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>> And we have to -- you have to get your documents up.



(Background talking.)


>> 71 and 61.

And those are the other two documents.

Right.

I will get that.

Hold on.

Can we see the captions?

She knows; she knows.

She can hear us.

Can you see the captions?



(Background talking.)


>> Yeah.


>> Testing, 1, 2, 3.


>> Testing 1, 2, 3.


>> Okay.

There will be a delay.


>> Testing, 1, 2 --


>> Be sure he doesn't leave.


>> No, it's okay.


>> Yes,  I can hear you.


>> She says refresh.


>> It's refreshing.

It's refreshing.

It's refreshed.



(Background talking.)


>> I have to get the URL.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We can see.

We can see pretty good.


>> MALE SPEAKER:  I think that's much better.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Okay.

We need 71 --



(Background talking.)


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Okay.

This is it.


>> MALE SPEAKER:  Yes and the captioner is that lady up here?

Okay, yeah the, the captioner is in the US.

So we have moved to another room.

And here is your -- I'm not sure if I should continue talking.

It's obviously difficult when it's one way.

But so it's supposed to . . . 



Tell me what to do?


>> Can you hear me,  Cindy, and see if you can type what I'm getting.

I've got it.

I've got captioning.

Cynthia, here.

Just use mine.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  All right.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Until we can get that up.

Okay.

I will get --


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  It's a go.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  It's a go.

All right.

Floris, carry on, I'm going to go get the documents for Cynthia since you haven't got them on the screen.

I will get her documents.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

We'll start the meeting.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  You start the meeting.

I don't have the documents.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I have them, as well.

But in single --


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I know but you didn't plan to project them on the screen.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  No.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  So I have to get the documents.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  The agenda.

But it's not too many.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I know.

I'm just going to run and get them.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Do you think it's worthwhile.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Cynthia has never seen them.



(Background talking.)


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah, but are you able to get them through the Internet.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Not with the captioning, no.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  This is TD 71 and TD 61.

Oh, yes, you probably need to be -- what is it called?

Yeah, I have to be an ITS user.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  That's okay.

Mark is getting them.

Carry on.

We'll follow the agenda.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I'll start with you anyway, Mark.

I'm not sure if you have your own things you would like to show us.

Well, we'll start and see how far we get.

Otherwise we never will start.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Okay.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  So I opened the meeting.

I'm very happy that all of you are here at this -- it's a little bit unusual the way we do it.

But that is maybe a good sign for the spirit of this whole meeting of today and tomorrow.

In particular today.

So what you see at the screen, that is the actual agenda.

TD 111.

We have that well.



And I would like if everybody can approve that agenda.

I would like to ask you.

So I suppose that silence is consent.

So that is the agenda.

And in the process of getting the documents on there we're supposed to get TD 71 and 61.

And maybe you can get them double on there for Mike, that would be nice.

The 71 and the 61.

But for now we will jump to Point 3.

I especially invited Mike Pluke.

The reason being that we have in ITU, we have sort of an anemia of the human factors.

And we have -- we are trying to do several things about that.

We have now teamed up with the people that work on accessibility.

But also in general (inaudible) and ITU realized it would be good anyway, it will always be good but certainly it is good in terms of reduced manpower to join forces so to speak.

And also there is plenty of things that one can do by for instance converting the documents to become ITU recommendations.

We have been talking about that in the past but we would like to really go ahead with that study period.

And what I would like to invite Mike Pluke for now at the moment is to tell us a little bit about the most recent development at ETSI-TCHF and maybe you can also say something about the way how you at this moment see how we can in a fruitful way cooperate.

Is that fair to ask you to do that now?


>> MALE SPEAKER:  It is.

(Off microphone).


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Floris you have to -- you have to get the approval for the agenda first, please.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I said.

That I said silence is consent.

Don't worry.

I do jump now from 1 to 3.

I do admit that.


>> Yeah,  there's a lot of activity currently going on in human factors.

And one of the things I was finalizing is trying to prepare a list -- because I can't even remember all of the things that are going on.

There's a lot going on.

When I was last here I was talking I think in those most interested about our work about our public access points.

And we probably need to understand what could be done to take that forward.

One of the problems with the general ETSI work is -- one of the good things about the work is that we -- we were able to put together teams of people to work on a topic because of the way things are organized.

We were able to get funding to what we call specialist Task Forces which allows a group of people to get together and progress some work quite significantly, spend quite a significant amount of time on doing that.

And over the last few years the money to fund those specialist Task Forces comes through the European Commission funding.

ECS funding as part of their eInclusion program for standards.

So we've had a lot of activities.

And we've been able to produce a lot of outputs from that.

Which had varying different degrees of impact.


>> Sorry;  may I interrupt you one moment.

What did you say about the funding, has it increased actually?


>> Well,  it's being continually quite high over a number of years.


>> Continually quite high.


>> Basically within (inaudible) just to wind back a little bit the standard way just like ITU-T where the most span of work gets done is voluntary effort for these groups that attend and for ETSI it's companies generally that attend and telecoms and other ICT companies.

So that's the normal way of doing things.

So unfortunately within the err of human factors in TSI has the same sort of problems that exist in the ITU-T a lot of companies have to some extent reduced the size of their units and therefore have fewer people to send and those people they do have are concentrated on internal activities within the companies.

And less of standardization.

So were we to rely solely on voluntary effort I'm afraid probably very little would get done.

ETSI has a second mechanism for getting stuff to move quickly which is called the specialist Task Force and the way ETSI does it is they -- the members contribute into a fund for ETSI and out of that fund certain amounts are allocated with certain bits of work.

Now again unfortunately probably within ETSI as with a lot of other companies human factors is right now at the top of the priority list in their thinking unfortunately although it should be of course.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Of course.


>> So the only way that we've been able to get a lot of work done lately is by funding from the European Commission funding.

The European Commission has a program of standardization.

It has priorities of things it thinks it's important from the inclusion viewpoint.

And puts forward this project.

We bid into that.

About items that we think of are interest to ETSI people.

Stuff we have -- things we believe we have some expertise in.

And bids for various projects.

That's how the work on public Internet access points was done that's how all of the major activities at the moment within ETSI are being done.

So we've had several teams working over a number of years now in parallel on a number of topics.

And I'm afraid I haven't got the full list -- I can probably prepare a complete up to date list of current activity.

I'm afraid I haven't quite got that.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Maybe that's not necessary.


>> Hopefully not.

There's a lot of things basically.

I was going to highlight two or three.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Well, one of the things that I think you could try to do is -- that -- you're confident fortunately that it's a good thing for TCHF and maybe yourself to incorporate with -- cooperate with ITU-T and I guess there are some particular things that make that for which that is holding most that there are certain -- is it for the whole list that you're mentioning?


>> Sorry.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Is it this idea that there's a possibility for fruitful cooperation?

Is that applicable to all of your projects.


>> Well, it could be.

It could be.

I mean again to some extent ITU-T to take a view on obviously the work I described previously on public Internet access point is of interest one can see the interest in some of the less developed parts of the world technologically.

The public provision of public Internet access is probably even more important than it is where in more saturated places like sort of central Europe perhaps where many people have Internet in the home.

So but even then there's large parts of Europe where the more rural parts where the penetration of high speed Internet for example is still quite poor.

So yeah, you could see that it's a natural topic of interest for the ITU-T with the broader scope although ETSI is a global standards group it does tend to concentrate on the services related to at least the more technologically advanced parts of the globe.

Although some of the stuff gets used outside Europe it may be in sort of parts of the far east which are already well developed in ITU-T.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah, maybe we can continue a moment on this PIAP.

Is it in ETSI and TCHF completed now in that sense.


>> Yeah, so the advantage of the way stuff is funded is we get a lot of work done but the disadvantage is that when a topic is completed, there might be some follow-on work.

But if not, then a lot of the people involved then move onto other topics.

So currently I'm involved in about four topics within ETSI.

None of which are there.

That doesn't mean I've lost all interest in it personally.

But I don't have time or much time to do very much actively progressing that because I'm being paid to do work in other areas now.

So any active work that I do it would be entirely on a voluntary basis.

So it does really -- if that's going to progress forward within ITU-T I guess we still need to find other people willing to move things forward pro outside.

And I personally would be very happy to sort of collaborate and help coordinate with other people.

But I can't be -- can't all honestly personally or anybody else I suspect commit to do a great deal of work in that.

In extending it.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Well, I've been thinking about this issue.

It's a little bit like, you know, that we circle around to a hot item and we don't know how to proceed on it.

And maybe it is not so much of a big problem.

Because I thought:  Well, for instance what we could say at the moment, you and I and maybe there's more volunteers in ETSI is since the material is ready, it shouldn't be devilishly complicated to convert it to the format of an ITU recommendation, right?


>> Probably not.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I've been thinking we could short of -- and I'm quite willing to help and start doing that.

I suppose that could be my task, also.

And say that:  Hey, here I have the rules and the regulations for making recommendations.

And in what way could we now use the material that's there anyway to sort of put in.

It could be that it's sort of in a glorified cut and paste job that would be my hope.


>> I think historically that's been often the case.

That has been some of the more general applicable work has come in from ITU-T largely a cut and paste job has been done to turn it into an ITU-T job to broaden it's exposure.

I think that's feasible.

I would be happy to talk with you about that so I would suggest the first thing with respect to that would be to take a look at the existing document.

I'm not very up to speed now it's many years I've been actively involved in the drafting of ITU-T recommendations.

So I'm not sure what the limits on what fits and what doesn't is.

So I think your expert would be -- would have -- your expert eye would be the first thing to look at this but if you see we need to do this or that I would be happy to see what I can do in assist in moving forward.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Let's do that.

And I always -- I know -- I always can get the help of people like Richard Hill or something like that if I'm not sure about the limits of what could be done.

And as far as I remember from the past there is -- there are not so stringent requirements on the format thing in ITU-T that you say Ah, that oh, had we only thought of that.

So I suppose we could try to do that.

Should we do that.


>> I would be happy to do it.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  From what you just said about being involved and then moving onto the next one so let's be optimistic because both organizations do want that and there should be a way to indeed realize that.

But does it mean what you just said that when there is a particular project being started to be worked on at ETSI-TCHF then maybe it would be good to keep already at that particular moment the possibility in mind to make a recommendations?

Because the people then that are involved get funded in some cases.


>> Oh,  yeah.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  And maybe that would be something and I'm not sure if -- let me just mention one thing that could be against us.

