all that meta data, which is really what it is, is very important. It's important so that people using assistive technology can still access the web page.
Now, it's never enough to say, "Design it well. Make it accessible." You have to let people know what that means. And so, we generally have two sets of well‑known guidelines in this area. One of the guidelines from Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act, and the other guidelines are the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines from the Worldwide Web Consortium. And, I'll talk about that later. Those two are actually very closely related.
But, again, those guidelines are really the root of what accessibility means because otherwise you say, "Make it accessible," and they say tell me, "How to do it?" Well, I don't know. Now, those two guidelines are well known because Section 508, again, that's U.S. law and WCAG as certainly as an international standard. So, that's why those two are the well‑known guidelines.
But, one of the problems we often get into as computer scientists, and I'm a professor of computer and information science. Let me just ask, how many people here would consider themselves, even though we're all really interdisciplinary, how many people consider themselves computer science?
OK. How many people consider themselves policy people? People doing public policy. Primarily, how many people would consider themselves sociologists, primarily? OK. No sociologists in the room? How about lawyers? How many people consider themselves lawyers? Be proud, that's OK, come on, that's right, that's good, that's right.
No, because obviously, people view all these things through a different lens. And I often say that computer scientists tend to think, "Oh well, if we can't design it to meet every need, why do we bother?" Well, the reality is, we have to say this, that the guidelines that we use they really address only perceptual and motor impairment. They don't address cognitive impairment.
Really, if we follow these guidelines, they don't address people with cognitive impairment, they don't address people with autism, they don't address people with Alzheimer's disease. So, part of the reason why is because in human computer interaction and the rehabilitation engineering community we have about a 30 year history of HCI research related to perceptual and motor impairment.
We know how to design for people with perceptual or motor impairment. We don't know that well how to design for cognitive impairment yet. There's been maybe five to seven years of research on that. We don't have interface guidelines.
And really, the policies have reflected that. I mean, if you look technically at the guidelines, you'll see that the guidelines really address perceptual and motor impairment, not cognitive impairment. The WCAG is starting to address cognitive impairment, but the U.S. public policies, Section 508, they still address only perceptual and motor impairment and not cognitive impairment.
Now, yes?
Audience Member:  Do you mind if we interrupt with a question?
Jonathon:  How do you prefer for the filming it...
Audience Member:  It's just for clarification.
Jonathon:  This is for clarification, go ahead.
Audience Member:  Are those the three main types of disabilities, perceptual, cognitive and motor?
Jonathon:  Those are the types that generally in the HCI community that we design for. I mean, and, of course, the reality is each person is an individual, you have people with multiple impairments, and some of them cognitive impairment wind up kind of being broken off into learning disability or learning impairment. So again, you'll see my bias there as someone with a computer science background, typically when we do design, we break into those three categories. And truthfully, cognitive impairment is really a misnomer anyway because it's such a broad area when we talk about cognitive impairment. And, even the term disability is really a misnomer. I mean, to compare someone who's blind and employed to someone who has Alzheimer's disease and is failing memory, you know, the only thing they have in common is that you're using the term disability to apply to them.
So, we're just using these to understand design and the guidelines. But, that's actually a great point. I mean, they're all, kind of they're all fuzzy labels anyway, right?
So, what difference does it make? Right? And, people often say well, I don't want to make the website accessible. What difference does it really make in the life of someone? Actually, it does make a lot of difference. And, here's some of types of differences an inaccessible website, what impact it has.
So, for instance, most places now for jobs, if you want to apply for the job, you have to apply online. Right? Guess what? If the website for applying for the job is inaccessible, if you have a disability, you have to call up and say, "Hi, there. I have a disability. I'd like to apply for your job." So already, you're putting yourself at a disadvantage right there and they may not put you through the same path. They may lose the paper application somewhere.
You've got a lack of educational opportunities because, obviously, there's a lot of online education. There's a lot of, even if you're in a face‑to‑face class, a lot of materials are placed online. Lack of access to reading materials.
Inability to access markets and purchase goods. If the items are only being sold in an online store and that online store is inaccessible, guess what? You can't partake of those goods and services.
Potential pricing discrimination. This is one of the things that's fascinated me recently. When you have a situation where there's a physical store and an online store and the online store has cheaper online only prices but the website's inaccessible, guess what? You're paying more because you have a disability.
I actually did a great, great project with my students where we looked at this in the airlines. So, you know, most airlines say, if you ever call an airline, they say first of all, lower fare is available on our website. And, second of all, they say there's going to be a $25 fee because you used the call center.
So, I was reading this and there was a new policy out from the Department of Transportation at that time. This was 2009, I believe. And the policy said that if you have a disability and if you go to an airline website that's inaccessible, then you can call the airline and say, "Hi, I have a disability, you have to give me the lowest fair available on the website at that time," and they can't charge you the call center fee.
You know, I read that and I though all right, now that's a project. That's something to check out. So, I did that with my students. We came up with 60 travel itineraries. We first examined which airline websites were inaccessible and found for the major airlines which ones were not accessible. I'm sorry?
Audience Member:  Were any of them accessible?
Jonathon:  Actually, yeah. Of the top ten we found four that had major accessibility problems. And, so then, we called those four airlines and said, "Hi, I have a disability." I had one student basically on the phone, the other student was sitting there checking the price continuously. I mean, you can imagine, the students were loving this. I was having a great time with this. But, what was fascinating is that even after you identify the regulation, when they say oh, we have to charge you a call center fee, even when you identify the regulation, the airlines still refuse to honor it a good percentage of the time.
So, for instance, both United Airlines and U.S. Airways, which had inaccessible websites when we did this study, both of them, over a third of the time, overcharged the person with the disability either by charging a higher fare or by refusing to waive the call center fee, even when you said it's illegal. Yeah?
Audience Member:  If you have time, a very similar article was in there last week about the airlines inaccessibility. So, I wondered...
