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1331 F Street, N.W., Suite 1000

Washington, DC 20004-1111

Comments to the U.S. Access Board’s Refresh of Section 508 and 255 Standards
and ADAAG;  36 CFR Parts 1191, 1193, and 1194

[Docket No. 2010-1] – RIN 3014-AA37
Dear Access Board:

The American Association of People with Disabilities (AAPD) is glad of the opportunity to further contribute to the development of Section 508 standards & Section 255 guidelines and to the ADAAG.  AAPD is the largest independent national nonprofit cross-disability member organization in the United States, dedicated to ensuring economic self-sufficiency and political empowerment for the more than 50 million Americans with disabilities. AAPD works in coalition with other disability organizations for the full implementation and enforcement of disability nondiscrimination laws, particularly the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as well as other statutes, such as the disability accessibility mandates in the Communications Act.

AAPD recognizes the overarching importance of accessible, usable and affordable technologies in the everyday lives of people with disabilities, and our families and colleagues. Technology is the tools that can facilitate and ensure independence in living and that help make real the dreams and goals of the ADA.  From nursery school, to classrooms, playgrounds, airports, shopping malls, medical settings, homes, workplaces, entertainment arenas, and just about every other area of 21st century life, electronic and information technology is inextricably woven into the fabric of our lives as a critical component.  Technology is a powerful force of social change and it is only right in a civil society for the products, services, applications and electronic interactions to be accessible to and usable by every member of our society.


AAPD notes that far too often voluntary standards do not bring usability for people with disabilities. We’ve seen this with closed captioning, hearing aid compatibility, accessible cell phones, accessible copy machines, accessible government websites and phone systems. Too often there is an expectation that consumers with disabilities should tolerate stuff they can’t use and should be happy with work-arounds or yesterday’s equipment and services rigged to work with some assistive technology.


History shows us that market forces rarely drive accessibility and usability of technology, even, for instance, when there are open codes, open sources and general understanding of a need to include disability accessibility in design and development. Furthermore, one size does not fit all: disability manifestation is diverse, ranging through vision, hearing, motor, intellectual, mental, multiple and other functional areas of limitation an individual may experience.  For these reasons, the Access Board’s rules will play a crucial role in staking out what accessibility and usability looks like in implementation.


We note for instance, that once upon a time in the last century phone calls were the province of Plain Old Telephone Service providers and phone devices had three digit phone numbers, live operators and a caller had to make a reservation for an international long distance call. Fifty years later we live in a broadband Internet world and a wireless world, with converged devices with multiple functions and features and software applications that can link us to any information or activity or person any app developer can create. There’s every reason to think this trend will continue in this century.  Television viewing on a wireless phone? Yes. Phone call via a game box? Yes. Service kiosks telling us we left the change in the machine and reminding us to pick it up? Yes. Point-of-sale device wanting Pin number? Yes. Twitter micro blogging from the refrigerator? Perhaps. All these must be accessible and usable to people with disabilities. 


Whether it’s person to person, person to machine, machine to person, machine to machine, network to network, etc., new forms of human experience with electronic and information technology is occurring. The human experience includes those of us with disabilities. Through procurement, Section 508 establishes what we expect our federal government to do for its customers with disabilities and for its employees with disabilities.  With Section 255 of the Communications Act we expect manufacturers of communications devices and services providers to design, develop and fabricate, to ensure disability accessibility out-of-the box, that is, when we buy it online, in the store, or upgrade a current services bundle.