And I could be completely mistaken.

But we have had discussions on this conversion of ETSI documents to ITU recommendations in the past with especially Martin Booker and Lutz Coal.

And they informed me that they were for instance -- well there was a very active ETSI-TCHF project being involved with how to put the alphabets of Europe on numeric keypads and what sort of sequences.

Lots of things were done about that.

And then they in principle would have liked to go onto include other things like, I don't know, Islamic languages or Hebrew or of course Catacana.

And all of the Asian things.

But then the European Commission said we don't fund that.

And that's understandable so that's a clear case where you would need something extra and we had hoped in the past we have put several times a sort of a call in the progress reports and (inaudible) feel free, too.

Here who would like to pick it up and extend this?

But there was a deafening silence on that.

And nobody said:  Ah, yes, I'm willing to do that.


>> That would be -- taking that example,  that work is still actually a new phase of that I think has just been completed.

They have extended the range a little over -- well significantly I think over the first lot but it still wouldn't include all of the languages necessarily that you mentioned.

It's true the commission would not pay to do that additional add on work.

Having said that, I mean I think if one or two -- I mean I think taking that particular project there's the funded people at the core of that work that did that work but they involved a lot of people language experts from the various different countries who they contacted and who voluntarily added their expertise.

Now in principle if you were able -- not if you were unable.

But if you were able to find people from other countries and the work that they did was to put into this additional almost annex which could be added onto make the ITU-T version of the document with an extended range then there would be nothing against that in principle but you're right the commission wouldn't pay any money again probably for those experts to spend their time on that -- doing that extra work.

If they wanted to do that voluntarily outside the scope of the work I can't honestly see there's a problem.

I think it's to some degree a little bit of a way of how you try and solve the problem.

I mean I know -- I'm working with Martin at the moment actually on a project.

And you know he does like to have very precise and Lutz but one can be a little creative but it's true the commission will not fund.

If the commission think they are funding work which is outside the scope of what they are interested in, then they will be very annoyed to put it mildly.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yes.

But on the other hand you could imagine the commission also liking the idea that the project they fund not only gets used by the community but in a wider audience.

So would there be -- a little bit talking in the future of course.

But would there be room you think if we define a project X for instance and we say hey this is an ETSI-TCHF project but we think certainly it's -- there's room for making an ITU recommendation would there be room for doing some work funded by the European Commission in that case because of the PR aspect or we are all citizens of one world aspect?


>> I don't know.

To be honest, I don't.

They are -- I doubt.

They are getting very tight on their funding.

They are auditing.

And so to be honest, I doubt.

I mean certainly it's good if other people like the work that's done.

I used in my reports for the commission the fact that the ITU-T were very interested in the work and saw the potential applicability of it beyond what they paid for but I'm not sure they would pay for anything that's not precisely focused in on their own internal priorities which is sorting out what Europe -- not the rest of the world.

I'm doubtful they would be -- I don't know.

If you caption on a good -- if you catch them on a good day perhaps but I doubt it.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  So in that case does it make any sense at all to sensitize people to start to work on ETSI projects for -- to the idea that possibly that could be an ITU recommendation so that in some way they could ease that work that we are now trying to pick up for the P apps.


>> I see no harm in the ITU-T saying you know we find the topics that ETSI are working on interesting and we would like to sort of shadow them and do their own work to sort of supplement what's done in it.

It's -- if expressed that way I can't see that that would be any problem.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  No.


>> As long as it's in a sense as it's seen as external to the ETSI funded work.

But you know being visible -- you know there is dialogue between the two groups.

I don't see a problem in that.

So in a sense starting to look at the new topics early would be a good thing.

And in fact as I say there is a new topic which I would certainly like to mention here although it's only just started but I think it could be of interest to ITU-T from the accessibility point of view in particular.

So I would like to mention that.

Because I think --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Go ahead.


>> Well, okay.

So I mean --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  So far -- so far we have come to two conclusions so to speak.

And I will put them in the report of course.

One is that you and I will try to sort of look at what is possible without too much effort to make the documents into an ITU recommendation.

And also maybe you can in the ETSI-TCHF meetings and I could come there once again I've been there once in (inaudible) so I could bring forward maybe this idea to sort of emphasize it, if you think that it would be useful.

Otherwise you can do it.

To already there in the group of people that work on that to bring forward this idea of immediately an open eye to the possibilities.

And ideally I think you could try to set up some form of template maybe.

And show them to the people that work on that.

And that -- I'm not sure of that.

I would have to look at it.

But why not?


>> Why not.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  If you think -- unless you think it would be silly to sort of have to completely restructure a document which is ready by ETSI to make it a recommendation.

It doesn't sound too probable to me.


>> ETSI do have very rigid structures about their documents having said that it's possible to see the commonalties between the two so when developing one you could see how the other would develop.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yes.

Sorry; are you waiting already a long time.

Good.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  (Off microphone).

I was doing technical stuff and listening with half an ear.

There is something very important I would like to interject on behalf of Question 26 studies group 16.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  We'll come to that later.

But okay.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I just meant from what Mike has discussed.

Because this overlaps.

A lot of what is going on is going to overlap and I forgot to ask you to put something in the agenda which don't let me forget.

If there is something for ITU-T to do or to work with, then it would be advisable for you to send -- for you to send a liaison to -- for us to Question 26 stating what that is in clear language so the dialogue becomes open for Mike -- or Mike via ETSI goes to Question 26 when it meets.

If you remember one of the liaison documents which we will talk about in a minute is talking about a joint meeting with Question 4 and Question 26.

And that particular meeting may be the opportune time to bring this work into the realm of Question 26.

And that's -- I wondered if you had put that in your meeting report as a possible suggestion.

And that's all I wanted to say at this point.

Thank you.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah.


>> Because within ETSI we are pretty integrated in that we didn't use to -- used to have a -- well I think it was called a disabilities question or something.

A subgroup.

And a non-standard subgroup.

We merged that quite some time ago so that we consider sort of design for all approach as much as possible in everything we do now.

So you know the disability issues tend to be covered within all of our activity to varying degrees.

But -- so yeah it would be useful for us to interface to both groups really.

Because -- and in particular, as I say one of the new -- there's two topics.

One of which is probably more that I would like to briefly talk about here, if I could.

One is probably less accessibility focused to do with ICT and cars or there are some accessibility issues there.

The other one is more -- much, much more accessibility orientated.

Because looking at the future, the interaction technologies and services and trying to see where they are going and predict the possible accessibility barriers in those technologies and trying to identify ways in which those can be worked around before that sort of technology gets out into the marketplace.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  You have something.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  In ITU-T study group 16 it is not in the Question of 26 there's something called the network CAR.

However in working with that idea again that should enter the liaison that you will be hopefully writing at the end of your two days meeting here that these are points of interest in human factors that may have accessibility ramifications.

So we'll make a list of those.

And then send that to Study Group 16 as possible joint work items.

Would that be a good idea for you.


>> (Off microphone).


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Are you on the microphone?


>> Sorry,  I was but I'm not now.

We are due to -- sorry; yeah.

The work on ICT and cars has got a very short time scale now.

We only just started a short while ago and we're due to complete by October the work that we are doing and then it goes into publication.

It's only an only sort of technical report looking at the area.

But it sounds like I ought to take note of some of this study group 16 work on networked CAR  indeed I would like for us to give just a brief overview of that project.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Please go ahead.


>> The other area of work as I mentioned going -- looking into the future of ICT, it's very recently started.

We don't even have an official ETSI sort of presentation on the work.

But I could mention that.

Would that be better to do that this afternoon?

Or.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  No.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah, this afternoon we have --


>>ANDREA SAKS:  You've got a very --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  From 2 to 4 with the joint (inaudible) and then from 4 to 5 or something like that with Cynthia Waddell's presentation.

And I'm not sure if there's after 5:00 o'clock still room left.

I guess not.

But tomorrow morning in principle is not excluded.


>> All right.

I could do them both now quickly if you would like.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Why don't you do that.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I was actually going to suggest that that if you want to give a presentation now.

Because this is probably the best opportunity to work this out and decide how you're going to proceed in working with 16.

And what you want to accomplish.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I think that would be an excellent thing to do.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Because one other thing I can tell you in the JCA meeting I will be presenting the study group 16 report to some degree.


>> We can sort of --


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We can certainly give some of the time over to Mike to do that now, if that would be agreeable to you.

And to Mike.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah.

It would.

I have one question just now that you're still on the mic.

What did you say about a networked CAR it was in study group 16 but it was not in Q 26.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  No, it's not at the moment because nobody came in to bring in any contribution into 26.

So this would be a welcome addition to the Question 26 work plan to check.

Because I have thought about this.

And Yushi Naito who is the Chairman of 16 is very involved with the networked CAR I will look up the question for you to direct it for your liaison.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Okay?


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Because there is work on that.

And I think this would be an applicable moment to put in the liaison.

Because we are meeting in the 20 -- what is it?

The 23rd -- 25th I believe of October.

I believe we are meeting.

And also we are going to do that event.

Which is the week -- the two days before that weekend.

We'll either have a joint meeting with you during that time or immediately after.

We have yet to discuss that.

Which we might want to discuss tomorrow morning.

So that has to be handled as well as this joint meeting possibility.

And proposing which days might be more applicable for Question 4.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  So I think with a view to letting Mike run this morning, it's perfect timing.

Because we will take all of this afternoon.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah.

And tomorrow is far away.

So go ahead.


(Chuckles.)


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Would you like -- would you like to put something on the . . .


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Microphone.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Oh, microphone.


>> Sorry.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Would you like to put something on there?


>> Yeah.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah, go ahead.

I guess that you can --


>> Well, yeah.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  You can use this.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Can I make a suggestion, also.

It's coffee break time.

Maybe that will give him an opportunity to do that.

And not that we had an hour's late start.

But then you can relax.

Why don't you get set up.

And then anybody else can have coffee and we look forward to your presentation.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I have also a point of order then.

At what time -- until what time should we continue before lunch?

Because this afternoon we start at 2:00 o'clock, correct.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yes.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  So how much time do we need for lunch?

What is -- I mean can we go on until 1:00 o'clock or is that too long.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  That is too long.

The normal time of 12:30.

Would that be all right?


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah, I don't know.

