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   >> BILL PECHEY:  210.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  310?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  210.  Good afternoon, everyone and welcome to the continuation of the meeting of question 26.  A few announcements to make to start with.  There are several people I would like to welcome here who weren't here last week.  You might wonder why I have got an extra person on the podium today.  This is Mike Pluke.  He is the chairman of human factors TC HF and he is going give us a presentation later on.  We thought it would be more convenient if he did it from here.  We also have Massir Batu from France who has come to join us.  Kate Grant from the UK is here as well.  She is here in Geneva mainly for an ISO meeting.  So that's good.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  We have remote captioning running today and the captioner is Tina, Tina Stevenson.  She is over in the USA.  I think near Chicago she told us the other day.  Sorry, my voice may fail.  So I hope it will last.  On the screen, if my screen is correct is the URL that you can use to get the captioning.  If you want to have it on your PC instead of looking at this screen you can do it from that URL.  
    So now I can take it away.  Good.  So we go to the agenda which is still Temporary Document 202.  One thing we said we would do on Friday and didn't get time to was to deal with Andrea's report on her activities since our last meeting.  And that's in Temporary Document 210 and that will be the next thing we consider.  And then after that we will have Mike's presentation on the activities at ETSI.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Bearing in mind that tomorrow morning Andrea is chairing the ‑‑ a meeting of the JCA on accessibility and human factors where this document will be presented, I think we only need to give it a brief presentation today, if you can manage that, Andrea.  So I will put the document up on the screen and we will let Andrea present it.  As I said it is TD 210 plenary.  Andrea?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I am only going to kind of identify certain aspects that I think might be of interest to those people who may not be here tomorrow.  It is not just my work.  It is also the work of the ITU because the ITU has other parts of it that is, in fact, doing other kinds of accessibility ‑‑ it used to be just me but now it isn't.  I have feedback in my own ear.  What I have done and how I have set it up so it is easy for anyone to pick this document up is that I made a graph and I correlated the numbers of the graph to the paragraph that is in there.  

Now the joint coordinating activities for those people who are not familiar with what this is, this allows coordination between Study Group 2, question 4 which is human factors and Study Group 26 of 16.  With the resolution that was passed at WTSA in 2008 resolution 70 its mandate was expanded a bit to cross borders in to ITU‑R and ITU‑D.  We have representatives and one of them is here which is Leo Lehman who is in the back of the room and he represents the JCA in Study Group 13.  The reason why we wanted to have a JCA, again this is for those people who are not familiar with it, is that we wanted to be able to have other people take on the responsibility of following what was going on, because it became more and more difficult to be the human domino that went everywhere.  

So this is a list of a lot of different things that others have done.  I will go in to greater detail tomorrow but one of the ‑‑ also one of the other important people in the room is Olivier Dubuisson who was with me and many others.  In No. 4, I am going to jump ahead, because I want to pick people who are in the room with the joint ITU‑T ISO IEC JC1 leadership meeting in which accessibility was discussed.  Each group has its own accessibility team and though we haven't actually done anything just yet, again due to manpower shortage and timing we have agreed to perhaps work together to share information.  

The other thing that was quite different was UNESCO invited us to go to Paris.  That's in No. 9 and UNESCO is beginning to work with the JCA and the fact that we also have many projects that are similar and rather than duplicate effort we are trying to share.  They have a very big program in teaching and teacher training which is something we don't have in the ITU.  So that's an important aspect.  Again I am going to go through this in greater detail.  ITU‑R is going to do a workshop in November with EBU and the representative of ITU‑R will be here tomorrow.  So he will be able to give you that.  
    And most people are aware that there is a dynamic coalition on accessibility and disability.  And that's with IGF.  And the ITU‑T is sponsoring those activities by giving website space and a secretariat.  I am the convener.  And I think the rest of it I think I will save for tomorrow because there is a time element unless somebody has kind of looked through it and said something I want to ask about.  I think for the moment that's as much as I need to say and we will go in to detail tomorrow.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea, for that.  I have a question.  It is about the joint workshop on accessibility to broadcasting and IPTV that's scheduled for November.  Do you have any further information about that?  I had a look on the website and all it says is planned.  There is no detail at all.  I wonder if you have anything.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Nope.  That's part of ‑‑ that's just information.  That's the same thing.  That's the one in November that's going to be explained by the ITU‑R person tomorrow.  That's with EBU and ITU‑R.  So we should get more information on that tomorrow when that person is present.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  Are there any other questions on Andrea's report?  Nope.  Seems not.  Incidentally we do have a document on the ITU‑T JTC1 leadership meeting.  That's temporary 204.  I am going to take that after Mike's presentation.  So I think we can move on to Mike.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Right.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  You need to press the microphone button and I will select your presentation.  Mike has two parts to his presentation.  Let me see if I can get this right.  Okay.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  The inclusive and that's ‑‑ (Off microphone).  That's where I want to start.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  So over to you then, Mike. 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Okay.  As you said there is basically two presentations.  I was introduced as the chairman of human factors.  Technically I am the acting chairman.  One vice chairman.  We hope to have a new chairman in October and it won't be me.  So that's just putting a minor correction there.  But ‑‑ so I am assuming that the majority of people probably do have an idea of ETSI but that slide just summarizes some of the things that ETSI is.  I believe these slide sets will be available to everybody after they ‑‑ after the meetings.  I won't read out all the bullet points there but I think that makes clear what it is.  Basically it is a standard ‑‑ European standards organization, non‑profit making.  And it is basically members of ‑‑ industry of members are ETSI, IVT industry and they come together to make standards and guides in the field of telecommunications primarily.  And it says at the top world class standards.  So that's a European organization that intends to make standards which it hopes has wider applicability.  And if you make GSM the mobile phone standard, for example, I mean obviously that originated from ETSI and is worldwide now.  So that's an example.  
    So also I should point out that in ETSI we have one human factors committee which deals with all aspects including accessibility.  We did originally have separate subworking groups for general usability and accessibility but we merged those many years ago now to a single group where we tried to pool the expertise that exists on people with disabilities and people with the technical knowledge of the products.  
    So why human factors?  Basically the population that use the products is getting broader and broader.  Getting very young children to very old people.  People with disabilities.  Much wider range of people are using the products.  Used to be people, perhaps business people were using mobile phones originally and were perhaps a little bit more narrow in their range of people that were business people those days and the products are getting more and more complex and doing more and more.  As the range of people also becomes broader there is a danger that usability will suffer overall.  Some people will find the products more difficult to use.  
    Very good quote here that I have come across.  "I always wish that my computer would be as easy to use as my telephone.  And my wish has come true.  And now I no longer know how to use my telephone."  This is the guy that invented the C plus plus and that's sort of the way it has gone up until recently.  That's sort of the future we want to avoid.  Things were certainly heading in that direction.  I am hoping perhaps that's not the case so much now.  
    So in human factors I mean we ‑‑ we try to produce documents that are of ‑‑ sorry, as long as you are keeping up with me.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I am trying my best.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  I am so used to doing this with controlling the screen.  Thank you, Bill.  Do shout if I am racing ahead too much.  So we try and provide standards that are of use to people who are actually designing the products because ultimately those are the people who are interesting to interpret the standards.  And those three bullet points there say some of the areas that we tended to do.  We looked for generic core features which can be standardized and at the same time we are trying not to prohibit design freedom.  You are not going to get a standardized set of products.  People want to differentiate products and we have looked in to certain sectors, public Internet terminals is one thing that we have looked in to awhile ago.  We have looked at ICT and cars and a little bit of work on e‑health looking at particularly there how people can customize and make use of e‑health services and products.  So it is a personalization applied to e‑health.  
    So just to give some examples of some of the things that we have done which are of interest.  One of the ones that is perhaps most relevant here as a single document is a ‑‑ were designed for all guide.  The designation is EG 201116.  All the ETSI standards can be downloaded from the ETSI, the main ETSI site www.etsi.org.  You can download all the standards and guides that have been published and this is guidelines and services that have been designed for all.  It is a single large document which contains a lot of very good guidance on design for all aspects of it we hope.  And if, in fact, that document as well is being used we hope and we know by some of the actual ICT companies, car manufacturers, other standards bodies have referenced it and various other people have referenced these documents and made use of it and it is actually in use quite a lot as a teaching aid in academia.  