Therefore, AAPD encourages and supports the Access Board in ensuring its rules will be broad in scope in terms of the advanced communications and electronic information technology equipment and services covered because in so doing, this will demand innovation and creativity.  The new rules should not to be limited in approach to what’s currently available but should be extremely mindful that these rules will also cover new 21st century technology tools or they will be obsolete before the ink is dry --  to use a 19th century phrase. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment some summary thoughts and to provide some specific comments (attached). We applaud the U.S. Access Board for staying focused on this and long forward to a final rule.
Sincerely,

Jenifer Simpson
Jenifer Simpson

Senior Director for Government Affairs & Technology Policy 

American Association of People with Disabilities

1629 K Street NW, Suite 950 • Washington, DC  20006

phone 202-457-0046 (V/TTY) • 800-840-8844 (V/TTY) • fax 202-457-0473 • www.aapd.com

American Association of People with Disabilities
 Specific Comments on Access Board’s Refresh of
Section 508 and 255 Standards and ADAAG
36 CFR Parts 1191, 1193, and 1194
[Docket No. 2010-1] – RIN 3014-AA37

1.  GENERAL COMMENTS
The Access Board is to be commended for the Herculean effort needed to process the TEITAC report, the previous 508 and 255 guidelines and all of the other materials submitted - and to prepare the ANPRM draft. AAPD was a member of the TEITAC for the eighteen months of its meeting and found the range of opinions, facts and approaches challenging.  It is clear the effort has been huge to convert all of the input into the standards language. The Board and its staff have provided a set of guidelines that will be a significant improvement over the current 508 and 255 guidelines as these will help catch up the standards current advances in technology.  
Specifically, AAPD commends the Access Board for:
Harmonizing Sections 508 and 255:  The harmonization of these sections of two different statutes is a major step forward, particularly since ICT technologies are converging. This is helpful for all users of the guidelines and helps create a level playing field.

WCAG Harmonization:  The harmonization with WCAG is critical to almost everyone, including the federal government and will go a long way to minimize confusion and provide consistency for developers. We believe that establishing a clear set of guidelines for everyone will benefit people with disabilities enormously. 

Simplification:  Throughout the proposed guidelines the Access Board used sub- clauses, exceptions, and advisory provisions to simplify language from the TEITAC recommendations.  Furthermore, embedding examples and advisory text directly in the provisions makes some of the more complex provisions easier to understand and could provide for flexibility in handling changes in technology. This also works as a necessary technical assistance resource for developers and manufacturers needing to quickly make products and services accessible.
Equivalent Facilitation: Provision E106 is of key importance to both industry and consumers. It allows industry the freedom to create solutions that differ from the technical provisions where they will provide equivalent access. This is important especially for new technologies where the technical provisions may not fit well.
ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) Updates for Some Kiosks.  This is a significant step forward in considering certain categories of information. Service kiosks are becoming more and more an essential feature of the environment and the trend is likely to continue. 
2. SPECIFIC CONCERNS OR GAPS

Below are some concerns and recommendations of a more particular nature. 
A. Audio Without Alternative Equivalence:  No provision in the proposed standard addresses the question of information presented in the audio form without an alternative equivalent in a form that is perceivable by a person with a disability with or without assistive technology. Aside from leaving behind all deaf or hard of hearing persons, the lack of this provision severely affects deaf-blind people, who are unable to perceive either audio or information presented in pure visual form. In addition, the lack affects individuals with cognitive and learning disabilities.
There are no provisions in the ANPRM that require a non audio equivalent if a product beeps or provides synthetic speech output. There needs to be a provision that covers all types of audio output (from a speaker or from the natural operation of the device) that are required for product use. 
Recommendation:  Add the following provision to Chapter 3 (Common Functionality):  3xx Access to Audio Information. ICT shall provide at least one mode of operation where audio is not the only means of conveying information, indicating an action, or prompting a response. Such an alternative mode of operation shall be perceivable to people with disabilities with or without using assistive technology. Exception: If the audio information is an alerting signal meant to alert at a distance, and the product will work with external non-auditory alerting technologies and is not a public device, the alerting functionality does not need to meet this provision. This uses the same "at least one mode" form as provision 404.4, 704.2, and 905.3.2.3.1
B. Information Presented Visually Must Also Be Available Non-Visually.  Information (that is needed for product use) that is presented visually also be available non-visually. Without this provision individuals who are blind or with other vision loss will not be able to access the information in an equivalent manner.