Jonathon:  Is that with the Kiosk's?
Audience Member:  Yeah.
Jonathon:  Was that dealing with the Kiosk?
Audience Member:  Was that your study?
Jonathon:  Not the Kiosk one. Not the Kiosk one. I was actually talking about calling them on the websites. But, NPR actually did a story that linked the two in it was October. So, there's an NPR story about the inaccessible Kiosk. It's true. There's so much that you can't do now without a computer. I mean, if you call an airline, they want to charge you. And so, these are the types of problems that really, people face. If it's an inaccessible website, you're probably paying more for your airline fare than when you call them up.
So many people are involved with social networking websites. So many communities are built online. If those social networking websites are inaccessible, guess what? You can't be part of that community, you're being excluded.
And, there's the extreme example of ready.gov. That's the FEMA website for emergency readiness, guess what? In 2010, the information they provided was not accessible. If you were blind, you could not access information about hurricane and flood preparedness. So, these are major issues. These are not just minor annoyances. These are really major issues.
So, what are the regulations that apply in this area? Well, you've got first of all The Rehabilitation Act of 1973, was amended in 1988, as part of the Workforce Reinvestment Act, creating what's known as Section 508. And that's the regulation when I asked earlier most people have at least heard of Section 508 in passing, right. Even if you are not familiar with the technical standards, is that right. You either show hands or say yea, yea, yea.
So basically Section 508 again amended and so it was created in the amendment to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 but was amended in 1998. It applies to all federal agencies when they develop, acquire, maintain, procure or use electronic and information technology. So basically federal technology must be accessible.
The specific design or regulations were issued in December 2000. They went into effect June 2001. So this only applies to federal technology. Now, totally different law, the Americans with Disabilities Act from 1990 covers the 12 categories of public accommodation. So we are talking about things like libraries and museums and stores, hotels, right.
But, of course, 1990 the web was not known in 1990. It maybe was a glimmer in the ISM developers but really no one had heard about it, certainly no one on Capitol Hill. And so there were no technical standards and the web was not mentioned originally in the Americans with Disabilities Act.
Now given that, though, multiple statements have been made over the years by the Justice Department saying that, yes, ADA applies to websites, websites that are public accommodations must be accessible. It clearly advises state and local government. But courts have taken some different interpretations here.
We will talk about those but for instance some courts have said that if there is a place of public accommodation that has a website, yes, that website must be accessible, saying that there is a nexus to a physical place. There must be a website that is connected to that physical place. That's what one court said. So although the ADA applies to websites and DOJ said that there are no technical specifications in ADA for how to make your website comply with the ADA.
Now if you look at some of the settlement and some of the statements of DOJ, and HHS, both agencies have said either 508, the 508 Guidelines or the WCAG guidelines, the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines, either one of those would mean that you are compliant with ADA. So, for instance, in a 2010 settlement with Hilton, the Hilton Hotel chain, the DOJ put in the settlement that they can meet ADA compliance by meeting WCAG 2.0 Level A. And recently the DOJ has been considered issuing specific regulations for the ADA that specify how to meet ADA requirements on websites.
And over the years there had been a number of attempts to connect the two, ADA to the web, as early as 1996, the Justice Department, they issued a policy statement saying that ADA does apply to the Internet. They filed some briefs. They've had some policy statements. As recently as April 2010, the head of the Civil Rights Division of the Justice Department Tom Peres publicly stated the ADA applies to non‑governmental websites. Because at times it has been unclear. So that was a clear statement.
But one of the problems and I mentioned this to some of the graduate students before, if any of you are online right now by the way feel free to look for this too. If you go to the Justice Department web page that discusses Section 508, you can find that on Google by searching "Section 508 DOJ," you'll note that the web page was last updated in 2003, right. So it basically says that by law we are required every two years to collect data on 508 compliance. Later this year in 2003 we are going to collect data. That's actually what it says. So they have the survey results from 2001, but not from 2003. Obviously a little bit of a policy problem there.
There have also been a number of cases in the courts related to accessibility. Most of them were settled out of court, for instance the National Federation of Blind, sued AOL in 1999, they settle out of court in 2001. I'll talk about the Target case in a minute, but in 2002, there were actually two different cases related to transportation websites. Two different judges, one judge said that the ADA was violated when the Atlanta Transit Authority, MARTA didn't have an accessible website. The other court said that Southwest Airlines did not have to make an accessible website.
So what happened basically is they were requested by an advocacy group to make the website accessible. Southwest said no, we are going to fight it. We should not have to make our airline website accessible, right. So they fought it, they won in court. Then six months later they made the website accessible anyway. I have never really understood that. I'd rather pay a software developer than pay expensive lawyer fees.
So, probably the best known case though is National Federation of Blind versus Target. OK. And that was filed originally in 2006. Again show your hands how many people have heard of the Target case? OK, so a few of you.
Basically NFB asked Target to make the website accessible. Target said no. NFB filed suit against them. So there is a preliminary ruling in 2006 that the ADA does apply. Then there is another decision in 2007, they actually certified it, the judge certified a class action lawsuit, and a California subclass. If you read what the judge was saying, Target was just getting their clock cleaned.
So basically in 2008, Target said you know what, we are going to settle. We are going to settle, this doesn't make any sense. So they paid $6 million, a little bit over $6 million to members of the class action lawsuit, right. And when you are filling all the various court fees and legal fees, this was expensive for Target, when the reality is that they could have really just made the website accessible for a lot cheaper.
What's really interesting is last summer at the National Federation of the Blind Convention, one of the people in charge of technology at Target actually got up to speak and he said, I know we haven't always been friends, the NFB and Target, he said. But let me tell you, I wasn't involved with that. I came on new in 2008 and I found out that we were fighting a lawsuit to keep customers from buying things at Target.