Quite a lot of our work has been done on one of the basic user interfaces within ETSI, the telephone keypad, and again I won't go in to great detail here, but we have had things about the location, some standardized features like where should the plus key be located and all of the other functions that could be standardized amongst a whole range of phones so that when you go from one phone to another things aren't completely alien to you.  We looked many years ago about the standardized alphabet keys and the numeric keypad and the work has been taken up and used by ITU‑T as well.  It was an American standard and the ITU and the ETSI standards were harmonized at the same time to be this.  
    But also behind the PQRS all these special characters of all the other European languages, all the other languages or most of the other languages in use within Europe we did some work to look at how these could be standardized and what keys they should be behind four different countries for different regions because not always the keys ‑‑ the letters aren't always associated in the same way in different languages.  The position of the dot again obviously an accessibility feature.  That was standardized again many years ago and again jointly by ETSI and ITU‑T at the same time.  Often the same people sitting on the same groups at the same time in those days.  An area we have looked at multimodality we published a number of documents, standards and guides there and again it is something that has very useful accessibility features because range of different modalities even if you have problems with one modality you can communicate using whatever modalities are available to you.  And we produced a guide called DUST, duplex universal speech and text.  Again this is taking up a lot of things that have been done by Gunar Helstrom.  
    In Europe obviously there is a very, very broad ‑‑ as a region it has got a very broad range of linguistic languages and cultures within Europe and this is something that we have addressed on a number of occasions and specifically things we have looked at include, sorry, yeah, yeah.  Looking at multi language support for keypads for the 101 languages in use in Europe.  There is a table I think, yeah, I think the next slide.  Yeah.  There we go.  No.  That's interesting.  That doesn't come across properly. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Old version of powerpoint. 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.  Well, that is an example of how the keypads ‑‑ the letters are assigned.  We have loads and loads of tables showing which letters were assigned to which keys or which particular languages.  And there is tables and tables of this which help the telephone companies then launch products in particular regions ensuring that they have got the best support for the languages that are most often used in those regions.  The next bullet point which is rather hidden behind that basic sort of voice commands in 30 different languages.  Another table which is some very basic commands which could be available in phones or in voice services.  We did a lot of work behind that to try and identify what the right functions are and then to get natural language groups of natural language speakers of those countries to say what term will you use for this term function rather than just doing dictionary lookups saying this word means the same thing in different languages.  So it was a lot of extensive research done out of the university there with lots of students and their relatives in different countries around Europe, which is a very difficult thing I think and a very expensive thing would have been for companies to do individually.  

So that's particularly where standards are helpful and certainly been appreciated by a number of the companies.  Saves them doing all the work themselves.  Providing a personalized user experience.  Obviously one of the issues is that again we have mentioned ‑‑ I mentioned several times the diversity of people and uses and it is very difficult to make products that are ideally suited for each particular subsector.  Whereas on the other hand, people want the product to meet their needs primarily and not necessarily everyone else's.  So one of the ways of overcoming this dilemma is to provide personalization within the products and services.  So that you can take a product and have the features that you want presented in the way that you want them and we have done a lot of work within ETSI human factors on personalization and some of the ranges ‑‑ you can personalize by, for example, you can have the product behave differently according to the location you are in.  So it gives some examples here of how I can have my navigation thing configured differently in different countries.  How I can have different default printers in different locations.  And all of that could be done for me once it has ‑‑ often can be set up by the system saying do you want to store this print for for the next time you come here.  Also you can help to personalize and customize the way you want your communication to behave.  So you can only accept communications from certain people in certain situations according to the factors such as urgency, for example.  So you can very much customize things and control how you receive and process your communications.  
    Once you have stored your preferences in relation to this this can happen all the time in predictable ways according to some simple rules.  So we have documented all of this on a number of documents now.  And we have come up with an architecture that supports this across products and services and in certain networked environments.  And certainly this is the sort of feature like to be able to personalize their products and I think, for example, you can take I think ‑‑ one of the things that appeals to something like the iPhone you can pick the apps that you want for your cell phone and customize an environment that suits the way you live your life and again it shows I think very much how personalization is appreciated by people and also personalization could be a very useful factor in supporting things not only culture diversity but things related to disability.  If you build in the ability to be able to interact with the product or service in multiple modalities, for example, again the individual user can choose which way they want it to happen.  So once those features are built in there and this is a personalization environment you can personalize them the way you want them to operate.  So it doesn't have to be a special add‑on for people with disabilities.  
    Another area where we have done a lot of work is in looking at public policy needs.  Basically the European commission have a mandate N376 will proper procurement and wanting to ensure that accessibility is a feature of products under public procurement and ETSI have worked together with SM to do the work in this area.  And there will be a follow‑on phase where more work will be done on this and hopefully starting around the end of the year.  There has been a long gap between phase 1 and phase 2 unfortunately.  
    So the aim there obviously is that you will have accessible products being the norm in public procurement but we hope to get this set up in a way that makes it easy for the industry to comply with the requirements of this rather than create hurdles and tests.  

The last thing that the other presentation is about is special task force SDF 377.  So I will leave that to the next presentation.  So in summary we try and provide a very broad range of support in human factors, ranging in very wide areas of usability, culture diversity and accessibility, to cover diverse people and needs, personalization, and we try and keep ahead of the game which is again the next project that I just briefly described is very much due to looking forward.  In the past we have sometimes tended to standardize things that are already out there in the marketplace and we are trying to avoid that now.  
    And obviously we try and ‑‑ as I pointed out we do try and make the things that we produce ideally useful for people so that people can actually use these directly.  People interested can use them to get the results that we want.  So that's the main presentation.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you Mike for that.  Are there any comments on this or questions for Mike?  Bear in mind he is going to give us another presentation about one of their more interesting projects I think.  Any questions for the moment?  Andrea has a question. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I just kind of want to throw something out there because lately the deaf community has been communicating with me from both the U.S. and the rest of the world about the fact that video telephony over mobile phones is different.  Therefore there is an incompatibility issue and also a charging issue.  If you have to have ‑‑ you have to have a certain kind of package from your server and if it is roaming it may not work.  There is a lot of problems regarding that.  