Not all ICT has an operating system, or has assistive technologies available for it. Products such as kiosks and financial transaction machines that have operating systems may have screen readers available for them. However users are not allowed to open, install, or attach their own assistive technologies. So, for the circumstances where the product does not allow the user to attach or install assistive technology, or the product does not have an operating system or where there is no assistive technology to present the information non-visually, there must be a requirement to ensure that any information presented visually (that is needed for product use) will also be available non-visually.
The current ANPRM does require that labels on controls be available non-visually, but does not require any of the other information on the product to be available non-visually. The most prominent examples of devices with such controls in the past were ATM devices which provided Braille labels to buttons without audio output. With the current ANPRM language/rules one could create a kiosk that allows users who are blind to have access to all of the buttons but none of the text on any of the screens, have a data collection device where you could operate the controls but not have access to any of the information displayed, or an E-book reader with accessible controls but no way to access the contents of the books

Recommendation:   Add provision to Chapter 3 (Common Functionality) as follows: 3xx Access to visual Information. All information that is provided in visual form, and that is needed for operation and use, must also be available in spoken form in at least one mode or in a form perceivable by users with or without the use of assistive technology. Some permissible exceptions might be where users can install their assistive technologies to present the information in speech or Braille or where information that is of a simple alerting nature (no text) and is also available as a vibration that a user will feel is not required to meet this provision.

C. Better Coverage of Closed Products and Closed Functionality. Despite convergence, the Access Board recognizes that there are more closed products and functions available. These include the next generation of multi-purpose copying centers, printers, and stand-alone telecommunication devices.
Recommendation:  First, the two provisions mentioned above in A. and B. (non-visual alternatives to visual information and alternatives for audio information) are critical for ensuring that closed products are accessible.  Second, exceptions are missing that were present in the TEITAC report that said that closed products (or closed functionality) did not need to meet the assistive technology compatibility provisions. It is important to restore these exceptions or else closed products (or closed functionality) will be required to meet all of the AT compatibility provisions (even though by definition they cannot work with AT). It would be counterintuitive and burdensome to require closed systems to be compatible with all AT unless the intention is to allow closed systems to be attached to AT. On the other hand, there is no requirement that the closed products provide the same accessibility functions that would be provided through AT if they were open. This needs to be addressed or the accessibility that would be provided via AT in open products will not be present in closed products. 

D. Interoperability Provisions Must Specify a Common Format for Interconnection. The intent of the ANPRM interoperability provisions is to ensure that products from different manufacturers will work with each other. This is essential because, if the sending, transporting, and receiving technologies do not support a common format where they interconnect with each other, then transmission will not be possible from one end to the other. When one manufacturer does not know in advance at least one format that all the other manufacturers in the system (that they might be connecting to) will support, it is impossible to design and manufacture a product that will work with— that will interoperate with—the other products.
 
For this reason the Access Board is careful to be very specific about connectors and formats to be used in most of its interoperability provisions. However, in two places, the provisions simply state that the manufacturers must be compatible with each other, without specifying the standard they should use where they interconnect. One is the provision on Real Time Text for which an interoperability standard is missing. The other is Video Communication for which there is also no interoperability standard.

AAPD distinctly heard from companies, during TEITAC, that unless a standard is specified they will be unable to build products that would conform since there is nothing specified to conform to. Products from other vendors may each use different formats, whichever are the easiest or most convenient for their system. The Access Board has provided specifications for PSTN and PBX systems. But specifications are not provided for the IP based systems. The Access Board has noted this problem and asked specific questions about it in the preamble Question 26.