He said, and I asked people can you explain that to me? Why are we doing that? So when we get people who want to buy stuff from us and we are fighting a court case to stop them from buying things from us. He said, I told them look, this makes no sense we just need to settle and move on. I thought that was a good way of describing it, really. Yeah, they were fighting a case in courts that they could stop people from buying things from them. Doesn't make much sense.
So in 2006 Judge Patel in the Target case said that the ADA statute applies to services of a place of public accommodation, not services in a place of accommodation. So what she was saying is, if you are a public accommodation, right, the website is one of your services of the public accommodation. This is really the case that most people are familiar with. But there have also been a number of other lawsuits and settlements.
Usually it is a settlement because the company first fights it, then goes to court and says maybe this isn't a good idea. So some of the settlements included are Oracle, SAP, Apple with iTunes U. Actually there was a recent settlement and a letter that went out that Princeton was involved with. How many people are familiar with the Kindle settlement in Princeton? Show hands again. OK. Well, you have heard about it then.
So in June of 2010, a joint letter was sent to all university presidents across the country by the office of Civil Rights from the Department of Education and by the civil rights division of the Justice Department, informing them that purchasing, requiring or recommending use of inaccessible e‑readers, or e‑books, like such as the Kindle DX, violated both ADA and Section 504 unless students with print disabilities ‑‑ and there we go, there is yet another category that they sometimes talk about, which kind of covers different disabilities that we designed for ‑‑ unless students with print disabilities can access the same information, engage in the same interactions and enjoy the same services as students without disabilities, with the equal level of ease, right.
So, basically what was going on with the Kindle DX is that it had text‑to‑speech, while the menus were inaccessible. So if you are blind, essentially you had to get someone, I see you are laughing, but these things are really.... these things seem like.
Audience Member:  [inaudible]
Jonathan:  Yeah, I am glad you are laughing though, but that's one of the things like why would also sue to keep people from buying from you, right. It is as though these decisions that are often made that are not made either on good business decision making, or on good design decision making. And they are based on very often what people have is preconceived notions of what people with disabilities can and can't do, right. And so, I don't why Amazon designed it that way, but you are right, if they are really going to put in the text‑to‑speech, but the key is then you had to bring your e‑book reader to somebody else, so they could turn on for you and they could go through the menus and then you could listen to it. Newer versions of the Kindle have been more accessible. So and as part of the settlement, Princeton University reached a settlement with DOJ where they said they would not be using inaccessible e‑book readers.
So, ADA is also changing. Remember I said that there are no technical standards in ADA that address web accessibility. In July 2010, the DOJ issued an advance notice of proposed rule making for many things related to the ADA. By the way, July 2010, that was the 20th anniversary of the ADA, so there were a lot of actions related to the ADA in July.
And so one of them was to issue this advance notice of proposed rule making related to essentially websites of public accommodations, right. So they had the public comment period through January of 2011. The types of questions they were asking in the advanced notice of proposed rule making are things related to for instance, which guidelines.
I've talked about the two well known guidelines are WCAG or Section 508. The types of questions they asked for feedback from the general community, things related to which guidelines? Content that has not been recently updated. I find this one fascinating. Because they ask about legacy content, right. Well, the problem is asking whether or not it has been updated recently, isn't really a relevant question, right. Because things like for instance John F Kennedy's inaugural speech, that hasn't been updated recently, that's still relevant.
You still need to use it in class. You still need to study it. And so in some of the comments that we sent back, I'm on USACM, the public policy council of ACM as a whole. And some of our comments related to the effect that really the right question to ask is about how often is it used and accessed, not how often is it updated. They asked about performance standard versus technical standards, and also time frames about how much time you are going to give organizations and these public accommodations to make their websites accessible.
Now where do these federal design guidelines come from? Where do they come from? Really the WCAG, the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines, which are the standard. And, by the way, the Web Accessibility Initiative which sponsors that they have all other sets of guidelines also related to browsers, and authoring tools. They have a lot of accessibility guidelines sets. The best well known set though is a set from WCAG about web content accessibility for designing websites. And all of this is supervised by the Worldwide Web Consortium. You are probably familiar with them because they are the ones who put together all the web coding standards, like HTML, XML, etc. OK.
Now, how do policies related to accessibility happen over time? In the accessibility community, it's one of the rare places in HCI where they actually develop how they are sort of supposed to develop. In an ideal world ‑‑ we always say an HCI policy ‑‑ in an ideal world, we are proactive, we get involved, our knowledge on human computer interaction really helps drive the policy. That only happens in accessibility. It really doesn't happen in many other areas.
And if you look at voting machines, right, HCI folks are the not the ones who really drive the discussions in voting machines. The security people do a much better job, right. When it comes to voting machines in HCI we really don't have that much credibility. But in accessibility, luckily we do.
So, basically industry and the research community, work together to form this, again this web content accessibility guidelines, through the web accessibility initiative, they worked a lot through the late 90s. And in 1999, they released WCAG 1.0. And at that time, the federal government was trying to develop their Section 508 guidelines. So Section 508 is really based on WCAG.
The actual technical specifications say that, right. So in an ideal world, as researchers in industry, we actually do create the international standards which actually lead to the federal regulations. Amazing. And then states generally adopt regulations which are just Section 508. So for instance, both Maryland and Illinois have adopted laws which essentially are verbatim from the technical standards of Section 508.
And you see this happening again. Right, so WCAG 2.0 came out in 2008. And then as they are doing what's known as the 508 Refresh, which is really 508 2.0. But 508 2.0 doesn't really come out that clearly, so that's why they went with the 508 Refresh. They are working on that right now. And that's using WCAG 2.0 as a basis.
So WCAG 1.0 and 2.0. Again, 1.0 approved in 1999, 2.0 approved in 2008. Most international laws on web accessibility come from WCAG 1.0 priority level 1. But 2.0 is definitely newer version. Why, well think about it. Regulations that came out more than 10 years ago, right, or guidelines that came out more than 10 years ago, may not apply exactly well to what you are doing now.