Now with the iPhone coming out with a camera on the front that's probably the first, first big time thing that has happened in the U.S. because that was part of the problem.  They weren't selling phones in the U.S. that had the camera on the front.  We did do an experiment but it didn't work.  I have had a Nokia, not to give anybody any publicity, but I have had a Nokia with a phone on the front for some time.  But I can't call somebody else on the iPhone.  Now I do ‑‑ I am able to access the Internet.  So I do have the package that allows me, for instance, to make calls but I can't call.  So this is a big barrier and I just wanted to bring that out to your attention.  These are some of the things that I think are important to look at.  The call packages, the situations that exist between the different types of services that exist in the two continents and the different types of phones that don't work.  ETSI I believe should address that.  Because the ITU‑T no longer has a mobile phone.  Then it is out of scope for us.  But other than the fact that we are the accessibility team, we are mentioning it and also we do know that also is pretty much the domain of 3GPP.  ETSI does have influence there in this area. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  Do you have any comments?  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.  It is not an easy one.  I mean I think the reason, of course, that Apple released the product that they did release in the states is it is a WiFi only product for the very reason that the problem ‑‑ one of the reasons clearly is the huge costs of roaming with video services.  Yes, it is a problem, and within Europe we see it as a very big problem with people roaming within Europe.  Roaming around the states you don't have the problems of the roaming charge issue because all of the services that use the ‑‑ all mobile networks, yes, I certainly understand the fact that if you wish ‑‑ if you rely on video communication and you are roaming then it is hugely expensive.  There are services that have been set up to use video over the Internet specifically for deaf users which are in use within Europe.  But in terms of standards, the mobile stuff is quite standardized but what Apple has used as I understand it and I don't ‑‑ I am not an expert in this but they have created their own standards there as I understand it.  Proprietary but willing to make it a standard and I believe in theory I dare say one could use that over a mobile network but then you hit the cost barrier.  It is almost a commercial issue there and I don't know ‑‑ I don't know a simple answer to it.  I think there should be a lot of lobbying for people who actually require video telephony as their prime means of communication to be able to somehow have that at a reasonable rate within Europe because it is a problem.  It is inherent problems in the networks and the fact that roaming charges are very high.  I am not saying that is an inherent necessity but they are. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I just wanted to point out for the benefit of the rest of the room thank you.  I did need some clarification, and in fact, I didn't know it was a WiFi.  But the problem is also okay, it is one thing to say for the benefit of the group that needs it but like in the early days of text telephony when people came out with the computer and people said well, they can just use e‑mail or they can do instant messaging or whatever it really has to be unilaterally across the board because your doctor may be somebody you want to communicate directly with and you may be ‑‑ doctor may be able to sign.  So having to go through an extra service like the relay service is not really appropriate and there may be mixed families who have different people within them who have different profiles.  So there has to be ‑‑ and a lot of these charges I think are slightly bizarre.  To give you an example it costs me only 18 pince to receive in France and a pound to receive in Switzerland.  Now I do know that France is in the EU and Switzerland is not.  That's a prime example of the fact that arbitrary standards are ‑‑ charging standards are being used to the detriment of most of us to have better access.  This is also applying to disabled communication.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  You are quite right.  There is no technical reason why it should be more expensive but I think it is purely that costs have been driven down within the rest of Europe.  It would appear by regulation or by the commission.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.  I mean obviously the video telephony is a more expensive service to ‑‑ in terms of bandwidth.  That much is clear.  That's not ‑‑ that's not in debate and therefore I mean clearly it is likely to be inherently more expensive but roaming charges are another issue all together.  There is not inherent in them.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  I saw Mr. Matsumoto's hands.  

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  When the ETSI standards were proposed are the ITU going to propose this to the international standard or to the ‑‑ 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Historically a number of standards in the past that have come out of ETSI human factors have been taken up by the ITU‑T, particularly the human factors question in Study Group 2 in the past and perhaps worked on a little bit and turned in to ITU recommendations.  Sometimes very little change.  And I know that Study Group 2 was interested in trying to take one of the recent ones that we have done on public terminals but the thing there is that sometimes it make ‑‑ that was done very much with Europe in mind, i.e., the fairly developed societies within Europe, sort of very ‑‑ sort of ‑‑ and fairly compact often places and towns and so forth.  If you take a more worldwide perspective you have very, very different cultures and setups there within different countries.  And therefore some of the recommendations in the ETSI document will not necessarily scale to small villages say in the more remote parts of Africa.  More work really needs to be done to broaden those recommendations and I think one of the problems is where the effort to do ‑‑ to make those changes is coming from.  The work that was done, quite a number of bits of work that have been done within ETSI have had funding from European commission to put together a team, the one that I am about to describe here to do some more concentrated work, involving a number of experts and dedicate a reasonable amount of time to do the study and work and it is ‑‑ so sometimes it is a problem.  But I mean in principle I don't think that ETSI is ever concerned ‑‑ I can speak from the human factors point of view we are happy to see our documents taken and made in to ITU recommendations but I think most of them are very applicable.  

Again the character stuff is very Euro centric.  It is the languages that are used within Europe and that includes a number of languages like Mandarin and various other things but there are a large number of people using those languages within Europe.  Again if you are going to scale that one you would have to take in a vast range of languages.  That would be very difficult to make in to a broad ITU‑T recommendation.  Rather long answer but sorry but it is not a simple question, but in principle we are not against that.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mike.  And John has a question.  

   >> John:  Very quick for everyone here to know that ETSI is actually a member of the ITU.  So, you know, there is no problems there.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  No.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes.  Makes it slightly technical to send liaisons.  That's another story. 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  In the past sometimes it has been the same people who comes to the same groups and helps us develop the work but fortunately that was in times when bigger companies were involved and more time.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  Perhaps we can move on to your second presentation.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Okay.  So the second presentation relates to again what I was just describing a funded team, specialist task force 377.  You can see at the bottom there six people involved and I am the leader of that particular group.  And this is what they call specialist task force.  Therefore it is funded, and what we are looking at is the fact is that when you get user interaction technology it can give advantages to one group of users but disadvantages to others.  And as you introduce new technology sometimes this wasn't taken in to account and therefore it is sometimes new technologies introduce barriers of elderly and disabled people and the solutions for overcoming those were introduced decades later to solve the problems.  Television and getting captioning and things like is also lagging behind the technology.  So that certain technologies created automatic barriers.  

Now the problem now is not getting any better because more and more innovation in the user technologies the risk of this increases and the faster that people try and put things out perhaps the less time they spend thinking about people with disabilities.  Sometimes even when you start attaching assistive technologies to the products it still doesn't work very well.  There could be quite a few problems.  So what we are doing is trying to look forward to the user interaction technologies that we can see coming up in the near future and looking to see what the gaps are, what the potential problems might be and to try and look for solutions so that when it comes to mass market introduction of these technologies people are already aware of problems and the solutions.  