But you see then we do start to be a -- a little bit -- because now --


>>ANDREA SAKS:  If we do it at 1:00 o'clock that means that we won't get any lunch at all because that's when we start setting up the technical stuff.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

Then we will try to condense as much as possible until 12:30.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I will take care of 16.

So you don't have to do Item 2 because you went straight to Item 3.

I will do Item 2 in the JCA.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

Item 2.

And then 4 is this afternoon.

And then these other points we can put in before 12:30.

So is 20 minutes coffee break enough?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I think that's fine.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  20 minutes coffee break.

So we have 20 minutes coffee break now.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Fine.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

Good.

Meeting is adjourned.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  For -- okay.



(Break.)



(Break.)



(Break.)



(Break.)


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Let me do a test with you now?

Can you hear me.



(Background talking.)



(Break.)



(Break.)


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

Shall we resume the meeting now?

We have now a presentation by Mr. Mike Pluke from ETSI TCHF who joined us for this meeting for Q 4 and is going to begin talking about ITU.


>> Thanks very much.

I mean hopefully this particular topic could be of more general interest to a worldwide audience given that cars are very much a worldwide thing and in a large portion are -- quite large numbers are made outside of Europe.

So again this was work that was funded European Commission and has strong links with it this will hopefully be of strong interest, as well.



This first slide is just a slide saying who ETSI is.

For those that are not familiar.

Basically it's the European mirror of ITU-T.

But it's somewhat differently organized in that instead of having countries organized here it's companies that are represented in ETSI.

So the 700 member organizations within ETSI you actually pay for the privilege of being part of it.

And this work is -- there are two committees within ETSI, human factors which of course you're aware of.

That's who I represent.

And there's another group dealing with intelligent transport systems, the ITS group.

And jointly we have people involved in both groups who are part of the team working in this particular area and this is responding to an interest from the European Commission in having some work done in this area.

Really the main thing we're trying to do is find out what the main human factors aspects of ITU-T and cars are and providing guidelines we will be providing some outline guidelines.

But as I -- when I came into this work I was very concerned that we didn't have formal recommendations and guidelines without any testing or anything like that because clearly there are a lot of safety related things in ICT and cars and therefore a lot of our guidelines are really taken from other sources and filtered and put together so that we've picked best practice from areas where a lot of testing has been done in principle.

So in general we're not recommending things -- just off the top of our heads but we haven't had a chance to do testing.

We do not have the resources to do CAR testing and so forth so that's not been done.

The particular types of services and that's perhaps where the ITU-T networked car -- CAR is a lot of services being looked at is CAR to CAR communication, infrastructure as far as the -- fences in the road, et cetera.

So as well as all of the things like your in car navigation systems just like GPS satellites, it involves all of these extra things, as well.

And the other factor which can have a significant impact on the ability of the driver to keep concentrating on the driving task is the fact that we bring devices into the car like our iPods or our navigation systems.

And these in fact not integrated into the car in any way.

So everything is operating independently currently.

There are a lot of groups we need to talk to and have talked to either directly or indirectly.

And this picture here lists a lot of standards organizations.

ITU-T isn't actually mentioned here.

But it's an omission on this diagram.

Not intentional.

Various industry organizations, the ones mentioned in this yellow box there.

And a lot of European projects that the commission has put together looking at specific aspects of the use of ICT in cars or various aspects to do with ITS integrated transport services and cars some of which are looking at more of the human sides.

A lot of which are less of.

There's an E safety forum which is looking as it states at safety and they have a working group on the human machine interface as they call it HMI.

And we have been asked and we certainly will be closely liaising with them that group has just restarted the output of that group the last time was -- resulted in the European statement of principles of human machine interface in cars.  

It's a large document which has some very good stuff in it.

More higher level principles.

But very sound stuff.

And I recommend looking that if you get a chance now we also -- as well as just looking across all of this stuff we obviously want to add some extra value into the equation.

So other work going on in ETSI we're trying to look at how that impacts on the use of ICT and cars.  

And so obviously other human factors work going on that has gone on or is going on in ETSI we think is relevant.

We did some work on voice commands, some standardized voice commands.

So basic control of services.

And we think again that this would be useful in the CAR situation.

Frequently your eyes and hands are already very busy so if you can use voice commands sometimes if they are effective that can be a way of enabling people to still concentrate more on the driving and less at looking at displays and pressing buttons.

Language and cultural issues we did some work on multicultural multilingual issues in ICT particularly in communications but here particularly when you go into a CAR.

I have -- all of the messages come up in French.

And I'm afraid my French isn't very good.

So again particularly for the car situation there's language and cultural issues which is where we get onto the other topic on the slide personalization which is a large theme of a lot of the work in ETSI human factors at the moment and the ability to be able to customize the car is my preferences is highly desirable.

And we believe that some of our work can be integrated into the in car environment.

Generic 3 G, mobile, again if we're bringing mobile phones into the car, again, the degree of standardization there can be very helpful in helping you deal with the confusion of different interfaces and the way that different functions are labeled differently in different systems, et cetera.

We believe that there's a certain degree of benefit you can get from standardization in that area.

One of the things that we've done that the -- hasn't been done to a large extent certainly in this European statement of principles is to give some scenarios as to how all of this can come together, the good principles in that other document, the European statement of principles plus all this technology how this could be applied practically.

Yes, obviously the car environment can be quite complex and this one here we have in the center display here you've got multiple displays.

All in front of the driver here.

One above the steering wheel.

One well positioned from the driving point of view more or less in the line of sight a head up display.

This is more -- although this dashboard is actually from a specific car, I don't think it also has a head up display.

Just so much confusion there that it's rather odd but we're illustrating basically the range of things that need to be taken into account as the types of feedback.

Haptic feedback, vibrating steering wheels, brake pedals, speakers, et cetera.

And some of the important issues obviously driver behavior, sleep and alcohol detection and different ways in which you can alert the driver using audio, as well.

So there's a lot of factors that come into play when looking at ITU-T in cars.

And as you get an increasing number of services each service in its own right can benefit the driver by telling them there's a traffic jam ahead driving the wrong way on the roads about to collide with a car in the intersection and something interesting that they want to stop at a restaurant all of this information coming into the car simultaneously in an uncoordinated way can actually result in severe overload on the driver.

So cognitive overload.

And I've plugged this thing in but you don't get the sound effect.

There was an explosion at the end.

But you'll have to imagine that.

So much for that audio lead.

So we're actually delivering a technical report.

It's combining variation things.

We've looked at research in the area we've been advised and willing to take a lot of notes of this European statement of principles and the design of human machine interaction.

Against that's in cars human machine interaction it's the -- the full title is even longer than that and other ETSI work and we give guidance related to individual services so we're looking at these new proposed services and saying what are the human computer interaction issues here and how might those be solved and for different types of services and again as I said before we're giving scenarios.

So this slide here gives some of the ideas, some of the sections, in our document currently.

We have an for example for example the scenarios traveling to catch a train and that one for example illustrated one of the principles is do not very high level principle do not recommend things to the driver that might be unsafe.

Fairly obvious.

But an example we gave there was with a navigation system, if you've already -- this was actually a cross segment navigation -- mentioning it across segment navigation cross sector navigation device which allows you to plan your route across train, car, whatever, walking.

Which is -- which has been -- was used in one project.

And we thought well given such a thing, what could be the issues involved in that.

And in this particular case, you said you want to catch a particular train at a particular time or a particular train at a particular station going to destination to your navigation system navigates you to the station.

And may tell you when the next train is.

Now the application of that principle then is it shouldn't tell you about a train which you would have to drive too far to the station to get to so the idea is it would suppress that information.

If you then arrived at the station a little bit earlier than planned, it might then tell you ah you're lucky there's an earlier train.

So that's a very high level principle.

But applied in a very practical way which tells you something about how the integration of those services should work so that it -- so that it should only feed information that's not going to cause you to drive dangerously.

So that's an example of where I think a scenario can help to illustrate a high level goal and give a very practical way in which that can be applied.

A couple of other scenarios that we've got there.

And then we move onto you know on a particular services you won't be able to read this very well.

I think it's too detailed but we look to a range of services this one is called a blind spot service which alerts you to something behind you which you can't quite see because it's not right behind you it's not right alongside you it's what they call the blind spot.

And again we look at what sort of notifications and alerts should be there.

Does the service control the vehicle or not?

Some of the services actually can actually prevent you from doing something dangerous others just warn you.

So we've looked at there and where to notify for example when your eyes -- when you are either looking ahead or in your mirrors so putting notifications warning lights in the mirrors would be a good place to put them if you're just about to put in a lane you would probably look in your mirror you may not see a car you would know there is a car behind you if you see a little light so we've tried to analyze the services and look at some of the principles that could be applied there to suggest to people who actually do end up designing the services where they might considerate least putting the indications.

But again we put a big note of caution in our document test all these things.

Don't just say it will work but all of these things have to be tested because they are so safety critical but at least give guidance to these safety designers for what they might be looking at.



Who are we planning to benefit from this manufacturers of vehicles and their suppliers that's why I said earlier perhaps ITU-T context there are manufacturers of vehicles and suppliers outside Europe.

And again they might be interested in similar effects of -- sets of guidance.

The manufacturers they are call after market or nomadic equipment that's things like iPod and PDA and phone et cetera so providers mobile operators, insurance companies, European research and development projects is some of our audience for our work.

That is us.

Myself.

The leader of the team.

And then the remainder is a mixture.

One other human factors person and all people who are involved in the ITS services area.

And that's -- we have a web site there which I won't bother launching now.

But again that's where that picture came from.

It links to one of our more up-to-date drafts.

Not our very latest one.

So that's my presentation on ICT in cars.

Any questions?

Yeah.


>> I very much enjoyed that.

Way back in the late '90s I think I became aware of annual conferences on intelligent transport systems.

Is that still going on?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.

And there certainly are --


>> And I remember at the time I was -- I was a bureaucrat in government.

And we had -- there was an intelligent transport system meeting event at Sinclair university in California.

They brought a prototype of a car with some ICT in it.

And it was a closed meeting to assess the vehicle.

And this was way back in the late '90s.

And at the time the voice -- so our observations of it were, first of all, at that time, that -- with respect to people with disabilities that people with mobility disabilities certainly with hand controls and the voice commands were very helpful for them.

On the other hand there were people there from the deaf community who were very concerned that to the extent any voice command, that was the only way to activate a particular feature, they wouldn't be able to use that.

So I'm wondering -- and I'm also recalling my last trip to ETSI, I was in a meeting.