I read a web design book back in 1999. You may not want to exactly listen to what I said in 1999 about web site design in 2010, right. Because clearly the web changes, standards change and so 2.0 WCAG is really an improvement because it applies newer web technologies. It's more precisely testable, as some of the guidelines in WCAG 1.0 were little bit vague. It includes examples where all text really isn't necessary. For instance if you just have some decoration and there are a lot of actual coding examples. So 2.0 is definitely an improvement.
And now Section 508. Actually the current version has a number of different sections in 508 related to first of all software applications and operating systems, websites and Internet, telecommunications products, video and multimedia products, self‑contained closed products, portable computers. Do these categories make sense anymore? How many of these categories would your iPhone fit under? Your iPhone would be almost all of them, right. So these are the original standards.
And when I talk about the web standards, I am talking about 1194.22, defined by the US Access Board. OK. So the web guidelines from Section 508, again known as subsection 1194.22, they are based on WCAG 1.0, right. And so there are 16 guidelines, paragraphs A through P. Paragraphs A through K are directly from WCAG 1. So if you read the specs from the Access Board, they actually say that. They say we consider these to be equal. And then paragraphs L through P are actually stronger. But there is a new version of 508 under development.
And so TEITAC, which is the advisory committee that gives recommendations in this area, they came out with their recommendation in 2008 for the Access Board on what they should do for the new version of 508. The Access Board released a draft version of the new 508 in March. It was open for public comment through June and right now, they are basically going through all the public commentary and deciding when to issue the new final ruling.
It could be sometime later this year. It could be 2012, we don't know. But the great thing is that the new 508 recognizes that these aren't really individual technologies where we say which technology category is this. In many cases they've merged. So this is the summary of the regulatory difference.
508 applies to federal technology but not private companies. But there are very clear guidelines for the web. ADA applies to private companies that are considered a non‑profit, that are considered public accommodations, but ADA doesn't as of yet have technical standards for websites, even though justice department and judges have said that the ADA applies to the web. So there is a new version of WCAG 2.0 that's already approved, the 508 guidelines are now under revision. And hopefully, ADA will soon specify technical standards for the web.
OK. How accessible are federal websites? Unfortunately they are not very accessible. And that's really a big problem. That's been an ongoing problem. Now remember the guidelines have been in place since 2001. OK.
So federal government has had website guidelines since 2001. There are a number of studies that have been done over the years looking at federal website accessibility. Some studies looked at home pages, some looked at the whole website. The first one in 2002 said 60 percent of them accessible but I don't actually believe that statistic, because most of the others have said between 15 and 20 percent of them are accessible, meaning that the other 80 percent of federal websites are not accessible.
Now, one limitation of these previous studies from the years is that they've all used automated tools, right. We are just using automated tool and show your hands how many people have used automated accessibility tools to test? OK. So like the old Bobby, or now Web WM, In Focus, DQ RAM, something like that.
So these studies I am talking about, all used automated tools. My friend Paul Yager did a study in 2006 looking at 10 federal websites, where he looked deep on the websites using a mutli‑method approach, right. So involving human expert inspections, involving usability testing with people with disabilities.
And basically he found none of the 10 websites he looked at were completely compliant. Now it has often been documented as a problem but really so far the federal government hasn't done much about it. And I did a study recently looking at federal website compliance. So in April and May of last year, working with a doctoral student of mine, Avione Larry we actually evaluated a hundred federal home pages for compliance with Section 508.
And remember we talk about 508 compliance, we are talking about perceptual and motor impairments, we are looking at those guidelines. And what we did is we took a sampling of websites from all three branches of federal government.
So and, of course, there are many more websites in the executive branch with all the various departments and agencies. So we had some legislative, some judicial but primarily executive branch websites. And also 10 of the new open government websites, that they have touted a lot.
And we started by evaluating the websites just by inspection. So Avione and I actually evaluated each one of those home pages, right. We inspected the code, we used a number of navigating techniques, and then after we did the human inspection, we used two different automated tools as a follow up for comparison.
Now the results were not good. Based on our human inspection, 96 out of the 100 home pages we looked at violated 508. Both of the automated tools, interestingly enough, because automated tools often find vary different things but both of them came up with 92. Both tools said 92 of the home pages were not in compliance with Section 508.
So human inspection 96 percent are inaccessible, the automated tool said 92 percent, on average there were 2.27, or if you ask the tool, 2.06 or 2.14 guidelines violated per site. Now, so I feel really comfortable since both two different tools, and our human inspection found above 90 percent, I feel really comfortable saying over 90 percent of federal home page are inaccessible, are in violation of 508.
But from a technical point of view, the solutions are actually relatively easy, right. So things like skip navigation, where you can put in a link to skip around the main content, that's technically easy. There were graphics, there were forms that weren't labeled properly. Things like Form 1, Form two didn't have labels or FLASH without markup. Links with meaningless names like one, two, three or click here, right. So, you understand technically these are not hard things to solve.
We also looked at federal website accessibility statements, right. So we looked to see how many websites of the 100 that we looked at, actually had an accessibility statement. So 58 of them had an accessibility statement, 42 percent of them said we are 508 compliant. But once you start asking more than saying we are 508 compliant which is what many of those statements said, right, once you start looking at the actual content, for instance only 22 percent of the websites actually said something about accessibility features, rather than saying we are 508 compliant.
Only 22 percent said something like there is an invisible link to a text only version of the home page. NFS said that. And then when you start asking about how they become compliant, what steps they take, what processes they follow, what tools they use. Only three of them actually gave any information on that, and that was data.gov, recovery.gov and usaid.gov, where they talked about what steps they take, how often they test, what tools they use, right, what process they use. So really the accessibility statements don't say much.
Just to give you an example of some of the well publicized problems in the federal government, whitehouse.gov had lot of accessibility problems throughout 2010. Ready.gov again emergency preparedness from FEMA, had information that was not accessible for people who are blind. And here is the really embarrassing one, when Section508.gov was redesigned in July 2010, Section508.gov was itself not compliant with Section 508.