Just take an example of old technology.  We have a telephone keypad and as you can see at the top there you got two conventional either fixed keys here or keys at least with very feelible separation between the keys.  Got lots of ridges between the keys.  The glass keypad at the bottom, iPhone type keypad it loses those physical characteristics of the keys.  So when the lights go out and for blind users inherently within that technology you can still discern that there are a number of keys there you can still quite happily operate it.  But with a glass screen the keys completely disappear.  No longer a keypad and that's an inherent feature of touch screen interfaces.  Simple basic touch screen interfaces.  And various people will know that the mobile phones are used by blind users because they can operate them quite effectively.  Simple ordinary phones without having to rely on the display because there are keys in predictable places that do predictable things.  If replace the whole thing with a glass interface, if you are blind you cannot use that product.  It becomes impossible.  

And if you take the iPhone and I am not singling out the iPhone here, just that it is one of the first ones, the first one perhaps with relying on an all glass screen, it is or all glass interface, then it had all those basic features and initially it was only in the third release that they added features that made it useable for blind users.  Features such as voiceover which speaks stuff back to you, voice controls, speak auto text.  You can look those up on the Apple website.  These are all new features that came out in the third release of the iPhone which makes them now a great deal more useable by blind users.  Coincidentally and something that can be quite attractive to people trying to sell and manufacture and market these products can also be beneficial to many other people as well a lot of these features.  Very useful in the car if you don't have to look at the screen to operate anything.  You can control it by voice, for example.  So aim of the project was to look at the various services and what user technologies might be used by those services and develop what we call technology radio maps.  I will give an example of one of those in a second for the next ten years.  
    And then identify preventive measures to avert exclusion.  We are not trying to present everything as negative.  A lot of these may produce new benefits for people with disabilities.  So some of them will be highly advantageous.  And we have ‑‑ intention of the product is to give guidance to the developers devices to avoid them creating barrier products.  And obviously this is in line with the European commissions aimed to try and create an inclusive society.  And we have published the recommendations in ETSI documents and also ‑‑ also been to various conferences to try and make clear what we are doing.  So we have got 16 at the moment for these technology roadmaps.  We try to look at a particular category of technology and then some of the subcategories and what we are looking for is where these user interaction technologies may become mass market.  Some of them are around in labs or specialized usage.  Really looking at the mass market deployment of these things where any potential barriers would be a problem.  
    So here is an example of a roadmap.  I am not going to read it all but it is a visual output display and on the left and we have these subcategories.  And then as you can see the vertical axis and these areas are predictions when some of these technologies might become mass market.  Again don't read this one too literally at the moment because it is work in progress.  It has almost certainly changed before this was done.  This was done before we had a workshop where various people pointed out certain things were in the wrong place in terms of time scale.  Then for each of those technologies, each of those blocks on that diagram you saw before we analyze in a great deal of detail and produce a form on the right of that particular screen but what that tells you is the name of the technology obviously and a bit of a description of it, when that might be deployed.  What particular user requirements that people will have are going to be influenced by the use of this technology.  Might be user requirement to have visual feedback.  Going to make the visual feedback better or worse.  If it is going to make it better or worse, then we reference that particular user requirement.  
    Going to be some culture problems particularly with using this type of technology which includes touching things and maybe certain technologies we have problems.  Are the benefits that everybody is going to get out of are the particular benefits of people with special needs.  And what are the advantages and disadvantages of deploying it and particularly the most important one is there disadvantages and problems in employing and problems with people with disabilities and sometimes it will be to have another technology available at the same time as this one.  This one may, if you just stick within that technology you can't get around the problem.  It is inherent but then the solution is to make sure that there is an alternative technology that you can use.  And that's often the case, of course.  But sometimes there are cleverer solutions to that.  And are there any standards required.  Again one of the questions or are there standards existing relating to this in which case we need to know.  We got all sorts of things.  

Some of the more exotic things and ambient interaction which means senses in the environment and objects and the fact that instead of perhaps pressing buttons and moving controls, just by walking in to an environment you are interacting with the service or just by moving things around or you are moving your hands around you are interacting with the service.  That's a whole new set of (inaudible) ‑‑ some of these can have advantages as well as potential barriers.  Can sometimes make it much easier for people, for example, with learning disabilities to be able to communicate.  You have a block with a picture of one of your relatives and just put that on top of the phone and phone that person.  It communicates with the address book and phones.  So somebody who wouldn't be able to read all the names and navigate through all the menus can still make a phone call to their relatives.  So many these of technologies be useful when you are using a Metra journey.  

I believe this is not a picture of a Japanese Metra machine but it is a Japanese machine.  In that environment I have a language disability and I don't know the language and I don't understand the concept of the particular transport system.  I am completely stupid.  So I have a serious learning disability in relation to that particular environment.  But if I have managed to get ahold of a card or somebody has bought me a card then I can navigate and pay for my way around the transport system by using a card and swiping it in a vicinity of a reader.  For getting around sort of language and cognitive processing ability some of these technologies can make life a lot easier.  And I found that myself when we had the workshop in Stockholm.  We had a workshop in Stockholm and we had lots of experts from academia and organizations and highly useful and good feedback.  Lots of people thought it was a good idea of what we were doing but got really good practical improvements.  

Of course, it is a refocus some of our work and consider new interaction technologies that we hadn't thought about.  So at the moment we are continuing to work on these roadmaps and we intend to publish the guide with all those one pages with a solution hopefully at the end of this year.  That's us outside the ETSI building and we have a Web page that gives a brief description on the work that you can get the latest draft but it is still some months old now.  And that's it.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you for that.  That's a very interesting project.  Unusual to see a project where part of the terms of reference is to look ahead ten years.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Nice.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  In hopes that you make a good job of it.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  We hope.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Are there any questions for Mike on this topic of the SDF 377?  Mr. Matsumoto?  

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.  This is not debating the SDF 377.  This is a fundamental question.  How to decide the human interface quality over the decision.  So this is good or this is bad.  Is it different ‑‑ the different person is thinking different idea or different ‑‑ how to decide.  Most suitable decision.  That is my fundamental. 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Well, that's not a decision we make.  What we are looking at the basic building blocks of putting together the user interface and what we usually recommend is involve ‑‑ involving users of various different groups.  So you would have to do user testing and the companies would do that.  They would take the concept of what they are trying to develop and they should then go and build some prototype interfaces and use them with real users of different categories.  That's ideally what we should do.  I am not saying they all do but a whole range of user centric design techniques.  There is no simple answer.  And you are right not every interface will suit every individual.  That's where to some extent the work that I was talking about earlier about personalization can be very useful because you can perhaps to some extent customize things to the way you prefer them to work rather than the way that the designer thought was best. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mike.  We had a question from the back from Dale Lehman.  