I was in France.

We rented a car in Neese.

The GPS was all in French.

And it would have been very helpful if I had an option for English.

We had to turn the car in as a matter of fact.

Could not use it.

So I'm just thinking of the complexity of this.

And wondering:  To what extent are we at a point where we're using -- getting feedback from persons with disabilities in our research at this point?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Well, I mean certainly you're right.

I mean one of our principles from that point of view from -- I mean in general it's a good policy but also related to the accessibility issues is to provide multiple options, sort of multi-modal systems so yes voice command is maybe the optimum.

But provide an alternative so there's a switch or something else that you can use, as well.

Similarly with the output.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Do they do any mapping?

Do they do any mapping as to which functionality end user could not use a particular feature?

They don't go -- do it in that way.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Interestingly enough the next presentation to some extent is probably going to be doing more of that.

Yes, there is -- well there certainly are mappings of that certainly as to what -- in fact some of our other documents, I think we've had tables in there showing certain types of disability -- certain types of human input/output.

They were clearly unsuitable for people with certain disabilities.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Because we were doing the same.

We were looking at train systems.

And audible announcements regarding train stops.  And the need for a tech stream you know -- text stream display for people who couldn't hear.

It could be noisy and you could still not know what was being said.

Alternative ways which have -- also impact people with disabilities.

So I'm very interested in multiple ways.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Well, absolutely.

Yeah, we're very -- I mean I work on personalization which I'm not going to describe here because it's big.

At the moment in fact we're doing lots of it.

But one of the things there is to suggest that -- one of the examples we've given is that in a way disability and other -- and other third persons preferences or particular needs of a -- at a particular time could be very similar for example I didn't explain myself very well.

If you're driving a car in a sense I could be considered almost like a blind person I don't want to be looking at displays so if I want my e-mail maybe I shouldn't be concentrating on that at all that's another issue but I want my e-mail I don't want it up on a display I want it spoken to me perhaps just like I would if I was a blind person so in a sense if you can provide alternative ways of providing the information feedback to users in multiple ways, then people are going to have preferences as to which way they want which can vary from time to time so maybe normally I want to read e-mail if I'm in the car, I want it spoken.

Providing that capability with those preference settings means that also I can immediately have a system which is suitable for blind people because I can provide them with the spoken output as part of the basic design of the system rather than having to put lots of add ons into a system that's not been designed with that at the outset.

So I'm a strong believer at the moment from the work that we've done in ETSI that by concentrating a lot on the personalization, we can handle quite a lot of the accessibility issues.

Because it's just -- in fact --


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  We want to be sure in that personalization that there is the capability.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Exactly.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  To have that alternative for functionality.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Exactly.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  And I think the two sort of go together in a way.

There's no point in building this sort of -- almost sort of redundant capabilities, multiple capabilities if you can't select between them so you need the ability to select it, to personalize it to one choice or another two things go hand in hand if you provide multiple options.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Have they thought about digital radio now and text streaming of digital radio?

Have they even --


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I don't know.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Thought about that yet.

I know there's a big debate starting in the US about car manufacturers, where they are going to display the text stream of a digital radio and people to even saying well we're not even going to allow the driver to see it.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah.


(Chuckles.)


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Sorry.

So I wondered if that was at all --


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I'm only aware -- there's a certain amount of information about radio stations that is displayed on the radio itself currently.

But -- and most of it is probably not very important.

But it would be useful to have that spoken I guess.

I mean station identification information which is obviously I do look at and you just need to -- it's not too dangerous because you just have to glance at that.

But again I suppose -- hopefully as a driver you're not -- as a passenger you might be and therefore to have it spoken could be useful.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  I know this is a complex issue.

Many, many things being addressed.

I recall way back in the '90s at that meeting there was a big debate going on in California regarding how the deaf could use the emergency phone on the highway to call.

And so the fight was over how to make that emergency phone accessible.

But the discussion was:  Well, what could you do with an intelligent car to enable someone who is deaf to communicate that they needed service.

So there's many ways.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Well again, that's another thing.

Emergency situations is one of the examples in our work that I haven't highlighted here that we do look at.

At the moment in Europe there's what they call E-Call but if you have a crash, the car will indicate information about the car to a centralized service and it will open up a telephone channel.

But if the person is unconscious or anything, then no information can be sent.

Saying that although we can't actually affect that tie it's all tied up in a lot of legal stuff if another call could be made which gives information from -- if you allow it from your user profile saying I have diabetes -- information -- medical information about you in the case of a crash if you can't actually talk to the person, then it may be useful if you allow it.

Obviously there's lots of privacy issues there but if you allow it in case of an emergency if you say I'm quite happy to send information that might save my life to a service center.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  That's an excellent point.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  That's one of our sort of suggestions and recommendations.

There are actually services that commercially run in Europe where such a thing is possible.

But the third party service holds this information about you.

And in the case they get notified by the vehicle -- sensors in the vehicle when you crash and they can send that information.

So we're suggesting such services would be highly valuable for saving peoples lives really.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Did you say you have another presentation.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah only very short and it's not an official ETSI presentation because we haven't even gotten one together yet on that one.

So it doesn't even have the title -- the proper title of the project.

This is Martin as you may notice a long friend of yours.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yes.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yes this is a brand-new bit of work.

And the slides aren't terribly helpful so I'll try to explain it.

Actually the next slide may be helpful.

The idea is what was termed roadmap.

What I described earlier looking at what sort of technologies may be coming in the future in terms of types of service, the way services are evolve, the way products are evolving the way in particular interactions may be evolving.

And trying to see what may be the issues, the accessibility issues, in these new developments.

Before they become a problem.

And looking at ways in which they can either be eliminated by careful thought and design in the design stage or at least solutions to those inherent problems found before the technology is launched on the public.

Because so many other -- so many things at the moment -- so many services were launched with inherent problems in them.

For example I'm trying to think of some examples there.

We've got some good ones.

However I can't immediately recall them.

No.

Excuse me.

Well, again, the issue of providing captioning on video, a lot of that wasn't built in at the outset of the term of technology CDs and everything, DVDs and everything.

And this had to be -- and television broadcast and this had to be sort of added on later.

Somebody should have thought about this sort of thing before the technology was ever launched so it was an inherent part of the system rather than an add on.

There's usually a lag.

If you can get something like an iPhone which is a lovely interface if you can see.

But if not it's just a sheet of glass and there are no controls there.

You know how do I operate this thing?

And again people are beginning to -- and Google I noticed are looking at ways in which it can provide it where it actually create a touch keyboard on this bit of glass.

But otherwise, it's completely inoperable by blind people.



So this -- the solution for this should have been incorporated in release 1 of the product.

Not start thinking:  Oh, dear, this is a problem.

So it's looking at these types of issues.

I've got to see -- but the idea, this is something from actual work done by Martin in the company he was working in at the time.

They looked at different technology sectors and tried to identify the sort of relevant issues within there.

So I suspect a lot of these signs aren't -- these slides aren't going to be terribly helpful.

But I can't even read this.

I'm sure you can't.

But looking at different technologies.

Again trying to -- this is trying to see how they are likely to evolve over time as you can see this was done quite some time ago but trying to look at the predictive development in those fields and then on each of those developments trying to then analyze what the potential accessibility issues associated with those might be.

So looking at the user interaction and finding out ones where acoustics audio are relevant and you know the timeline of those, development of those.

So Next Generation Networks there's a sort of field of semantic web intelligence search.

And what sort of technologies may be involved in those types of services.

So for user interaction multichannel audio may be a technology that will become more used in the future.

And again what are the benefits and disadvantages of those for people with different types of accessibility.

And coming up with a sort of -- looking at each type of technology.

This again was not designed specifically here to look at the accessibility issues.

But you can imagine you know the evaluation would say you know for this particular type of -- it describes the technologies, where it's likely to be used.

What are the people currently looking at exploiting this.

And then again identifying some of the accessibility issues.

And then moving on from that to look at some of the solutions.

So very early days at the moment.

Literally we've only had one brief meeting where we've just tried to sort of scope out the work and plan where we go.

So very, very early.

But potentially I think a very valuable area.

Because if we can actually get all of this in the early days, it might be possible to imagine a future where technologies are launched without inbuilt accessibility.

Difficulties in them.

And that certainly would be highly valuable if that's possible.

Not much to describe at the moment because we are still working out the best strategy for doing it but it's been thought about for a while.

And to some extent based on some of the stuff that's been done in other fields internally in some of the companies that some of the people involved in this project.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Martin is the project leader.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I'm actually the project leader.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  You are also the project leader of the car one.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I am.

But having said that I'm the leader from the point of view of the ICT -- in fact both of these -- neither of these were my idea.

I was put in charge of the cars one I think because the person whose idea it was perhaps had already too much on their plate or for various reasons Martin actually because of his work commitments cannot take on that role of you know the rather mundane project management administration.

So I'm doing that side of it.

But it's fair to say that I think he's probably the visionary in this particular area.

We all share the vision.

But it's very much his idea.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Listening to that latter part reminded me in government especially in California we have a lot of content for web cams, traffic monitoring, all kinds of information that are on our Internet that the public can have access to.

We can look at freeway routes.

We can see traffic flow.

All of this data.



And I foresee a problem where we will move forward and have certain capabilities in our cars.

And we'll want to access existing content that government has already paid for to put online.

And this content will not be accessibility.

And so I wish there were a way that current systems and contents being developed that governments are using would immediately take into consideration human factors and accessibility now so it can be more effectively utilized with the ICT that's been coming forward.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah that's a very good example.

The one looking at traffic congestion with cameras looking at that, that's fine but if you're a sighted person and also in a car and can afford to look at the display but what you maybe need is a textual summary of what you're looking at is heavily congested in this direction slow moving traffic.

You really need a textual analysis of that particular vision to make a properly accessible service.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  And maybe somebody is already creating that textual summary for the traffic report that's already being given.

Somebody is already doing that.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah.

But it's a question of having the vision.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Coordinating and integrating all of this together.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah, I'm sure you're right.

It's probably being done.

That's a very good example actually.

And as you say, there's an awful lot of -- all web cam stuff needs to if it's going to be accessible needs to be captioned in some way.

Because otherwise -- and the more and more you see -- as you say potentially very valuable information if you can access it.

But if you can't, then it's utterly useless.

Yeah that's a very good example actually.