Yeah, that's when you kind of just put your head down in shame. To give you an example of what I am talking about, right. Here is the links list that we navigated through the White House website using JAWS. Oh, sorry, can you turn down the lights a little bit. Are you fine with them. OK.
Audience Member:  Oh, no that was intentional, it's giving us the experience, of not being able to see ....
Jonathan:  Is that a little bit better. OK, so basically this is the links list. We navigated through the White House website using JAWS. And we got this links list. Some of the things on the link list on the home page of the White House included the following links. One, two, three, four, eight, and hero‑‑image/hero‑‑firstlady‑mother‑‑SA‑0437‑1‑0. Ha, ha, right. You don't know what that means, right. If you are blind, I don't know what any of those links actually represent. And what am I going to find by following those links.
If you want another example, right. So, this is the one from ready.gov on their home page. They had hurricane and flood preparedness information. And this was not labeled properly. So basically if you were listening using a screen reader all you got was 010203. That's all you heard. You had no way to know what's the information there. And by the way, there were no other links on the page below the page. We tried to like to look around and see if there is another way to access the same information, and there wasn't.
That's the type of problem, that's a serious problem. It really is a very serious problem. Now why aren't more federal websites accessible? Why aren't they accessible? Well, there are a number of interesting reasons why federal websites are not accessible. I have spent a lot of time talking with people in the federal government who do accessibility trying to understand.
Let's talk about one of the core problems. The Justice Department is required to collect compliance data every two years by law. They are required to collect compliance data. They last did that in 2001.
Now if you ask them, they say that they did it in 2003 and in one memo they said they did in 2004. But they've never actually posted any data about what they found in 2003. Again if you go to the Justice Department 508 website, that's what I mentioned earlier, all it has is data from 2001 and it says we are going to collect data later this year in 2003, yeah.
And I tried to follow the 2003 data, no I have not. Maybe I should. The reality is though for the average user, right they are not going to do that. For the average person out there, they say that they've done it, then they need to have it out there.
Because one you've got, most people don't have lawyers at their, you know, by their side, and most people aren't going to do a FOIA request. So it's really a problem and this whole idea in this memo that they mentioned 2004, I have never even seen anywhere or they even said they are going to do it in 2004.
So, it's interesting that they haven't done that in a number of years. And again, search on Section 508 DOJ. So that's one major problem, potential cause of non‑compliance. Also, the responsibility and the involvement, kind of the interest in 508 is distributed across four groups really, within the federal government. GSA, OMB, DOJ and the US Access Board, right.
And they don't collaborate. There is really no one with the responsibility, overall in the government for running 508 compliance of any technology, but especially including websites. GSA has started doing some work on compliance of hardware, related to 508, right. And they have done work related to procurement, as you expect for GSA.
But, of course, the issue is that websites don't work that way. Yes, maybe you want to make sure that the copy machine for your workplace is accessible, that is has tactile cues. Yes, so you know what, you might do it as a procurement, right. But for websites you don't generally do it as a procurement. And I mean, GSA has done work in procurement. They do things like VPATs. How many people have heard about VPATs? No one? Wow.
OK, so, a VPAT is a Voluntary Product Accessibility Template. GSA built those with industry where it's a template. So, you basically present what is the data that I have about my product if I want to sale to the federal government. So, let's say you want to buy a new copy machine or something or a new printer, what will happen is you'll go with that company has a VPAT; basically, it's a data sheet about accessibility for that specific product.
Well, that model doesn't work well for websites, right. Websites are living and breathing. They change everyday. They'll always being update. They're changed by a lot of different people. So, things like procurement really don't apply for websites. I mean, yeah, it's true that some websites are built via contract for the federal government. But most websites, of course, are actually developed in house by web developers, yourself or engineers working in a federal agency. So, they don't go through the whole procurement process. So, really the work in procurement doesn't apply to websites.
OMB actually doesn't require federal sites to have an accessibility statement. When they were debating these policies in 2004 they had discussed the possibility. They maybe gave it as an option, but when the finally version came out, Polices for Federal Websites, you have to have a privacy statement but no accessibility statement.
Now, each agency actually has a Section 508 coordinator, but unfortunately the title of 508 coordinator works like a lot of things at universities. What happens? "Oh, you're really good at this stuff, you do this to. We'll just put this out." You mentioned in my introduction I'm director of the undergraduate program. I'm director of a research lab. You know how that works? You just kind of, "Oh, you'll take this on to."
So, really what happens is that the 508 coordinators, they're not full‑time doing this. Maybe they're five percent of the time doing this, if even that much. They have full‑time jobs. This is just thrown in. There's really no guidance for federal agencies on management methods. What methods to use, how often do you need to do compliance checking? They don't give you any guidance on how to make your website in ongoing bases 508 compliant. Maybe you can make it compliant today. How do you make sure it's compliant a month from now?
There's also no requirement for documenting compliance. You ask agencies are they compliant, they say yes. Well, how do you know you're compliant? "Uh, we know." Well, but, how do you know? What steps do you take? How do you check? "Uh, well, no one complained about it." No, that sounds like a joke. I'm serious. A lot of agencies determine they are 508 compliant because no one complained about it. That's really how it works.
There's also very often a misunderstanding in the federal government, as there is in industry, about how accessibility works, for instance, when you are designing a website, when you are building any type of software application, that's the time to focus on accessibility. Because when you're initiatively building it, all you need to do is follow the coding standard. It's not hard. But if you make your website inaccessible and have to go back and retro fit it, yeah, that's harder, clearly. So, there's a parallel there to home design, to build a new building and make it fully accessible in 88 compliant is not really that much more expensive.