   >> Dale:  Just regarding support.  What kind of support SDF 377 experiences from the terminal entry?  Because finally they have to include your roadmaps in to the products.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.  Good question.  Unfortunately this time around we have ‑‑ we didn't get any people to our workshop from terminal industry.  All the operators, in fact, subsequently have spoken to one of the major operators about what we are doing.  This seems very sort of ‑‑ sort of good idea.  We do have contact with a number of people in the terminal manufacturer industry and certainly with sending drafts around to them for comments and ‑‑ but it seems ridiculous to think that they all seem to be very poor at the moment and couldn't afford the travel to come to the workshop.  Many of them wanted to come but they couldn't get permission to travel to Stockholm which is very strange with all the money they were making but clearly some of them are in more difficulty than that.  So we know the individuals, we got quite a few contacts with the individuals in the user experience teams within the number of those companies and therefore trying to keep that on the sort to one‑to‑one basis.  But we expect to get some good ‑‑ more good feedback in this next last closing phase but absolutely.  They are the people ultimately who got to make use of what we are doing.  They are the ones that are going to use it most, those and the operators.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  We had a question from Christopher Jones in the front row here.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  Yes.  First of all, I do agree that very often deaf people have always had a real technical solution.  However, but the market can prevent the solution from happening.  For example, it is possible to use the video phone through a mobile phone but the mobile phone network is preventing it from happening.  It is the marketing as well.  Those standards which preventing accessibility.  I know that from experience because I have asked my mobile phone company to open the portal 50/60 that allows me to be able to use the video phone through mobile from broadband.  So I think this is another area where marketing can prevent any potential accessibility.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Christopher.  I am not sure what ITU or ETSI can do to solve that. 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  I fear you may be right.  Actually one thing that I didn't mention when we had the workshop we had a very good representative, a deaf user who gave us some really useful input in terms of some of the technical issues that we overlooked and an interesting one was that some of the interfaces ‑‑ some of the interaction technologies look at facial expressions to infer people's emotional state and make the applications change differently.  As he pointed out that people signing often use facial expressions as part of the sign and they are not sad at all.  But they are saying the word sad.  Any face that infer your emotional state would get it very bad from people signing.  That's not something we never thought of.  We had some wonderful input.  At least we got some input from working from deaf users.  But what you say there I am afraid is true.  Sometimes the technical solutions exist but they are being blocked at various levels.  It is not always clear why.  Sometimes may be technical reasons, technical problems sometimes I just don't know.  But as Bill pointed out ultimately there is nothing that ETSI or ITU can do.  It is certainly regulators and general pressure and groups pressurizing the companies I think and, you know, applying pressure is the only thing that can happen there.  We can say what could happen in terms of technical solutions.  So will not implement them, then yes, there is nothing that ETSI or ITU can do. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  That's one of our big problems in ITU.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  One thing we try and do is take in account as much as possible the technical limitations that do exist.  I am sure you do as well.  But I mean clearly some people write standards which are almost, you know, clearly would be very, very difficult or very, very expensive to implement.  We try and look at the practicalities and try and propose things which we believe are reasonably feasible with the goodwill, but if the goodwill doesn't exist then, you know, then it still will fail.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thanks, Mike.  Kate had her hand up a little while ago. 

   >> Kate:  Yes, I was interested certainly when you were talking about 377 you were concentrating on the elderly and disabled which is similar to the Japanese work.  You alluded in the EU mandate to widening the scope to children as another range of users whose requirements sometimes for simple interfaces or easy to follow instructions might reflect people with cognitive impairments.  Now is 377 also extending it in that way or is your mandate restricted to the elderly and disabled?  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  The answer to your question is no, we are not.  We have in the past though done some work.  Did make a little bit of problems.  But we have done some work looking at younger children and the use of ITT.  Taking in to account exactly those sorts of points that as you say I mean there is a requirement to provide potentially simpler interfaces and issues related to things like concepts of privacy and so forth which will be very much more primitive in a young child, they wouldn't have the same ideas.  They would be quite happy to reveal information which would be unwise.  So we have done work in the past in that area.  And some of that is summarized in one of our documents, did get cut back in what we wrote politically.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Carry on.  

   >> Kate:  I just ask one other question and it is a rationale.  I mean this is just an English thing that we have social tariffs for utilities for the elderly for energy.  Maybe there should be pressure for there to be social tariffs in telecoms for people who have specific roaming requirements that the rest of us can manage without.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Kate.  Any comments on that?  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Of course, there are some examples.  I believe there are ‑‑ there is some I think the use of text phones, for example.  There are some tariff advantages there to take in to account that, you know, you are going have longer calls and things like that.  So there is some adjustment in the UK I believe in that area but it becomes obviously much more difficult to implement that over a broader perspective than a single country.  A single country cannot do that.  It is a very valid idea. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  Andrea, you have another point. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I have two.  In reference to what Kate said and what you just said regarding text telephony and mobile phones there is a special tariff.  I believe Orange was the first to start it for SMS only.  So ‑‑ 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  ‑‑ deaf people could use their phones for SMS but that didn't really work too well.  In the sense that they had that there is a situation that some deaf people can speak.  So it is a very difficult situation to define.  One of the other things is that what we were able to do at WTDC was take out the word elderly and now that I am listening to Kate I can see why the word elderly might be useful, but elderly had a great stigma against it because we got it to be changed to persons with age related disabilities, which covers I know Bill always chuckles at this because he is one of them.  
(Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  As I am.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Because these ‑‑ and this is also a human factors issue, but it is also a disability.  I am losing my hearing to some degree.  And like I ‑‑ I didn't wear glasses when I was young.  But the thing is there was a stigma to being disabled.  A lot of people who never had a problem in their life did not want to be in that category but had to be recognized as a disability because the elderly is people have a vision ‑‑ well, I will use my own example of women with cauliflower hair walking around with canes.  People have a vision what older people are like.  We are younger longer but we still have these problems coming in.  But in the sense of we have special dispensation for ‑‑ I mean it sounds ridiculous but I got my heating allowance because I was in the UK and that's an example of that.  Where I get 250 pounds whether I need it or not for my heating bill.  There are problems.  Are these things going to be means tested?  It is a mine field but it does take four times longer to type than speak.  For SMS I cannot tell you how long it takes an older person to use a keyboard with SMS because they have arthritis and they have different problems.  So I think special tariffs could be instituted.  But the most important problem is proprietary causing compatibility issues.  And Paul and I had a brief conversation, Paul Jones behind me that some of these problems were market driven because e‑mail communicates with everyone and that's before everybody caught on that it was going to be a marketable issue.  E‑mail is clear across the board.  If that can be the model why can't people's instant messaging work.  Why can't video telephony work.  And now we have something and I just forgotten the name, Bill help me.  It is the other focus group that's happening, not cloud computing but the other one that Les Brown is chairing. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Smart grid.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Smart grid use lower bandwidths and it may be possible with smart grid to be able to get bandwidth lower enough to bring down the costs.  I was given a tutorial by Dick Stewart today.  So I am invading smart grid.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  So there we are.  So the thing is they ‑‑ but the thing is they probably haven't got a clue about the idea of using the tariff bases by lowering the bandwidth so you don't need as much.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yes.  Just quickly on the older ‑‑ elderly people.  Funny enough we started stressing that more now because what we discovered is a number of mobile phone operators, at least one very large we know sees that as a very big market.  Now the ‑‑ the older user who still wants to be able to do all the things that current younger users all this they do now as they get older they want to do the same range of complex things and therefore they are looking at very much from the point of view of the products they are producing but they want to be able to produce products that people with increasing range of smaller disabilities are still able to do the more power features that the younger people could do easier on very difficult to use products.  So they see that from the actual mobile phone point of view I think and devices point of view as a potential market.  Therefore they are looking at it much more seriously and they do recognize that it is disabilities ultimately that they are having to account of.  The reason they have suddenly taken an interest in it because there is going to be a lot of people in that market buying products.  Unfortunately in the past I think the reason that disability in general has not captured their imagination it has not been seen to be honest lucrative.  Small groups of people that don't spend lots of money on communications and then don't see it commercially as a very big market.  That's the reality of it I think.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mike.  Do you have a follow‑up, Andrea?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I think you are spot on and now we have the UN convention of the rights of persons with disabilities which means though they haven't absorbed some countries have signed and some have ratified.  The U.S. has signed it but not ratified and I believe that the UK has signed it but not ratified.  They have signed it.  They have ratified it.  Oh, great.  Thank you for the correction because last time I checked they hadn't.  So the situation is companies just tend to think oh, that's nice and it hasn't been absorbed in their cellular being.  This means they must perhaps change their marketing views.  Maybe ETSI could do some work on that to make that part of their program to make people aware, especially if you come from a country that has ratified.  You are obliged to change your ways.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  That's certainly true.  Very quickly on that one.  What we try and do is make it look attractive.  For example, personalization can often solve a lot of problems related to disability and also give them lots of marketing advantages as well.  They introduce certain things in to their products it can actually win win.  It helps people with disabilities and gets them more money.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  All right.  Thank you.  You have another question from Massir Batu?  