Recommendation: One common format should be specified without an interoperability specification, that is, there should be at least one common interconnection format that everyone must support. Without this, there will not be any interoperability in the text and signing-quality video telecommunication like there is in voice transmission. A common format will avoid unnecessary confusion and will increase reliability. A standard should be specified in Real-Time Text Functionality (902) and Video Communication Support (905).
Similarly, during TEITAC, consumers and industry reached consensus on a provision that required IP phones and other voice devices that already had displays on them to display Real-Time Text when it was received. The need for this was clear: the Real-Time Text format allows manufacturers to design products which support character, word, or sentence at the time of communication; individuals who are hard of hearing or deaf are able to communicate in text on mainstream devices instead of having to acquire special and expensive devices (such as TTY's); and phones that already had displays or text generation capability could include the software to allow them to be used for text conversation in addition to their other uses.

Recommendation: The consensus language of TEITAC that required IP phones and other voice devices that have displays be capable of displaying Real Time Text should be included.
E. Touch and Tactile Controls.  More and more of us as we age are relying on tactility of controls in order to manipulate and control functions. These should be both logical and intuitive so that even when employing controls that utilize touch or gesture-based systems, efficient alternatives must be available to ensure that people who are blind, visually impaired, or deaf-blind, or people with intellectual or other disabilities who cannot discern touch or gesture-based systems, are able to independently manage controls.
While the proposed provisions in 307.5 and 307.6 provide some safeguards to ensure adequate access, the distinction between touch and gesture needs to be strengthened and speech alone needs to be modified.   In 307.6, Speech should not be sufficient as an alternative for touch controls. 307.6 suggests that "voice control" is one of the options a manufacturer can use as the alternative for touch controls. However it is not possible for people with disabilities to use speech in many environments nor is it possible for many individuals who are deaf-blind, or people with speech disabilities, to use speech as an alternative. 
Voice should be removed as an option for ""alternative way to operate non-mechanical controls." An advisory note can suggest that voice can be a third way of operating touch controls (in addition to touch and a non-touch alternative) but not as the sole “alternative to touch operation.”
In regard to Gesture used as an alternative, there are some people (with vision disabilities, with fine motor disabilities, with speech disabilities) who cannot use gesture effectively. If a personal device product meets the keyboard access provision, this will not be a barrier since individuals needing keyboard controls may attach a keyboard to use with the ICT. 
On public systems, however, requiring people to use gestures would limit access for many with vision impairments and others without average fine motor abilities. For private systems, gesture can be considered an adequate third mechanism and may be sufficient as the alternative where a keyboard could be connected. But for public systems it cannot be sufficient as an alternative.
Recommendation: For the parent provision use the following language: “ICT that utilize non-mechanical controls shall provide an alternate mode of operation.”

F. Current wording makes Accessibility subject to undefined "business needs" when this was not the intent of the law.  Although it is understood that accessibility should not cause a fundamental alteration in the product, or cause the product to not meet the specified business needs and functions in an agency RFP, the current language makes all accessibility subject to an undefined term “business needs.” 

E108 of the ANPRM states the following: When procuring ICT, each agency shall procure ICT which complies with the provisions in this part when such ICT is available in the commercial market place or when such ICT is developed in response to a government solicitation. If ICT is commercially available that meets some, but not all of the provisions, the agency must procure the product that best meets the provisions of this part, consistent with the business needs of the agency.

This exception, as currently defined, will result in agencies purchasing commercial systems that only meet certain accessibility criteria without having to consider the need to ensure accessibility to and usability of remaining functionality, adversely affecting employees with disabilities and the general public.