You make sure the doorways are wide enough. You make that there are ramps. You make sure you put in the right levels, maybe adds two to three percent to the cost of a building. After the building is built if it's inaccessible to go back and retro fit it and make the doorways wider, that's much harder. So, the key is you need to get accessibility into an initial design or into redesign. I say most websites are probably redesigned every two to three years. Get accessibility into your next redesign.
Very often you hear folks in federal government say, "Well, after we release the website, we're going to add some accessibility features." That's not the way it needs to work. Really that's the expensive way of doing it. That's the way to make sure it doesn't get done. There's really misunderstanding in the federal government of how it gets done. It's also unclear how you define 508 compliance. As I said many agencies say, "Well, no one complained about it, so, we must be OK."
How do you define this? Is it defined by citizen complaints, you hope not. Is it defined by human evaluators? Do you have experts? Do yourself or engineers check it? Do you use automated tools to check? If so, which automated tools do you use? Every agency uses a different tool. How do you measure? If they give you design standards which is essentially what the text standards are, how do you measure compliance with that?
Again, the three common forms we talk about are you either have automated testing, you have expert reviews where you have people familiar with accessibility do inspections of code, or you have real users with disabilities actually do use ability testing. So, which ones do you use and when and how often? PDF documents are especially a problem. You know why? PDFs by law are required to be accessible in the federal government. But there are actually no text standards in 508 for doing this. The US access port doesn't have text standards on adobe acrobat PDF documents.
What happens is, unfortunately, a lot of government officials, they print out documents on paper. They ask their secretary to put it on a flatbed scanner and scan it. Guess what? Of course, that's the way to make it as inaccessible as humanly possible because then you have to go back and do OCR on it. If you print directly from word to a PDF, it's mostly accessible. You still have to do some additional markup, but it's mostly accessible.
PDF documents can be made accessible but policies don't describe how to do that. The reality is that it's not that hard if you do it the right way. Interestingly enough, some agencies have come up with suggestions for PDF accessibility. There's actually a great document from NSA really about redaction, but it talks a lot about accessibility of PDF documents. So, that's good.
But agencies still like PDF. They like it because the layout and presentation is preserved. It looks exactly the way they want it. They feel that it's harder to change than falsely identify. Of course, we know you can very easily copy data and retype it and just present it in another format. But many agencies feel that that for them is a safer way of doing it.
Now let me give you some good news. OMB has recognized that this is a problem. So they came out with a letter. Remember I said July 2010 ‑‑ 20th anniversary of the ADA. They came out with a memo in 2010. It was OMB and the CIO of the federal government saying that, "Yeah. We acknowledge that we haven't been doing our compliance studies. We acknowledge that." So they openly acknowledged that.
They noted that compliance has not happened ‑‑ compliance activities ‑‑ and that they're going to start doing the DOJ surveys again in Fall 2010. OK. So I gave the good news. The bad news is they actually have yet to send out a survey. So they said they were going to do it in Fall 2010. Nothing's actually happened. They've been working on the draft of it, but it actually hasn't been sent out.
They say that reports are going to be issued again every two years starting in 2011. They haven't sent out the survey yet, so we'll see if that actually happens. The CIO Council ‑‑ they have a federal CIO Council, and they said actually that they were going to create an accessibility committee, which they have, and hold three listening sessions which actually they have done. So that's good.
And GSA is going to provide some updated guidance on 508 through learning modules. So the good news is they acknowledge openly that it's a problem. The bad news is they haven't really taken the actions yet that they said they were going to take.
Now you might say, "OK. What happens if a federal agency has a website that's not compliant with 508? What happens?" So as an example, three recent agencies that have had filings against them, the Social Security Administration, the Small Business Administration, and the Department of Education. And basically these three agencies have had complaints filed by disability advocacy organizations. And if a website is not accessible, what you need to do is file an administrative complaint.
And then the agency has six months to respond to the complaint. Typically the agency will start asking more questions, and then the disability advocacy group will respond. And then it will keep going back and forth a year and year and a half. It will be dragged out. And one of the weird things is that very often federal agencies will say, "OK. Tell us how to make it accessible. Tell us how to become 508 compliant."
And you're like, "Well, you're the federal government. You have to figure out how to. You have standards, right?" So very often what happens is the group filing the administrative complaint winds up telling the agency how to make their website accessible. Because the agency asks and says, "We don't know how to do it." And, of course, what happens if there's no expertise within the agency for making it 508 compliant, guess what? They make it 508 compliant. A month later it's not 508 compliant anymore because they don't have the expertise. So you can only file suit in a court after going through the whole administrative complaint process. That's why it so rarely happens.
And at a state level ‑‑ because we're talking about federal accessibility, but we also said that ADA applies to state and local governments ‑‑ most U.S. states have some type of law that's a state level equivalent of Section 508. Typically they're verbatim. They take their text standards verbatim from 508. And, by the way, that's a good thing because obviously we want to have one set of technical standards so you can build tools that have those standards built in.
You can make sure your web development tools have them. You can have stand‑alone tools. You don't want every state with a different set of standards because then, "OK. Do I get the Minnesota version? Do I get the Maryland version?" That's just not good from a design point of view. Most states, though, have compliance even lower than the federal government in terms of accessibility on their websites.
So how does the U.S. compare to other countries? It depends on who we're being compared to. Most other countries have policies similar to Section 508, where they say that government websites must be accessible. And generally they're based on WCAG 1.0.
Sweden's a good example. So for Sweden, what they did is they basically included government webmasters, and web developers, and software engineers, in the process for building the guidelines. So they brought in the webmasters and the developers. So they were really familiar with them. They helped guide them. And one great thing they do, they do frequent evaluations of all government websites, and post the results publicly.
So then there's really an incentive. You don't want to be that agency that every month is the lowest ranked agency. I mean I've said that, by the way, at our University. If you want to get departments to make their websites accessible, what you do is do an evaluation every month, and post the results.