I'll remember that one.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Thank you very much for your presentation.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Thank you for your questions.

As I said that was a very useful one there.

I'll remember that as an excellent example.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

Thank you very much.

Any more questions on this?

-- excellent.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  This is Andrea speaking not so much a question but I have sent an e-mail to Somal (inaudible) who is the counselor of Study Group 16.

I also looked on the web on the first page, the ITU homepage and there's a lot of information about the network car on that page which might be a good idea to put the link in your report so that other people who pick up your report will understand that that's a possible place that they can look.

And also that Question 12 is also involved in that which is quality of experience and quality of service.

And we -- it's okay.

Don't worry.

I'll repeat everything if you need.

We have it captioned.

It's going to be written down.

Don't worry.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  But do we have actions.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yes, you will be able to have a full transcript.

We have asked for one.

So you will -- and it's a pity you're not going to be here because if we have the transcript you can make your report out of that.

But anyway, the point being is that Study Group 12, which again this will be brought up again in the JCA meeting, has in fact given a very strong liaison back to the JCA saying they will support a lot of activities mainly to do with quality of experience in hearing and in video and in text.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Study Group 12 you say.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Study Group 12 is quality of experience and quality of service.

And we have a tremendous amount of support for accessibility in that.

And that would also apply to human factors.

So those are the two Study Groups in which we direct.

And I would direct them to the Chairman.

Because as I said, the Chairman for Study Group 12 is Chuck Dvorak and Chairman for Study Group 16 is Yushi Naito.

And Dvorak.

Thank you.

So that's for our captioner.

And so those are where I would direct that.

Because specifically I do not have a question.

We will possibly also make Question 26.

But since Question 26 is a plenary question, the whole plenary will get ahold of it but I have gotten that from Somal for you.

So that's what I've got.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Thank you.

Okay.

Very interesting.

Okay.

Anything else on the relation between -- between our question and ETSI-TCHF.

Well it's been very good.

Thank you for being here.

I'm very glad that you could give your presentation, as well.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Thank you.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  And well, as Andrea said, the cooperation between Q 26, 16 and Q 4 is in some way being covered in the JCA.

But maybe just to make sure, Andrea, I would like to ask, because you see there was a meeting in May last year.

Where we were talking about the structure of the Study Groups and the various things that were dealt with in the Study Groups in the future.

And there were forces then that were trying to in some way fuse Q 26, 16 and Q 4.2.

And I -- there are always reasons not to do that.

But of course as soon as you say -- as soon as you say now that we have to cooperate more.

Then I could imagine that some of those forces might then be inclined to say:  Well, that's what I told you.

Why didn't you fuse in the first place?

So you may have some background information on that process that went on between May last year and now that led us to the present state.

And expectations.

Or are you going to cover all of that this afternoon?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I think covering the past of what happened at ITU regarding Question 4 and Question 26 merger doesn't have to come into the JCA.

And I'm happy to talk about it now.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I would like to hear something about that.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  You might want to turn off that mic in case we have some feedback there.

And the thing is, they can't do anything about it now.

For four years.

Because WTSA has covered it.

So there isn't a problem with that.

The reason, also, is that we have the JCA.

Which reports to Study Group 2.

Both (inaudible) Terez and Steve Lynn want to keep it in Study Group 2.

Don't want it moved to TSAG.

There was a small movement to do that.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  You talk about JCA now.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yes but --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Not about Q 4.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yes, I am.

If you let me continue and just ramble in my fashion, it will all come together at the end.

The thing is the JCA is important because it does the coordination work between the two questions.

So I assist you and I -- and the JCA in general will assist you and both Bill Petchi who is the raptor for Question 26.

As I have done today by suggesting certain roads to definitely coordinate the road that possibly could apply to both or whether you shouldn't work in isolation.

And that's the function of the JCA.

Not to take over Question 4.

This came into Question 2 quite naturally because it has human factors implication and it quite naturally could fit into Question 26 with the technical aspects of multimedia where the actual design and technical standards are being created.



So the concepts and the scenarios could definitely come out of Question 4.

We do need to get more of a population going in 4 and 26.

I've managed to get a huge following in the JCA.

Which eventually once these information links are a bit more useful and used from the JCA to the respective study groups will encourage different people in the Study Groups to attend the appropriate question or communicate with it directly for information.

So this JCA is becoming more important.

Also with the WTSA resolution 70, which we'll go into in greater detail.

Which you might want to have -- it's very short.

I have a copy for you here, too, if you would like it.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I have it.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We have been empowered with a few more powers than the normal JCA but it has to be approved by the Study Group and TSAG which is also we're being renewed, if you like.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  What kind of extra powers have we been --


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Well, we have extra powers because we are the focal point temporarily for ITU-T.

They want a focal point.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  For the whole ITU-T?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Ah, yes.

Yes.


(Chuckles.)


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yes, you will answer to me first.

No, it's not going to be like that.

This is going to be kind of like this is an Information Society this little JCA.

I have over 80 members.

It's not like we really can do anything.

We can't make a contribution.

We can't do that.

We can only give information and assist and help coordinate the work.

That's really all we can do.

So we're relatively harmless.

In that way.

We're dangerous in another way.

Because we are setting precedences for different -- like for instance this is the first time that a Study Group plenary will in fact be captioned.

And if you knew of all of the people who have come up to me in Study Group 2 who are quote not disabled who said I had this eardrum removed, I don't hear very well.

I'm getting old.

I had lots of people come up saying the captioning is great.

When we did the captioning for another meeting, which was for the WTPF which is the World Telecommunication Policy Forum, I took it upon myself as the convener of the JCA to make sure that Cynthia who was on the delegation, Cynthia Waddell, who is on the delegation for the US had access because she was actually contributing to the contribution that is being made by the United States.

And it wasn't easy to pull off because a lot of people didn't understand what was going on.

So from a human factor point of view, I was acting with my Question 4 hat.

And from a technical point of view I was a little engineer setting it up.

Which is kind of -- I wasn't allowed to set it up this time and I'm really glad because it's spreading.

The whole thing is spreading.

So the thing is what's happening quite naturally because of the resolution, because of the JCA, because of all of the previous work in both Question 4 and Question 26 which have overlapped but are different is that accessibility is spreading.

We can also now cross the border and help ITU-D.

Now, I was invited as just an expert to ITU-D a couple of years ago.

To help with what's going on in ITU-T.

I now put that work under the convener.

I make my report as a convener.

Through the JCA.

So I can actually send it out.

So when I say we have more power, we have more real reaching ability.

We don't have any more power than a JCA.

We can't do a contribution.

We can only assist with information.

And then people run and grab me in the hall and say:  Did you know this is happening in this Study Group and blah blah blah?

I'm not even registered for it.

I can then go as a convener of the JCA if I'm here or somebody that we have who has in fact been appointed as a member of the JCA as a representative to the JCA from a Study Group could equally go and check out what needs to be done, what documents need to be forwarded over.

And then an example of that was in Question 11 of Study Group 2 of ITU-D.

And they are talking about digital television.

Being deployed, being created, being done in the developing countries.

Now, there's a big problem.

There wasn't anything on accessibility in there.

Now, in Study Group 13 there has been a standard that has been -- become a recommendation that is -- well it's been approved.

It went through TAP in fact.

That has accessibility features.

And not only that, it's for IPTV.

And not only that it has an appendix at the end which is a new technique that Clive Miller from the INIB who is their -- we were cross referencing so somebody could look at that document, go to the appendix and see where in the document the accessibility feature was.

Which is important for people who are regulators, for people who are implementers who have to meet certain legislative requirements or anything like that.

Where they can actually identify what could be considered an accessibility feature, which is defined as an accessibility feature in the list of terms.

But it's been mainstreamed.

We all take captioning as in television as a given now.

We all really do understand that that has to be done.

But there are things like your PVC which is your personal video recorder that could initially record not only captions but also be able to be set in such a way where a human being who may have motor problems could in fact set up his own preferences and it would stay that way without having another person who is quote able bodied do it for them every time.

There are all kinds of features that are in there that need to be looked at.

So I took the liberty of doing a liaison, which has to be retrospectively approved and resent to ITU-D's official meeting because these were only raptors's meetings because Mr. Caswari bless his socks wanted to have it go to Question 18, to Question 9, which are his babies.

In specific areas in technical information given to the developing world.

And of course it goes to Question 20  which is the accessibility question in Study Group 1.

So the JCA has become something that is hanging onto these two questions.

Because they can be utilized.

If we need an expert to come into human factors that can do a scenario or help us or do something or actually make a contribution, we have to do it by the correct method.

And they have to come to the question.

They will have to be a member.

They will have to make the contribution.

But I can then communicate it.

And that means that these questions will grow rather than decrease.

And that's kind of what I fought very hard to keep you safe, Floris.

Literally.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Thank you.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Because people kept saying:  Nothing is really happening.

Well nothing is really happening in Question 26 now except now we have something new on the work program there which is about relay services which is terribly important.

And there is something going on in the technical committee at ETSI about relay services.

But some of the meat was taken out because of different proprietary interests of manufacturers who did not want to be held to certain kinds of responsibilities.

Fair enough.

Business plans do have problems financially.

So the ITU's people in Question 26 are working on a definition or a standard that's going to come out of there that will probably work with ETSI.

And I'm working on that, too.

So that it isn't going to be a counter thing.

But some of the same players.

One of them our friend Gunner Halstrom we want him to come in and help us do that so we work with outside groups as appropriate.

Now a lot of times JCAs are only considered to be within ITU.

But we did in our first mandate get the ability to work with an outside group if it was appropriate.

We worked with JCT, ISO, SWG-A which is the one that is mapping all of the accessibility features in the world.

And that's an organization that is not in ITU which we can work with.

We can work with ETSI.

We can also because of this little special mandate we have had in the past work with the royal national institute for the blind.

Or work with another organization like the World Federation for the deaf.

Because one of the things that was so important in resolution 70 was that the creation of the possibility -- and I'm not going to go too much into that.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Because she is going to talk about that.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Because Cynthia is going to do that.

Was the fact that we would work with disabled people directly.

So Question 4 is safe.

For the next four years.

And the JCA is a wonderful tool that Question 4 can utilize to communicate directly when we are not in a meeting situation.

I can send a liaison as a convener.

I can do these meetings via the net.

Via the conference call.

And the reason we didn't have a meeting before now was because we didn't have enough members until the new study period started.