   >> Thanks to SDF 377 we have products on the market which are ‑‑ which can be useable up fully.  But as a writer it is also my pleasure to give some critics in my monthly paper.  I am using some (inaudible) paper saying that digital (inaudible) and analog was very good product.  Because they are so much better on the onset that we don't know which one we have to use and which one we have not to (inaudible).  And there is great discussion between the grandfather and the grandmother when they have a new digital device because one of them has been pushing the wrong button.  
(Laughter). 

   >> And nothing is now visible on the screen.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> And it is a pity ‑‑ you are laughing.  It is not agreeable.  So they have to wait until somebody can come and correct the digital TV which is really a pity in Brittany because of the fog, because of the rain, because of the clouds, of birds.  You have organized the things in such a way that the sun is not kept and the picture is destroyed when the reception is not at sufficient level.  So the result because getting old we have to purchase at maximum value.  So when there is a cloud in the sky we are hearing a lot of crick and clock and clack in the loud speaker.  So it is really disagreeable and it is a pity that has not been forecast, getting the sun is not correct.  What is not also agreeable, this ‑‑ we have to change the model.  And this is pushing the citizen to buy another model and they don't know if it is a new model would be better or worse than the previous one.  
    And I have been told that software can be loaded.  There is no loading software on the terminal.  There is no possibility to put the wrong button in the place that nobody can be touching it.  We need only them for the period when we put the terminal in to service for just the first setting.  Then we don't need again that button.  And nobody has been thinking to that.  So I suppose SDF 377 need to have new expert coming from the industry.  And I suggest that you could recreate old people between retiring people.  There are some people ready to help you.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah.  Obviously we try to get input from as many places.  We can't be responsible from digital television.  It is not our area.  In terms of user interaction I mean, of course, what you are saying about the position of the buttons and the buttons being no longer relevant, of course, with some of the newer technologies it is easier to reconfigure the keypads so you can have a simpler keypad on sort of a glass screen type.  So you only got the minimum number of buttons.  We were talking earlier about some television remote controls have so many buttons on them and most of us never use 90 percent of them.  It would be very nice to be able to configure it to have ones that you use most of the time and lose the rest of them and those things become easier with the user interaction technologies than they would have been in the past.  But yeah.  

   >> (Off microphone).  
  (Laughter). 

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  In some ways.  

   >> (Off microphone). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Christopher?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Definitely.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  What was that one?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Radio.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Hang on.  It was Christopher's turn.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  I would like to take that as an example that which is really, really stupid.  Why does hard‑of‑hearing person from England have to fly to America to buy a Nokia?  Because in America they have put in an induction coupler.  Now the same model in Europe doesn't have an induction coupler.  And the reason for that is because there is no regulation in Europe that says that it should be included.  

   >> Yes.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  It is not just only ‑‑ that's the technical solution.  But there is no regulation to enforce that and that causes a problem for hard‑of‑hearing people.  So do they have to fly to America to buy them?  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Currently the answer is yes.  But, of course, the work that's being done on in relation to the public procurement within Europe is actually trying to follow, in fact, many respects I think they are looking at the example of America where some of those sort of requirements are in their public procurement directors and therefore I guess we can expect to see those appearing in Europe eventually.  Although the pace at which the commission is actually starting this work it may never ‑‑ we may not live to see it.  Nevertheless, we would expect to see some of the things in Europe.  So the situation should improve in Europe. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yeah, there are some other activities in Europe when they commission the new framework directives and it may make this sort of thing easier. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I have a thing with him where we end up thinking the same thing.  I am not using a hearing aid yet.  I wanted to comment on digital versus analog.  I cannot hear well in a digital phone.  I have to use my mobile phone in a closet and use it on loud speaker in order to understand what's being said.  Again you have no inductor, no induction loop which would probably help if I got a hearing aid but the same applies to Chuck Devorak who, in fact, has a two aids.  He is from the states.  He ‑‑ I don't know if anybody has seen them.  But they are absolutely so tiny.  He has exactly the same problem with using phones, digital phones that are European phones.  It is a very severe problem.  Digital signals are not intelligible to people who without aids who have minimal hearing loss who don't want to get an aid yet.  It is not a good sound.  Whereas I go in my black phone, I go in my black phone in my kitchen and I can hear everything just fine without amplification.  So I think the packet loss situation depending upon where you live is a severe problem and that's what causes some of the problems is the packet loss in the broadband.  And frankly I would have liked to see digital disappear entirely because I don't me see the improvement that we have had with digital.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  It is interesting.  Also within ETSI there is a service quality group which mirrors the one in the ITU‑T and the same question has been raised in human factors about most of the measurements on speech quality related to measurements, related to people with normal hearing and, you know, has taken account of the fact of people with various levels of reduced hearing and whether maybe some of the CODC they are using maybe they are causing certainly from your example problems much greater than is realized with people with certain hearing loss.  So really some work should be done in that area.  I am not aware that it has been to be honest.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mike.  We are running well passed the coffee break time but John has a point.  

   >> John:  Because everything is captioned and I represent the mobile industry I am not going to say anything but come and talk to me afterwards.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yeah.  There is a lot of things happening in the mobile industry that are good for people with hearing deficiencies and one is the advent of the HG 722.1 CODC which is also known as the AMR wideband which will in theory at any rate be very good for people with certain types of hearing loss.  