Recommendation:  Add the following to E108: “If ICT is procured from commercially available options to meet particular business needs and such ICT does not meet all provisions, the agency shall ensure that all identified business processes are fully accessible in accordance with the provisions set forth herein at the time of deployment of the ICT.”
G. Proposed Changes to ADAAG Regarding Certain Self-Service Machines 
The trend toward self-service automation in a host of applications is inescapable. Even a cursory search shows a wide variety of kiosks already in use throughout all sectors of society, from travel to dispensing of prescription drugs, selling of make-up, movies, etc. More and more, in the retail areas, in health care, education, food service, transportation, and core government services, self-service machines provide services and products is migrating away from personal interactions to self-service machines. When those devices are not accessible, the services, benefits, information and products they offer are unavailable to persons with disabilities. 
The fundamental non-discrimination provisions of the ADA must be read to require that self-service devices be accessible so that people with disabilities are not prevented from receiving the services, information and products available to everyone else on or from the devices. For example, if a medical facility allows sighted members of the public to use a kiosk to check in for their appointments and receive relevant healthcare information independently, privately, quickly and without the need to wait in line, that same benefit must be made available to patients who are blind, who are wheelchair users, with intellectual disabilities or with any other disability where the self-service device doesn’t fit to their physical or mental needs. 

And, despite the ADA’s strong anti-discrimination mandate, today, in 2010, thousands of inaccessible devices are already installed in the built environment. Strong action now is critical to move the kiosk industry forward, to provide consistency and uniformity to public and private purchasers of self-service devices and to the public itself, and to protect the fundamental rights of persons with disabilities. 
While the draft regulation is movement in the right direction, the proposed language is insufficient to meet the challenge of guaranteeing people with disabilities full participation in an increasingly hooked-up, self-serve technological world.
Critical Areas of Concern with Kiosks

Health Care: AAPD is concerned deeply about the moves to use of self-service systems in the field of public and private health care and which is growing at a rapid pace. This growth is fueled not only by cost-saving imperatives driving private industry, but also by federal government initiatives advancing the use of Health Information Technology. In the CMS Electronic Health Records (EHR) incentive program and various pro-IT provisions of the health care reform bill, the federal government has recognized that technology and health care are critical partners in a drive for confidential health information and more efficiently delivered health care at lower cost. This includes growth of technologies not just at the back-end -- claims processing, records transfer and exchange, payment systems – which could involve employees with disabilities  but also directly involves consumers as patients. 
Education:   Colleges and Universities across the country are using self-service touch screen kiosks for automated registration, financial aid information, course catalogs, directories, way finding, academic & athletic event calendars, student ID validation, and more.  High schools are also turning to self-service machines to provide information to, and gather information from students. 
Retail: Kiosks abound in the retail settings providing coupons, products, services, tickets, check-in and check-out, wedding and gift registries, easy payment, etc.  Often use of these devices provides free or discounted products or services and information not otherwise available either easily or at all or may provide access to products not available anywhere else.
Transportation: Airline kiosks, which allow passengers to check-in, acquire boarding passes, select seats and perform other functions quickly, privately and independently, have been proliferating since first introduced in the United States ten years ago.

State & Local Government Services:  Shrinking federal, state, and local budgets are compelling many government offices to develop automated solutions with measurable and long-term savings. These include high demand functions such as vehicle registration / license renewal and drivers’ license testing. Other areas include management of prisoners’ needs such as their bank accounts, commissary purchases, requests for medicines and medical attention. More obvious kiosk development is occurring with information and ticketing kiosks for city / state tourist attractions and conservation efforts but there are also self-service utility bill payment systems via kiosk.

In all these arenas, AAPD is concerned that the needs of people with disabilities are not being addressed.

The Board proposes the following addition to ADAAG:
 
220.2 Self-Service Machines. Where self-service machines, other than automatic teller machines and fare machines covered by 220.1, meet the definition of information and communication technology in 36 CFR Part 1194 and they are used for ticketing, check-in or check-out, seat selection, boarding passes, or ordering food in restaurants and cafeterias, at least one of each type provided at each location shall comply with the provisions in 36 CFR Part 1194, Chapters 3-9.