You can already see the faculty meetings. The computer science department is getting really agitated because the English department is beating them every month. These are the types of things that are important. It's important to publicly post how government agencies are doing. And Sweden's often ranked as having the most accessible government websites in the E.U. So that's a good example.
Canada. Not so good an example. Canada has had federal web accessibility guidelines since 2001, very similar to ours. In November of 2010, actually a federal judge ruled in Canada that Canadian government websites are largely inaccessible. Again, why did this happen? Because a blind woman from Toronto sued in court.
You see, it's basically the people who are saying, "This is wrong. I need to file and administrative complaint. I need to..." Rather than government proactively doing this, it's people basically filing legal complaints.
So the judge in Canada gave the federal government 15 months to make the websites successful. And the court's going to monitor it, and has also promised that if the federal government doesn't make it accessible, doesn't make the Canadian government websites accessible, that he's actually going to award damages.
So I often say the federal government overall is not doing a good job with web accessibility. But there are some agencies that are doing a good job. And we need to talk about those agencies. We need to highlight the work that those agencies are doing, because really they should be the role model. They should be the best practices for what's going on in federal government.
So first let's talk about Recovery.gov, which is sponsored by the Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board. Have most people heard of Recovery.gov and the Stimulus Act? Yes? OK. I see lots of nodding heads. So basically I was an outside consultant working with Recovery.gov, advising them at some stages about accessibility.
In initial design, when they were designing version 2.0, and when I talk about version 2.0 of their website, a version 1.0 was just a quick website put up the day that the bill was signed into law by Obama. So in early 2009, version 2.0 was really the first real version of it.
So in the initial design they included users with disabilities in their focus groups. Then when they did initial screen designs and initial designs of the code, they included users with disabilities in usability testing. They evaluated all their web pages using assistive technologies ‑‑ not only screen readers and the assistive technology that they could afford at the recovery board. But also they actually took a field trip to the Defense Department CapTex Center where they could get a lot of hands‑on experience with other things that they could not afford at Recovery.gov, like, head pointing devices. So, they really tested it out with a wide range of devices. That was in initial design.
On an ongoing basis, all web pages, all content is reviewed quarterly for accessibility using both automated testing and expert reviews using JAWS. Any new content, any new web pages, any new, anything new that's posted before it gets posted gets evaluated using automated tools and again an expert going through evaluating it with the screen reader JAWS.
PDFs. They evaluate every single PDF that gets posted for accessibility. That's about 50 a month. I mean they post if you've been to recovery.gov. Those Inspector Generals post a lot of reports there. And they use expert again and automated tools. Any inaccessible PDFs, they returned to the inspector general who sent them for repair before they post it. They will not post something until it's accessible. They said every now and then if there's a very minor change ‑‑ if there's one tag missing ‑‑ they'll just go ahead and tag it themselves. But if there's anything major, they'll return it to the Inspector Generals.
They also provide training. Anyone involved with Recovery.gov content, so, people involved in editing, people involved in approving content, posting, coding, they all take accessibility training. So, they've really done a good job with the ongoing maintenance.
To some extent I'm not worried about one piece of inaccessible content. I'm worried about how often it is being checked, because if you have good management processes in place you'll find those pieces of inaccessible content. If you don't have a good process, thought, you're not likely to.
The Food and Drug Administration, I like one of their examples. And for Food and Drug and Census, I've actually interviewed people there who are involved with 508 Compliance. They have a Content Management System at FDA. They have over 800 content contributors to their websites.
So what they do is they use accessible templates In the CMS. And here's the great part. When you get a CMS account, when you get an account on the Content Management System you have to sign a form saying, "If I post inaccessible content multiple times, I will lose my account privileges, and I'm aware of this." And, so, if you post inaccessible content, non‑complying content a few times, they'll actually revoke your account. Yeah, isn't that cool?
They actually have agency wide compliance committee that works on 508 issues. They don't just have one person, they have a whole committee. They have a bi‑weekly meeting with employees of FDA who have various disabilities and they do usability testing and give feed backs. They basically have an ongoing panel review.
They rarely meet physically. They use teleconferencing to go through and do this. They have video on demand and other types of training modules available to FDA employees at all times. Right now they're trying to get 508 information incorporated into the new employee orientation. So, they do a lot of neat things.
The Census Bureau also does a lot of great things related to 508 Compliance. They don't use a CMS, but they provide accessible page templates for use throughout the Census Bureau. Ninety percent of their census web pages undergo automated testing on a monthly basis for accessibility, every single month. The reports are sent to the page owners. They bring in both blind users from an external group, and they also use employees of Census who are blind to do usability testing with JAWS on Census web pages.
They have a usability lab at the Census Bureau that's actually pretty well known in the DC area, they've had for a number of years. Members of the Census Bureau Usability Lab actually do expert reviews related to accessibility upon request; all you have to do is request. Their monthly IT newsletter that goes out to everybody in Census also has information on 508.
So really there is some good best practices here. I want to end with some suggestions on how to improve 508 Compliance on federal websites ‑‑ some of my suggestions on how to make this happen.
First of all, require a site accessibility statement. Not just one saying, "We are 508 compliant," but require an accessibility statement that describes the features built into the site, what forms of all three types of testing, user testing, expert inspection and automated review, what types of those testing are they actual doing, before information gets posted on the website, how often are they checking the website for 508 compliance? Who is the 508 coordinator?
If you want things to happen, you need to name on the accessibility statement who is in charge here? Who do you email for complaints? Whose responsibility is it? Where do they post results of accessibility testing? So, really an accessibility statement that details this, and if you say, "Oh, no one will ever do that." Guess what? Recovery.gov and Data.gov, they have information like this, not all of this, but most of it, on their accessibility statements. Because really part of the problem is that agencies just aren't aware. They don't document, they don't have to document their 508 Compliance. People don't pay attention to it until they get a complaint.
So, they're not proactive. They'll really reactive and it doesn't make sense. If they were required to document what they're doing, they'll stop and say, "Wait a minute. OK. We're not doing anything. Mm, OK, we need to start doing this. We don't want to publicly admit that we're not doing anything."