   >> (Off microphone).  
  (Laughter). 

   >> Have it tied in to photograph.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  The joke was about the captioning I'm afraid.  CODC rather than Kodak.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  (Off microphone).  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  If you want to speak you have to use the microphone, but I heard it and I can ask her the question and I know the answer anyway.  She is using Skype to collect the audio from this meeting.  It goes to the audio system in to this computer and it is transmitted by Skype to the other side of the world.  We don't make a lot of noise about it because it is not using ITU standardized mechanisms but it works.  But you can't possibly talk to her at the same time that she is using the mechanism.  But you can call her later after the meeting ‑‑ 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  That's not the point.  We don't have a chat box in the URL.  I asked Cindy when we had another meeting previously a week and a half ago if we could have the chat box in the URL because some of the mistakes can be corrected and we always have a chat box open for remote and we have a chat box to correct something and it hasn't been done and it hasn't been checked and it hasn't been done and it hasn't been checked.  Because the chat box allows you ‑‑ I know you don't like to use Skype; so you don't know.  She can be hearing through Skype just fine and I just say by the way CODC is spelled and give it to her which I do all the time which is why the girls like to work with me most of the time.  And there isn't a chat box.  So if I had her chat box I could help on that area, but the main thing is that I wanted her to please communicate to Roy that we need to use the URL if she doesn't have access to that that has a chat box in it so we can communicate because tomorrow that's what I am going to be using for remote participation.  Thank you for the time, Bill.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  I think then we have to break for coffee.  Perhaps we can take a slightly shorter break than normal and come back at 20 minutes passed 4.  I hope that's okay.  So meeting is adjourned until 20 passed 4.  It is about 23 minutes.  That should be enough for any cup of coffee.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  As they say really hot.  

(Break) 
       >> BILL PECHEY:  Good afternoon, everyone again.  We are missing a couple of people but I think we can get started.  First of all, I wanted to thank Mike for giving that presentation.  I think it was quite useful.  And what I didn't say today although I had last week was that ETSI HF invited me to their meeting which was held in the UK just over a month ago.  And I went to that meeting, found it very enlightening.  And I thought it would be a good idea to invite Mike back to this meeting.  And that's what happened.  And that's why he was here.  
    Question 26 has got a lot in common with ETSI HF and I think any way we can improve the collaboration between our bodies is good.  I think we can.  There are lots of things we can do.  We can attend each other's meetings like this.  We can send liaisons more often on different topics and there are lots of other things we can do as well.  I can contact Mike very easily and let him know what's going on and I think he will do the same in the other direction.  
    Anyway I know that Mike had one other thing to say.  So I pass the microphone over to you, Mike.  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Yeah, it was just that this work is EU commission funded that we have been doing and the commission likes to see evidence that we have talked to people, coordinated with people and told them what we are doing.  There is these sheets they would like to get signatures on saying that you have participated in the work and by listening to what we have had to say.  If I can pass this around, if people could sign this if they would it would be appreciated.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mike.  That document is coming around.  Okay.  So moving along with the rest of the agenda.  Oh, John, I am sorry.  You wanted to say something?  

   >> John:  Thank you, Chairman.  In addition to the work that ETSI does, ETSI, of course, is a major member of 3GPP and just to tell you that 3GPP is getting more and more involved in accessibility issues.  It may not actually state it in the actual work that's being done, in the actual contributions, et cetera, et cetera, but behind it there is now a relevant body of opinion that says we have to do this.  I would also like to point out that in the regulator we have the R&TTE directive which is a radio and telecommunication terminal equipment directive which in Europe allows to bring goods and put them on the European market.  In that is a clause which has not been used that often but I think most of you know that the R&TTE directive is being rewritten and that bloody groups are talking now and saying that things like accessibility must come in to the products which are produced for Europe or used in Europe.  So I think it is a very positive step and that's, you know ‑‑ let's keep that going throughout by having this bilateral liaison between ITU and ETSI.  But remember that 3GPP is also working in this area.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, John.  I didn't realize that 3GPP was working on this topic at all.  But I am sure they must be.  Is there any sign that they are likely to create an accessibility group with responsibility across the whole of 3GPP?  

   >> John:  No, unfortunately that's looking a bit too far ahead but there is mention of user interface at last in several communities, notably SA1 and the SA committees which are looking at the service aspect of it.  For instance, and I should say it emergency services.  That has taken in to account that in emergency services there are people who do have disabilities and need to ‑‑ we need to cope for that.  For instance, if bells go off deaf people cannot hear them and they could be in a very dangerous situation.  So those kinds of things are being discussed.  It may not be in all the documents that's being discussed and later should appear.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes.  If they don't have a single point of contact it becomes rather difficult to send liaisons to them.  But maybe it will find a way around that.  I know that ITU can send liaisons to 3GPP in a very effective manner if you know exactly where to send them.  Okay.  Thank you for that, John.  Now Mr. Matsumoto. 

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Can I see the (inaudible) that you mentioned before?  Can I fridel?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes.  The presentations that Mike gave will be made in to a TD in the plenary series.  So you will be able to take them away and read them in detail.  I will try and remember to do that today.  So that should come out tomorrow.  

Okay.  There is several things I wanted to do in this final period of the afternoon.  We haven't yet presented the report on the ITU JTC1 meeting.  Kate had any involvement with that from the other side.  If she did you could perhaps help us with it, but if you didn't it doesn't matter.  No.  So the answer is no to that one.  