 
The proposed ADAAG change included in the ANPRM will successfully work to provide access to many self-service kiosks currently available to the public in places of public accommodation and state and local governments. Any changes as a result of the comment and drafting purpose must in no way result in a weakening of the language in the ANPRM. However, AAPD would like to see this strengthened.
Recommendation: Broaden the proposed language as the proposed draft language, despite many positive aspects, is not flexible enough to cover the host of self-service kiosks currently installed today nor the self-service devices on the drawing board and which are likely to add new features and functionalities.  First, it covers only those devices that “meet the definition of information and communication technology.” Whether or not the self-service kiosks providing products, services and information in a covered entity is ICT, it should be covered by the accessibility standards if it uses an ICT-based user interface. The person with a disability will need access to all such devices, many of which use the same underlying technology platforms.  Second, the Board’s draft language further limits this category of devices by spelling out particular types of self-service kiosks that are “information and communication technology” to which the accessibility standards of Section 508 will apply. Given the proliferation of devices in all sectors, the limitations in the Board’s draft should include the full range of areas where such devices are and will be.

Particular applications should be listed as examples, rather than as a limited set of functions to be covered. This would ensure accessibility to the full range of self-service kiosks currently available to the public as well as those that will be introduced in the future. Examples, including but not limited to the ones in the current draft, should be listed in the form of an advisory as in other parts of the ANPRM. Moreover, the regulations should clearly specify that the examples are only that. The final language should specifically state that it is not the intent of the provision to be limited to the listed examples but to apply to self-service public terminals in the different forms they take and will evolve into over time.

3. RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
Question 1--Organization By Product Features:  The Board developed the draft using the organizational approach recommended by TEITAC in which the provisions are organized primarily by the features or capabilities of a product, instead of discrete product types. The Board seeks comments on the usability and effectiveness of this approach, as well as alternative organizational approaches.

AAPD Response: Overall, the organizational approach taken by the Access Board works well. The largest area for concern is the organization of Chapters 4 and 5. Due to the nature of ICT covered by both chapters, a reorganization or consolidation should be strongly considered.
Rationale: The separation of the two may mean that manufacturer, designer, or a developer seeking information will limit their inquiry to only one of the chapters, not understanding the scope as intended by the Board. 
Question 2 --Implementation Timeframes: The Board seeks input on what implementation time frames would be reasonable, specifically whether some provisions should have differing implementation dates.
AAPD Response: The rapid innovation in technology suggests that the time that will be required for the Board to finalize the consolidated standards should be more than sufficient to allow manufacturers and developers to integrate processes that will enable them to produce products that conform to final standards.
Rationale:  A typical 12 to 18 month product cycle will find sufficient time between now and the final rules to modify internal processes. Furthermore, knowledge of the refresh of these guidelines is well-known by the companies in the industries involved. We are at a point of time of 20 years of implementation of the non-discrimination principle of the ADA. For individuals and companies to believe that inclusion of the needs of people with disabilities is irrelevant, unnecessary, needless, a burden or other such “bad attitude” defies reason and reality. 
In fact, it would be detrimental to the industry and to end users if the Board chose to delay certain categories of products, not only delaying access to an increasing array of products and services, but causing competitive damage. Especially looking at the fact that the Board has chosen to organize the proposed standards based on functional requirements as opposed to specific set of products, the separation of product categories would prove to be difficult. Therefore, AAPD urges the Access Board to not delay the implementation of the new rules as proposed and not treat categories of products differently.
Question 9 -- Definition of Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) Service:  In the ANPRM the following is proposed: 

“Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) Service. A service that enables real-time, two-way voice communications requires a broadband connection from the user’s location, requires Internet protocol-compatible customer premises equipment, and permits users generally to receive calls that originate on the public switched telephone network and to terminate calls to the public switched telephone network.”