Until we could send out a liaison saying:  Hey, Study Group Chairman, Chairman, please give us a representative from your Study Group.

Please recommend different things in that direction.

So I hope that overview -- because you can't really now discuss 4 or 26 without discussing and dealing with the JCA.

And I don't think I took any of your thunder.

Because you're going to go into some more detail.

And we're cool.

Cynthia Waddell is who I'm speaking to.

And Cynthia has been probably one of the most major contributors to the work in the last two years at ITU by going all over the globe making presentations on things that she will be talking about later this afternoon.

Does that kind of answer your question as an overview of where we stand.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah; yeah.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you, Floris.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  You're welcome.

Mike?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah, just a point on the relay service thing.

I think talking about collaborating with ETSI in that area, the politics of it may be very sensitive.

So I would maybe sort of talk to you about that.

Because as you say, there was material taken out of that.

I didn't like it.

But it was taken out.

And we don't want to be seen to be putting ETSI people involved putting it back in necessarily.

You know just from a political point of view.

But I wouldn't be sad to see it published somewhere else.


(Chuckles.)


>>ANDREA SAKS:  May I respond?

I don't have any control over there.

Talking to me is not going to do any good.

I'm just the convener.

During the meeting if that comes up, that would be something that you should bring up.

Because the JCA can only put the parties together and communicate information.

It cannot write a contribution.

The two groups are different.

And if -- I can't control that.

And the person that if you actually are interested in that, then it would be a wonderful thing if you would go to Question 26 and assist them with that.

And that would be my recommendation to you if that would be possible.

You would be most welcome to come and if you need an invitation all you need to do is to write Bill Petchi an e-mail and he would be delighted to see you.

Because I cannot tell you what to do.

I can only give you information.

And maybe give you some advice offline from my experience of working with ITU for 18 years.

But I have to be careful to be an advisor to assist with information and coordination.

And not be so bossy.


(Chuckles.)


>>MIKE PLUKE:  No, to be honest, I might well like to come to Question 26 but not particularly on that.

It's not my area of expertise, that particularly it's just that I'm very aware of the sensitive politics and I think if we are going to get the good collaboration between ETSI human factors and the ITU-T then we have to be a little careful because there are within ETSI those that are looking -- scrutinizing some of the stuff we are doing very carefully as you say and sometimes if they don't like it, they can try and modify that, if it is seen that ETSI human factors is using the ITU-T to put back the things that were taken out, then that would damage the -- you know the public view of that.

And that should not be the case.

Individuals if they want to work within ITU-T, that's great.

And you know I have no problem with that.

Just it's a matter of positioning what's actually going on.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  You'll have to -- you would like to add something to that.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yeah, thank you, Floris, it's Andrea again.

We have no control over that, Mike.

And the point is if somebody -- and that's fair enough.

We know about the politics anyway.

If somebody wants to come to ITU and make a contribution to put back what ETSI took out and if ITU then determines the document and then it goes through the process, if ETSI doesn't like that, then ETSI can come and ETSI people can come here to ITU.

They are allowed to come.

So this is another way of getting people to come to Question 4 and Question 26.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Usually a an effective way.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Because the situation is all these members here, both the state memberships and the different organizations who represent manufacturers who are creating products naturally there is a strong interest in trying to create a good product.

To do something that is economically viable.

And also to meet certain requirements that are ethical.

And with the down turn in the economy, it's a very delicate situation.

So standards, if you remember, do not force you to do anything.

They are always voluntary.

But they should not be restricted.

And things taken out of them.

Because someone is afraid of what's there.

So I'm inclined to slightly disagree with you that I would love to see a relay service standard done in ITU.

And I invite all those people at ETSI to come.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  You're misinterpreting me.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  No, nothing personal.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I'm all in favor of that happening.

It's just that those people that are participating are not participating as ETSI members at that stage.

They are participating in (inaudible), et cetera, in another role.

That's all that needs to be made clear I think.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Okay.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  As you say, no, I'm happy to see that work going on.

Believe me.

It's very good.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Sorry.

I just got lost somewhere in your description of things that happened at ETSI, political corners maybe.

That we have to be careful about.


>> What is it really that's worry so many there?

What in specific.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  As Andrea said we have had a lot of attention certain people that are aware of ETSI human standards putting out things that they don't like then we get people coming to our meetings and trying to take those things out.

So yes it's a good way of getting attention.

But all I'm saying then is that having gone through that process and agreed within ETSI to take various things out maybe reluctantly on the part of the individuals concerned it must not be seen that ETSI or ETSI human factors is going somewhere else in that capacity in trying to reverse what it's already agreed to do.

It's just going to create bad feelings and would -- well, would mean that we would be unable probably to collaborate if we seem to be misusing the collaboration in that way.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yes, go ahead.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Life in the real time big city does do that.

And whether or not -- you can't prevent discourse.

On the sake of it.

And though I appreciate the fact that you're trying to give us a warning and we don't want to have any --


>>MIKE PLUKE:  It's not you.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  No, it's not personal.

I'm not talking from a personal point of view I'm just saying if ETSI has done the wrong thing, it's a question, it's a possibility and somebody somewhere else says:  Hey, that's not right we don't care if we offend you that's not right that's tough that's life in the big city so if they get their noses out of joint, I can't do anything about that.

Nor can ITU.

Everything in ITU is contribution driven.

And therefore anyone who is a member has a right to bring in a contribution and if someone does not like that contribution and they are a member and they attend the meeting, they can deal with that.

I do not interfere with that.

I just provide information and access to persons with disabilities when appropriate so that the job of making ITU accessible, ITU work on stand -- and standardization accessible potentially because again standards are voluntary to persons with disabilities and that means elderly people.

That means people who have children, whatever is going on that's just how I see the JCA functioning and I don't worry about people getting upset.

I've been doing this too long to be worried.

People used to yell at me all the time.

And they still do from time to time.

But that's the way it works.

And I think that I'm glad you're here.

And I'm glad that you brought this up.

And if you go back to ETSI you can tell them if they want to shoot a cannonball over the bow, great, we would love to have them here.

We want more people to participate in ITU because ITU really is in my mind -- here is the sales pitch, guys, if anybody is listening upstairs, ITU in my mind really is the international body for international standards.

And though there are all kinds of things going on, I have seen such good work come out of here.

And as especially mentioning that one particular one that IPTV requirements became a document and that's why 1901 that was the most fabulous document in terms of accessibility that ever walked the plank.

And hopefully people will take note of it.

So I took it to ITU-D so they could see that the work had been done.

That there wasn't a need to duplicate.

That they could use that as a template, as a model.

In any way that they saw fit.

And if we do that to -- for ETSI, and they can go back with this document.

And if there are differences, there's a possibility that there will be some sort of a mutual blending.

If no one does anything and people are unhappy with what ETSI has done which you've indicated by what you've said and they don't do anything or they can't do anything in ETSI, they can go to the ITU.

And I think it's a fabulous place to come.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I agree.

I think the individuals can go there and create very good standards.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We have a new slogan.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Very good recommendations.

I have no problem with that at all.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We have a new slogan the TSB is the place to be which is ITU-T.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Wow.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Well, anyway, I got that from Malcolm.

Anyway, I think if there's -- does anybody have any other questions that we were --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yes, we can go back to the agenda.

I was struggling with my system here.

Because something funny happened.

And it seems to be -- it seems to be solved now.

I was -- so we have dealt with the first -- I will get the agenda on in a moment if you abide with me.

I'm not sure how long it will take.

But I can say it by heart.

There is the point on the agenda that we will -- where we will get to in a moment which is -- that was Point 5 of the agenda, future of the Q 2 work.

I tried to do two things at the same time.

Ah . . . yes.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  It's Andrea again.

May I make a suggestion?

Until we have the meeting of the JCA and Bill Petchi who is the raptor for Question 26 will be on.

I think we can't do a revision of the work plan or anything until after that meeting.

Because we don't know what's going to happen.

And that will also be determining the possible joint meeting.

And that we could do on Tuesday morning.

Because then all of this will be rehashed.

Because that's why I didn't deal with the joint question.

Because we are going to -- that's what the JCA will do is coordinate a little bit.

And it's going to be live.

So we'll get the answers to these questions live.

Rather than having to speculate on what the work is.

Because you're going to hear another voice other than mine.

Will make a blessing, won't it?


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I will not comment on that.


(Chuckles.)


>>ANDREA SAKS:  So I have a feeling that the relationship between Question 4 and ETSI technical committee which is No. 3, I would like to ask a question to Mike about that and to you.

How do you see Question 4 responding to the technical committee of human factors in ETSI when there is a situation like the fact that certain things have been taken out of the relay service document?

Do you think it's appropriate that if human factors featured have been removed, which would be a violation in my mind of accessibility of people with different problems.

Not necessarily disabled people or persons with disabilities, but human factors issues.

The does and can Question 4 send an opinion, a liaison, and draft something to go out to that?

Would they be -- I mean should that document on relay services be reviewed in the future considering that it's definitely being reviewed in Question 26.

You opened Pandora's box, Mike.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Well, there's --


>> I can only say that I would -- the idea of taking parts out of a document sounds very silly to me if the document is ready and has been approved then why would that be -- why would a part then be taken out of it?

So it sounds -- so strange -- it sounds so strange to me that I really can't comment on that.

I can only say that this is entirely in my view, my personal view without knowing much more about the backgrounds of this, it is a very strange thing that you should never take out parts of a document as if they shouldn't be there.

But Mike?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah just to give a comment.

I think the problem was yeah, the stuff -- that was handled very badly because it was taken out -- so it hadn't actually been approved it was during the approval process at the very, very literal last minute.


>> By whom?

Who took them out?

That is the big point.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  A group of people.

Came in via telephone conference effectively.


>> And were they so powerful.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  The thing was there were two sides of it.

Some of the stuff was actually probably not very well expressed.

It has to be said.

The other stuff was basically because they said it was not achievable in the short term.

Those were the two primary things.


>> Before the document was ready?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Sorry?


>> That happened before the document was ready.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  The document was fully completed but it was literally the last day in which it was going to be approved or otherwise.

And it came in at that point that they weren't happy with these areas.

And were very adamant.

And it was agreed to take those out.


>> But the rest of the meeting then agreed with this standpoint?

And the Chairman did, as well.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  The Chairman certainly did.


>> They don't have a right -- this mysterious group of people doesn't have a right of veto I suppose.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  No they don't have a right of veto.