OK, there need to be better resources and more resources on Section508.gov. The things that I was talking about, these best practices are not on 508.gov. I worked with either the agency or I interviewed the agency to learn more about these things. So, there really are not good sets of practices on 508.gov and supposedly, the CIO counselor is working on this. I hope they're working on this.
There need to be articles about accessibility evaluation, when to use which methods. You really need to give 508 coordinators more dice. Also there needs to be training in every single agency and manuals for every single agency about 508 Compliance.
And I'll tell you why manuals are important. Manuals have been very successful. It seems silly, a manual? Would that make a big difference? With companies like Target, Amazon, manuals have actually been very useful, but the key point is that different federal agencies will say, "Well that doesn't apply to me, we have a different mission."
Like, for instance, at FDA they have specifics about how to handle health emergencies. It's very possible, places like CDC and FDA, they may say we have to get content on right now, it's a national heath emergency, something like the Swine Flu or H1N1, food outbreaks. So they actually have a process that's documented if you need to post it immediately due to health emergency and it's not 508 compliant, here's what you need to do. You have to get this person to sign a waiver, you have to provide a phone number that people can call for information, and that's OK, because they've documented here's what you need to do, and here's how long you have to get it 508 compliant.
I think a really important thing would be for the DOJ reports to actually occur. They're supposed to occur every two years, again the only one that they've posted is the 2001 report. You realize 2001 is when 508 came out, so essentially they haven't posted anything throughout the life of the regulations. I think not only a bi‑annual event, but they should also make it every single year. Justice department should have a report every single year about web accessibility and other types of 508 compliance within the federal government. And not only that, they need to use more accurate methods.
I'm not a big fan of the survey. They send out a survey to the agencies, "Are you 508 compliant? Uhh, yes. Have you tested your websites for 508 compliance? Yes." They need to ask first of all more in depth questions about how do you test them? How often do you test them? Who tests them? What problems do you find? And not only that, maybe a survey isn't the right way to determine compliance in an interface. Maybe the DOJ should have a team where they actually evaluate websites by any of those means that I've discussed.
So they need to do some more accurate ways to collect data on compliance. Now I've been saying this for about a year now, I think most people here are familiar with open government and the Open Government initiative. Again, hands or nod of head ‑‑ most people are more or less familiar with it.
OK, so the Open Government project has a dashboard, the Open Government dashboard from the White House. And basically it gives information about how agencies are doing, how some of the key departments in the executive branch, are doing in their plan moving towards open government. So if they've posted high value data sets, and posted their Open Government plan and things like that.
What could be more open in Open Government than accessible government? What could be more important than accessible resources for people with disabilities? That's really a part of Open Government that should be a part of Open Government. I've said what they need to do is put a column here on the Open Government dashboard about 508 compliance. You know why? Because it would probably show that all of them were red. "Fails to meet expectations." Yes?
Audience Member:  There was nothing in the open government initiative itself that talked about Section 508 or accessibility. I mean maybe that's the problem is that the open government directives didn't talk about 508.
Jonathan:  That's actually a great question because it's actually sort of an unclear thing. The original Open Government directive did not mention it, correct. You're absolutely right. But if you look at the memo, the one I was talking about from July from OMB and from the CIO. It said that 508 compliance is an important part of the Open Government directive, it's an open part of the Open Government initiative. And that one's always kind of boggled me a bit because I've never seen the Open Government people focusing on 508 compliance, but yet the memo says it's a part of Open Government, but you're absolutely right. It doesn't actually mention that. But I think again, agencies moved towards Open Government, towards following through on these things because they knew they would be flagged for "fails to meet expectations."
We need something like this for 508, we really do. Some other possible solutions, looking for instance, from the private sector. Microsoft has a chief accessibility officer. How about the federal government has a chief accessibility officer? Wouldn't that be helpful? Someone who's really in there pushing accessibility.
Really they need to do frequently performed, and publicly posted, evaluations throughout the federal government. That would be really important because if you don't see how much they're failing, you wont realize how much they're failing, and attention and money and funds and time wont be brought to it. If you see how much, if you hear how much, if read how much they're failing at it, if you saw "fails to meet expectations" for every single agency, there would be more of an uproar.
There's also a lot of exemptions within 508 and also within ADA for certain agencies and also there are undue burden clauses. You really want to limit those. You shouldn't just be able to say "Oh, it's an undue burden. Sorry, it takes too much time. We cant do it." You know, that's really not a good idea.
And I've said this. That really if you're trying to push all the public accommodations to be accessible, if DOJ is soon going to roll out specific technical guidelines for accessibility of websites, for public accommodations. How can you expect DOJ to convince the public accommodations to make their websites accessible when federal government websites aren't even accessible? I mean, federal government needs to be the role model. They're going to be out there enforcing it, they have to say "Look, we've done it. Here's how we did, here's how you can do it."
So that's really a big problem. And these are some of my policy suggestions for how the federal government can move towards improved accessibility. Now we just need to remember, web accessibility is not technically hard, it's possible. But we need to have better policies and processes put into place to make sure that it happens inside the federal government. It's doable, it matters to people, it impacts on the quality of their life.
I mean the example I gave you with the airlines, that's a perfect example right there, people with disabilities got charged more. Well within federal government, access to government services, if you can't apply, for instance, for a small business administration loan or grant, that affects your quality of life. If you can't access government information, whether it's for applying for jobs, or whether it's building your business, tax forms, you name it. It really affects your quality of life, because so much of what government does is now specifically on the web. So you shouldn't have to go ask other people, and ask someone without a disability to go do this for me. No one wants to do that.
So government should make their websites accessible, it can be done. They have technical expertise to do it, they need to work more on it, spend more time on it and it can happen. And so I look forward to pushing the federal government to making it happen more. Thank you.
[applause]
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