AAPD Response: This definition of VoIP in the ANPRM is based upon connection to the Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN). It is becoming more and more apparent that the PSTN is morphing and connecting more and more with or via the Open Public Internet as broadband becomes more and more deployed. That is, there is growing VoIP communication that is not interconnected to the PSTN.
Rationale: In order for these rules to not be at risk in their application either now or in the future the definition of VoIP should be “voice over IP” and this should incorporate both Interconnected  (to the PSTN) VoIP as well as non-interconnected VoIP. 
Question 18 --Assistive Technology Function:  The Board is considering a new requirement that closely reflects recommendations the Committee considered but did not agree on. The Board added this provision because it believes it is important to address how applications use platform accessibility services to make information about components programmatically determinable.  The draft includes a requirement for ICT which provides an assistive technology function. The Board seeks comment on the benefits and costs on including explicit requirements for assistive technology. This is: 
 412 Assistive Technology Function.

 412.1 General. Applications providing an alternate user interface that functions as assistive technology shall use, at a minimum, platform accessibility services to make information about components, interactive elements, and other objects programmatically determinable.
AAPD Response:  Requiring that ICT applications make their interfaces programmatically available by using one of the platform API which will enable assistive technology to query information about the ICT in question is very useful. Platform API serves as the means by which ICT can expose and AT can query a variety of information about the ICT and the platform such as the state of the application, role of a control, description of a control, etc.  However, it looks like this provision applies only to those applications which will independently provide AT functionality, such as self-voicing browsers.

Recommendation: Change the phrase “Applications providing an alternate user interface that functions as assistive technology” to “applications needing to expose an alternate interface to assistive technology.…”   Also, add some additional advisories or technical assistance information to avoid confusion, such as adding Advisory 412.2 with examples of platform accessibility API.
Rationale:  412 does not address the lack of platform accessibility API on some prominent platforms (e.g., mobile platforms such as Simbian and Palm Web OS) and emerging operating systems (such as Windows Phone Series 7, another imminent mobile platform.
Recommendation: Add a requirement that all manufacturers of platforms add a core platform accessibility API when developing a new platform or when updating the platform after the release of updated Board rules.

Rationale: This could help resolve any significant concerns about how platforms and AT will function.

Question 22 -- Captions and Transcripts for Audio Content (603):  The Board asks about  a voluntary consensus standard for captioning quality, such as the degree of synchronization required and an allowable error rate and distinguishes pre-recorded content from real-time content and audio-only content from synchronized media.
AAPD Response:    Consumers depend and expect on a standard of synchronization of speech to the captions of no more than three seconds delay between the spoken word and the visual rendering of that word. Anyone – with and without disabilities -- using captioning will be driven made by time if the audio/video and the captions are out of sync for more than three seconds.
Rationale: The National Court Reporters Association (NCRA) certifies CART providers (CCP), Real-time Reporters (CRR), and Broadcast Captioners (CBC) when they pass a test with a 96% accuracy rate at 180 words per minute. For live reporting, this is an acceptable error rate/accuracy rate. For pre-recorded material, there is no reason to have any errors at all. The captions must be 100% accurate. 

Question 23 --User Controls for Captions and Video Description:  The Board seeks comment on any impact this approach may have on manufacturers of hardware or software for audio video players for User Controls, Caption Controls, and Dedicated Video Description 

AAPD Response:  User controls for closed captions and video description that are comparable to the location of controls for volume or the program selection for users without disabilities are essential for consumers with disabilities and their family members who have struggled with different models of televisions, remote controls and new technologies providing different ways to access these accessibility features. A first level option should be the standard so anyone can easily turn on/turn off the accessibility at will.
Rationale:  Enhancement of  the consumer experience for consumers with sensory disabilities.
Question 28 --Alternate Alerting for VoIP Telephone Systems (Sec. 907):  The Board asks about a requirement for a signal on all incoming calls on VoIP systems. 
AAPD Response:  An alternate signal should be provided on all incoming IP-based VoIP systems and this should include a visual alert that can be selectable. However, any such requirement, and similar options, should require the manufacturer/developer to ensure that the control or graphic interface to enable the alert is accessible to users with disabilities and at the main and core control level.   
Rationale: Enhancement of  the consumer experience for consumers with disabilities.
END
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