>> So independently they were powerful enough.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  It was reluctantly agreed even including some of the people who now are deciding to do something different.

So I mean yeah it was a very, very messy and most unsatisfactory situation.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Andrea seems to know more about it.

I'm puzzled.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Well, there's a mute point whether that was actually --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Do you know about the background of this.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Oh, I do.

And I'm not going to mention names at this point but there were two mobile operators who specifically did not want to implement certain features.

A, they didn't want to do the research and development required even though there were plenty of people who in fact had techniques that would probably work.

And a lot of times if there is a financial impact on a producer of a product or a provider of services, they will object.

And that is all time syncing and it violates in fact the concept set out by the convention for the rights of the persons with disabilities that was set out by the UN.

The fact that the document was completed and agreed upon up until the plenary if that's what you call that and that these people posed an objection and that were not going to allow this document to proceed forward, they held the group to ransom.

And in order to get some of the features done and out, there was an acquiescence and it was industry that did it.

Not any of the people who were human factors experts.

So this is a very, very significant point that I'm glad we're discussing that.

And I think we ought to make a note in our report that this was discussed and that this is an open issue.

And I won't -- it's not something I'm going to bring up in the JCA meeting at this particular time because it's not on my agenda.

But it might be something when I have another meeting of the JCA further down the line after the next Study Group period, depending upon what happens, we might write ETSI a liaison asking what happened.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  And I think that would be not only interesting but very provocative.

And that would be fun.

So if you want to write a liaison saying we're very perplexed at what happened.

Why things were taken out.

And what they were.

Now, Bill and Gunner Halstrom probably have the details.

And I don't know how appropriate.

But we would like to have clarification on the approval process.

I believe Cynthia has a comment.

And you're looking at me like you would like to say something.

Go.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  When you asked the question as to the background, hopefully they will tell you fully what that is.

But I would also be curious as to what steps or plans they have to address the issues so that it can be a follow-on to what was dropped off.

Do they have any plans to address that in the future?

Because of the mandates of the treaty.


>> Since it's all in ETSI we can ask you.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I don't know to be honest.

The not immediately.

I mean I think --


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  So when they discussed dropping it, they didn't discuss a future revisit to the issue?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I'm not absolutely certain.

I mean certainly as far as publication of that document is concerned, that was the end of the story there.

I think the -- there may be further looking into -- I mean it was a complicated issue.

There were complicated technical issues.

Of course Andrea had one perspective given by somebody who had a very specific interest in the topic, as well.

So it's not absolutely clear.

Procedurally it was very unsatisfactory.

That's for sure.

The changes made I think one needs to look carefully.

I think some of the changes may have been justified because the document may not have been adequate in that area.

Others perhaps not.

It's very difficult to be very, very precise about the technical nature of the changes made.

And whether they were appropriate or not.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  Which is why an inquiry as to what happened both procedurally and substantively regarding the technical challenges would be very -- of great interest for the human factor issues.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Whereas I couldn't possibly recommend such a procedure as such.

It would be very interesting.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Your ETSI interests wouldn't be hurt by such statements?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I mean obviously there is an issue that as a human factors committee now we are having to be very careful about how we handle things because there are significant groups of people who would like to see us disappear.

I think within human factors.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  The whole committee?


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Potentially, yes.

There's quite a lot of hostility in certain quarters and therefore we have to be a little careful how we behave.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  The reason that I bring it up --


>>MIKE PLUKE:  We don't want to do anything to upset people.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  The reason I bring it up I would like that we as we say in the Netherlands like elephants in a porcelain drawer move about without really knowing the possible implications of what we are doing.

We have to take that into mind, into account, Andrea.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I don't think it's unreasonable to ask the question.

I would like the answer.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Let's just ask the question.

We would like to know what was removed and why.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yes, but we need a good reason for asking that.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We have a good reason for asking it.

It's human rights of a convention.

If things -- accessibility features were removed at the last minute under the rights of -- you know we have -- as human factors in the ITU would be interested in knowing the reason behind it officially.

And the only way -- that clears up the hearsay.

I mean Floris, do you want -- I mean --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Mike has a question.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Mike is one vote.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  No, it's just I mean from the point of view of how to position such a question, I mean you are doing work in the same area within ITU-T.

You are interested to avoid making any mistakes or whatever.

You know, or putting things in that should not go in because you maybe misunderstand why such a thing shouldn't go in there.

So there's a whole host of reasons for asking the question.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  There's another idea.

Excuse me am I on here?

There's another idea.

This could be a topic that we send a liaison to Study Group 16 first Question 26.

I would think this is the best way to do it.

Because when we have a joint meeting then you can send the liaison to ETSI.

But that does delay the process.

So if you -- I mean I'm not to sure -- we'll see what Bill Petchi says in the meeting.

We don't have to decide this now.

We can wait until after the meeting on the JCA.

And if, you know, Bill is discussing and Bill wants to talk about what some of the work is on the relay service within the JCA meeting -- one of the things in my agenda is that I do have to go through and get approval for certain things, technical things, on the liaisons.

We have to write the -- we got to write the mandate for TSAG to approve this again.

And those are the things I need to accomplish.

But any other business is a very wide open space.

And we can also talk about different things.

And the JCA as a group of people, can have an opinion on that.

And to open it up.

And see what wants to happen with that I think is very healthy.

Because this affects relay services affects everybody.

Because it's not just for deaf people.

It's for people who can't speak or people who are paraplegic.

People who need to be able to communicate with the outside world for reasons of maybe they actually -- sign language for instance.

There's all kinds of forms.

And -- to take out aspects of which we are unclear and how it impacts persons with disabilities may be a direct violation of the convention.

And we have the convention now.

So the ball game has changed.

So I think what we need to do is -- in Question 4 is to proceed with the rest of the day.

To listen -- given Cynthia -- Cynthia is going to give us a whale of a presentation.

I see her wheels turning in her head.

And we'll take it from there.

And look at it again tomorrow.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

What was your question in the first -- that was your question in the first place.

To come back to your remark about the possibility of the work plan, it is just that I put it there.

It's not that I have any ideas that we should do that or something like that.

Point 5 of my agenda was just meant to be sure it's supposed to be there, yes.

But sorry for that funny thing that comes in it.

And I'm afraid that I can't get -- there's a little thing overlaying it for some reason.

So Point 5 of the agenda says future of the Q 4.2 work all of that in cooperation of with JCA-AHF 2460 and ETSI TCHF possibility of work band, too.

I just wanted to check if there was anybody that had ideas along those lines.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yes, I think that -- I think the work plan should come again as of tomorrow.

We do have something on the work plan.

Because we've got the network car possibility of collaboration.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Now of course.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  We also -- we'll just have to -- I think the human factors, the relay -- collaboration for human factors with the relay service would be an interesting thing to work with.

But the work plan is a specific item that you -- like for instance the significant other that you did for the mobile phone.

But if we don't get anything concrete on there, I wouldn't worry today about it.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  No, I won't.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  And but I think yes.

I think basically the rest of this stuff is going to have to come.

This meeting of the JCA, it's two hours.

And there's so much on the plate, it's going to be insane.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I know.

I'm afraid you will not be able to make it in two hours.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Well I'm going to do my best.

I have also -- I don't know if Alexandra is listening to this.

But she's a good task master.

She's going to keep me straight.

We want to do several things specifically.

So the point is -- and also, again, if we don't get everything done, we also can work by correspondence.

And approve documents later.

Because TSAG, for instance, doesn't meet until the end of April.

So some things can be deferred.

But it's exploding.

Accessibility and Human Factors is exploding.

And the fact that people who have vested interests, proprietary interests in removing human factors from ETSI, shame on them.

Shame on them.

And thank you for telling me that sphere.

Because I'll just take that one on, too, in a small way.

Because I think that they can't get away with it now.

They can try.

But you have the -- you have the convention.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Wait; wait.

The convention is about accessibility.

Not so much about the human factors.

You can say the two are equal in the JCA but they are not.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  No I'm not talking about that.

I'm talking about the UN convention.

Cynthia is the expert.

Let her talk to you.

When she does her presentation, you're looking at me kind of worried.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  My presentation is growing as we speak.

I really wasn't going through details of the effective communication requirements of the UN convention.

But if the fear was expressed at the last minutes by a mobile operator what the impact would be in research and development services, how they were going to deliver that, then -- and if that issue was raised by the operator because they hadn't done their own homework, I would be very concerned.

Because in the history of technology and services for persons with disabilities that is frequently the industry's response without having even checked with their own people.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I know.

You said something --


>>MIKE PLUKE:  That's not exactly what they said certainly.

It was complex.

But I don't know.

I'm certainly not going to justify one side or the other because they were claiming that I believe what was being proposed was not technically feasible.

With the current generation of systems.

And therefore, requiring it was you know meaningless because it could not be done.

I don't know whether -- or something along those lines.

I mean I don't want to -- I don't want to say precisely that's what they say because a long time ago --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  It was not recently.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Well fairly recent.

But months ago.

Two months ago.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Oh.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah and that's -- and I mean I was not clear on the point.

Most people at the meeting probably do not know the fine detail.

Perhaps only two people there probably on either side know the precise facts.

So it's very difficult to be absolute.

One -- both sides can position it very convincingly.

And I don't know where the truth lies in the middle.

But so it's very easy to exaggerate the case in both cases and I really don't know where the truth lies.


>>CYNTHIA WADDELL:  I appreciate you're not being -- you're just trying to recall what happened.

And I very much appreciate that you're -- the position you're in on that.

If for example it was not technically feasible to deliver, then we would want to know what that was so we could develop solutions for that.

So that's another reason why we really would like to have that dialogue.

To be able to overcome what the difficulty is.


>>MIKE PLUKE:  I mean what I recall they say is the next generation of things would make this possible.

But again, I'm not sure what the time scale for that is.

But they weren't saying -- and they weren't saying many of the human factors requirements were wrong.

It was the implementation possibilities were the point of contention I believe.

And -- because I think everybody there pretty much in principle at least was supportive of the aims of the work.

It was just that the feasibility was the issue as I understood it.

But again, I don't have -- even at the time I didn't have enough detail.

It was a very fine grain detail.

It wasn't my topic at all.

I was just a member of the committee.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I think at the moment we can best stop the discussion on this.

We have to -- it's very interesting.

It sounds like a can of worms.

And if you open cans of worms, the least you should do is to be careful to know where they are crawling out and in what ways and how it -- what kind of consequences for that.

So so much for that at the moment.

But it was good that you mentioned it.

Because it certainly arose a lot of interest.

So I have also a point on the agenda.

And I should be -- I think I should be able to do that at least.

So scroll this up a bit.

Yeah, that would have solved my problem in the first place.

So the Point 6th agenda that is we're already now at the next -- so we can come back tomorrow.

But it has to do with what Andrea said.

And it may be interesting for many people being here, you, too.

There is going to be an event on accessibility in Geneva on the 22nd and the 23rd of October.

And a part of that event I was told by Alexandra is going to be a joint meeting between Q 4 and Q 26.

And that is supposed to be a half day.

So taking that for granted I come to the conclusion that then that would mean that we will have a Q 4 -- we would need -- and in terms of my interest, so to speak, we would need to have the next Q 4.2 meeting.

Either the 21st of October or the 24th of October.

And if we have one and a half days like we have now, then I would suggest that the 21st of October would be a good one.

And then the 24th October for the morning.

So that would be bridging the event on accessibility which in it has also this joint meeting.

I'm not sure if somebody would like to comment on that.

You would of course Andrea.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I would like you to bring that up at the appropriate time, Floris as the Raptor of Question 4 I don't wish to speak to you for the JCA meeting because you are the vice convener.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah but of course Q 4 is not only JCA.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I know but it will be discussed during the JCA.

You can't make that decision at this moment until after.

Because Bill Petchi is going to be on.

Coordination --


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Wait.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Coordination.

JCA is coordination.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  So the point is this is an opportunity for you to coordinate with the raptor of Question 26 and actually maybe come to a conclusion.

Or unless you communicate with Question 26 through the liaison network it's going to take ages.

So the point is he has to agree.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  No.

But that has to do with the joint meeting.

I was saying that the joint meeting is supposed to be planned.

And of course we will hear all about that this afternoon.

The joint meeting between raptors that's going to take place on 22 and 23.

But that's not the only part of Q 4.

I mean Q 4 is having a life of its own, as well.

And that is going to take place then the 21st in my proposal the 21st of October or the 24th.

And one of those -- there's a snag there.

Being the fact that it is a weekend.

Yes.

22, 23 is a Thursday and a Friday.

And that was chosen.

And 24 is a Saturday.

So I'm not particularly keen on taking Saturdays of peoples agenda.

And I'm also not sure if we need more than one day.

And a special Q 4.2 day for other things.

It could of course be that things develop in such a way that we don't need it.

But I would like to plan it anyway because we see for instance at this meeting that we have three participants that come to the meeting and one of them is wanting to speak.

Please go ahead.


>> This is (inaudible) I was with the Spanish administration just for clarification you know that in November, mid November we have the Study Group meeting -- Study Group 2 meeting so it means we will have -- Question 4 -- one meeting of Question 4.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah, it's an unfortunate thing that I have been pointing out before.

It is there has been some -- there's been some correspondence.

But not a complete one.

On when these joint meetings would be.

And I sat -- I personally can't come twice to Geneva in such a short timeframe.

So if I come there for the accessibility event and the joint meeting on 22, then I cannot come again for the other one.

So that could be a reason to say then we will not have a Q 4.2 meeting at that particular moment.

That's a possibility.

But I thought I would be willing to have one.

And it's true, it is outside of Study Group 2.

We have had that before, by the way.

Last year there was also -- or the day -- well there was a meeting during the weekend.

But it's unfortunate.

And it was not my choice.

Because the 22, 23 of October wasn't my choice, either.

So people knew quite well that when they choose it would have a consequence of a Q 4.2 meeting or my presence so to speak would have to be in that same timeframe period.

Yes, Andrea, you wanted to say something.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I was just going to say I think all of these details will finalize themselves as we go throughout this next two days.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Tomorrow morning.

But it's good to have mentioned them already.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  And the thing is, Floris, we still have to have a Question 4 meeting in Study Group 2.

I don't think we can get away with that.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  No we can't because I clearly pointed out and then Richard said that okay now if it had to be like that, it had to be like that.

Or you would have to do it as being an associate raptor.

That can be done.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  That can be done.

We'll come to a conclusion and I think you should attend the one that you feel is most important to you considering all of the trouble I stirred up with the ETSI business we definitely want you there to temper perhaps.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Maybe that would be a good role for me.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yes, to be the temperance man.

I have to remind you that we have to go at 12:30.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  That's the reason that I stopped the discussion on the taking out of the things of the relay service.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Fantastic.

Thank you.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I have my watch here.

Okay.

So I just wanted to point that out.

I understand at the moment that there is no particular idea on that.

So my proposal at the moment is to have it the 21st of October.

But we have to solve these other issues, as well.

So that deals with Point 6 of the agenda.  And welcome now to Point 7.

Any other business?

Is there any other business now?

So then of course the closing of the meeting -- well we can also come back tomorrow morning to any other business.

By the way, I was pleasantly surprised to discover this morning that this meeting started -- was supposed to start at 9:30.

It didn't yet.

But if -- the official schedule is tomorrow also automatically at 9:30 or does it depend on us?

So whatever happens this afternoon, I'm not sure of.

But welcome back tomorrow at 9:30 here.

And by the way, is everybody available the whole morning?

Because I would like to try to work in between on my reports.

And the liaison statements.

And that is what we are supposed to do tomorrow morning.

So maybe we can spend part of the time then on that.

But we can look at the leftover so to speak and the consequences of what we do this afternoon.

Andrea?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Are you going to be here for the plenary.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  No; no.

I will be only here tomorrow.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Who would you like to present your report then.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  You of course.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  All right.

Just double checking.

Okay.

I will do it for you.

I will definitely do it for you.

Okay.

That's great.

Just can you remind everyone about where we're going?

We're meeting in another room for the next part of Question 4 in JCA.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah, so we will resume at 2:00 o'clock.

In the B room.

And the B room that is the one where -- it's there.

Big one over there that has -- it can be divided into B 1 and into B 2.

And apparently we are supposed to take the whole place.

And who do we expect to come there anyway?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  What I understand -- well, we know that there are going to be several people who are coming from the TSB.

We know that the representatives from Study Group 13 who are representatives to the JCA and other counselors from different Study Groups are coming.

I'm hoping that we're going to get lots of members from Study Group 2.

And we will have a lot of people on the phone, Bill Petchi will be on the phone.

There will be a deaf gentleman who is experienced in relay services, Christopher Jones, a tech phone specialist who is deaf who will be using sign interpretation at his end and captioning.

And we don't really know.

We should have perhaps said RSVP.

But I will have to take an attendance at the time and explain to people that they are going to have to put on their microphones, identify themselves before they speak.

I'll have to do a whole little thing.

So we will find out who is there.

And also the web X, you can go on web X.

Well the documents are going to be on the screens for you, Floris.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I was just wondering if a place like this couldn't be enough.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  No, we can't do it.

Because we can't split the screen.

We need captioning on one and the documents on the other.

These screens cannot be split.

We've already tried that.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Okay.

Not that I'm against having it -- and by the way the meeting that we have tomorrow morning at 9:30, that is going to be here again?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  No, it's going to be in B, also, because we are splitting the screens.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Tomorrow?


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Tomorrow.

Yeah, we got the good room.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  So this little group of people --


>>ANDREA SAKS:  It will be more than this little group.

By the time what goes on.

Yeah but we have a split screen.

It doesn't matter.

And if there are people who are in there working and messing around and doing -- taking advantage of the space, they'll get an education.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Then the question is is it being used at the moment actually in the B room why weren't we meeting all the time there.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I think they had a meeting here.

And because I wanted to be in B room all the time.

But I think they reckoned that until I started shooting guns, I wouldn't get the attendance.

You know me.

I think -- this is going to build.

Trust me.

I think Question 4 will eventually get more people coming.

And we'll just have to just kind of see.

Because if we can deal with some of these issues that we discuss today like sending a liaison, you are human factors, Floris, for this JCA.

And you are human factors acting raptor and if ETSI does something or other things do something, we can communicate.

And that's what we should be doing.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Sure.

Yeah.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I'm going to arm you with a sword and a shield.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Oh, I have nothing against that role.

But I'm looking forward to today that people actually doing contribution s on human factor.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  That may happen.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  That has been nice.

Okay.

So we meet again this afternoon at 2:00 o'clock.

And in the B room and 9:30 also in the B room tomorrow morning.

Sorry?


>> Just that you will have to change the room location because the 9:30 tomorrow in B apparently there is a place for Questions 1 and 2.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Maybe they changed it.

But I don't think so.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  That's a good point.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Because it was B yesterday but I'll double-check that for you we'll make sure that you know where we are.

If we're back here, we're back here.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  But it's sure we will be in the tower building it's not we will be in the other building.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  I don't think so.

I'll double-check that.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Well we'll have to check tomorrow morning at 9:30.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Yesterday when I looked at it we had B both times.

But you see this is the interesting factor.

This has got to be more -- made more accessible so we can put captioning on one screen in C and caption -- and the documents and we need a list so -- a lift so people in wheelchairs so people can get down.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Yeah this is a weak point in terms of some kinds of accessibility.

Okay.

So it's a little bit after 12:30.

But thank you very much for your presentations.

It was lively and unexpected morning for me and I liked it.

And we will see each other again in some way at 2:00 o'clock.

Meeting adjourned.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you, Floris.



(Thank you).


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Thanks for the mysterious captioner in Chicago.


>>ANDREA SAKS:  Her name is Cindy.


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  Cindy.

Cindy, thank you very much.

I suppose you can't say anything back.

But . . . 



(Thank you!
)


>>FLORIS VAN NES:  I admire the work that she did.

Thank you.



(Lunch break) 

(Session ended at 5:33 a.m. CST)

***

This text is being provided in a rough draft format.  Communication Access Realtime Translation (CART) is provided in order to facilitate communication accessibility and may not be a totally verbatim record of the proceedings.

***

_______________
	Contact:
	Andrea Saks
	Email
asaks@waitrose.com 

	

	Contact:
	Alexandra Gaspari

TSB
	Email
alexandra.gaspari@itu.int 

	

	Attention: This is not a publication made available to the public, but an internal ITU-T Document intended only for use by the Member States of ITU, by ITU-T Sector Members and Associates, and their respective staff and collaborators in their ITU related work. It shall not be made available to, and used by, any other persons or entities without the prior written consent of ITU-T.