   >> (Off microphone). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  Yep.  Okay.  And I would also like to show you a draft text for some liaisons that I have put together over the weekend.  We agreed on several liaisons last week.  And I wanted to show you the text.  I have also created some text for the meeting report so far or up until Friday afternoon.  I particularly wanted to draw your attention to the report of the discussion on the new focus group just to make sure I had captured the mood of the meeting correctly.  So I think, first of all, let's look at the report of the meeting between ITU‑T and JTC1 which is in temporary 204 plenary.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  It is a shame we didn't do this earlier because the person who wrote that was here.  That was Olivier.  He is coming back.  Do you want to hold off a second?  Because he represents ‑‑ 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  You are not using the microphone.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you.  I wasn't recognized to speak.  I was giving you the information.  All I said was is that Olivier Dubuisson actually coauthored this report and if we wait for him he might be able to give it.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Looks like Tina actually heard you speak the first time.  So I was wrong.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  But I have a pretty loud voice.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yeah, you can turn your microphone off now.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  You are so masterful, Bill.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  All right.  Then shall we look at the liaisons that I put together then?  I hope they are not too contentious.  See then.  The first one was to question 12 of 13 and this was the one about why 2281, the framework of the network vehicle using NGN.  I have said that we were pleased that the section on accessibility is comprehensive.  However, there is an error in the last bullet point.  And I have corrected the text from that draft recommendation.  I said this is incorrect because higher rates than 12 rates per second are needed for lip reading and sign language and this is made clear in H series supplement 1 and we suggest the following text be used instead.  And I have drafted this text and I would like you to tell me if it is okay.  It says a network vehicle is recommended to support a video resolution and frame rate suitable for sign language and lip reading.  Is everyone happy with that?  Does it capture what we want it to do?  Christopher, you had a point?  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  Yes, it makes a lot of sense.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  All right.  Good.  We are happy with that then.  And we move on to the next one.  Study Group 12, this was about their proposed work on conferencing and telemeeting assessment.  And I said we are very interested in the case when disabled people are involved in such meetings.  There are extra requirements to ensure the effective participation of disabled people.  For example, deaf and hard‑of‑hearing find the speech‑to‑ text system very helpful and sign language users can take part in if an interpreter is available somewhere.  If these systems work well, meetings become more accessible and effective.  We encourage you to add some text concerning the accessibility aspects to your new question.  And then I said we may be able to assist you in this work.  Does that capture what we wanted to say?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  One thing that always amazes me is why do we call it speech‑to‑text system.  I think we always refer to it as captioning when we are talking about remote captioning and most people know what captioning is even if it is done for a meeting as well as being done.  Why can't we call it captioning because they know what that is.  Speech‑to‑text they may not know what it is.  They may think it is, you know, something that is speech recognition.  You know what boffins are like.  So I thought ‑‑ I don't know why we call it speech‑to‑text when we can say captioning because then they know it is a human interface. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  It may not be a human interface.  That's the point.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  I think what we need to do is perhaps revise speech‑to‑text systems to remote captioning and also where interpreting is available somewhere.  Do you mean the interpreter at the end of the room?  We need to make that more clear in terms of us using remote interpreting or video interpreting service.  Something to that effect.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Christopher.  I think the reply to both of you is make sure you remember that what Study Group 12 is doing.  They are not defining how these meetings should work.  They are defining how to assess how successful they are.  So think carefully about that.  What I wanted to make them aware of was that there may be these functions in meetings.  There may be a speech‑to‑text remote captioning that may be sign language interpreters, and they need to dream up a way of measuring the performance of that type of situation.  
    I don't know how they are going to do that but they are pretty smart people.  But if we can point them in the right direction, that's what we have to do.  Now bearing that in mind what do we need to change in this liaison?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Can we put i.e. captioning?  It doesn't have to be remote captioning.  We could have a captioner in the room.  We could also have remote sign language.  Like captioning so they get it.  Because I know they are not going to get it.  Some will but not everybody.  Because I know I have had to explain so many times.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Does that help?  Can you see the change I did there after speech‑to‑text?  For example, captioning?  Does that make you happy?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Just in case yes.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Just checking this is my copy.  Yes, it is.  Mr. Matsumoto. 

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Thanks, Mr. Chairman.  Study Group 12 developed a new system for the identification for who is speaking, that kind of technology would be decided by Study Group 12?  Is my understanding correct that Study Group 12 is just to examine the quality of systems?  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I don't know the answer to your question.  You can only go by the draft text of their new question.  It seems as though they want to find ways of measuring how good a particular way of concern ‑‑ implementing a remote meeting is.  I think you are asking about how they could recognize a particular speaker.  They wouldn't be doing that.  But they might be assessing the performance of such system.  So if we had a system in here which would pick up your voice and say this is Mr. Matsumoto speaking, that would be helpful in some of these situations but Study Group 12 are not doing that.  But if such a system existed they would be interested in assessing its performance.  Christopher?  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  I am puzzled because I think the chair needs to pay ‑‑ to perhaps ‑‑ I mean how does the chair want to activate the sign language interpreter to appear for ‑‑ to undertake voiceover, for example?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I don't know.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  I am just thinking ahead here.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Well, let me digress a second.  We had three items which we discussed that are related.  One is this one about assessing the effectiveness of telemeetings.  We then had the one about starting work in Study Group 16 on telepresence and then we had the work in TSAG on improving electronic meetings.  Now all these are tied up together and probably the point Christopher made is more appropriate to send to the TSAG correspondence group so that the ITU can get these things right.  And then maybe Study Group 12 will pick that up and assess how effective it is.  
    That's my understanding.  Christopher seems to agree now.  So we have to be careful what we say to each group.  So are we happy with this liaison now?  Seems so.  Go to the next one.  And send one to TSAG.  This is what I was just referring to.  This was the liaison about the correspondence group on electronic working methods.  And I have said we are particularly interested in work on electronic meetings that are accessible to disabled people.  Resolution 70 calls on members to encourage and promote self‑representation by persons with disabilities in the standardization process.  The use of electronic meetings is a good way of encouraging disabled people to take part in the work of ITU‑T.  However, there are extra requirements to improve the accessibility of those meetings.  For example, deaf people find a speech‑to‑text system helpful and sign language users can take part if an interpreter is available somewhere.  You may recognize those words.  We would like you to add a study topic about accessible meetings to your work.  Members of question 26/16 and the joint coordination activity will join the correspondence group to assist with this work if it is approved.  I imagine you would like me to add the captioning words that I put in before.  But what about the rest of this?  Does this capture what we wanted to say to them?  Bear in mind that TSAG doesn't meet until February I think.  So they won't see this until February.  If we want to influence this work we really do need to take part in the correspondence group before then. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Again ‑‑ 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Andrea, go ahead.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Again the speech‑to‑text system has to be ‑‑ if it is going to be ‑‑ for example, we will have to do captioning and I also think we should put realtime captioning because we didn't do that.  Realtime captioning is ‑‑ if you could change the other one, too.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I will.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you.  And I just ran in to Anders Norsker who is the head of ITU services and the problem in remote participation is that there is no one to ‑‑ like Go To Meeting, like Adobe Connect that actually does everything that we need to have done and I actually had a communication with Roy at Caption First to say where is my chat box and apparently you have to request it though I never had to request it before and I don't know why you would have to request it.  I thought it was part of their software.  So the thing is we also have to put in there that all remote participation tools have to be ‑‑ that are used for remote participation have to be accessible and that isn't in there.  That just sort of says for those meetings, but it doesn't really talk about remote participation in the sense where you have somebody you can actually communicate back.  You can watch it.  We could do e‑mail reflectors.  Captioning, but where is the actual part that allows the person to actually deal with being able to communicate back.  And there needs to be a study on remote participation because of the fact ‑‑ and that's something the accessibility focus group could do.  I just realized.  Because I just ‑‑ that just made me think about this conversation I had not less than 15, 20 minutes ago with Anders.  They are looking at it but they don't have the experience to understand what I exactly need or somebody needs.  I don't know how we phrase that in there if we do at all.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  I think it is covered in the words I used.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Where?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I talk about taking part in the work of ITU‑T and how sign language users can take part.  What is that missing?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  It is missing the fact ‑‑ so far what everybody has experienced is people with sign language interpretation right here in front of your face or captioning right here in front of your face.  Some of them know about remote captioning where you can pick it up on the URL.  Nobody really has ‑‑ we have only just begun to start using the chat boxes.  We have only just begun remote participation.  And one of the considerations that's really frightening for the ITU and he even mentioned it as the states possibly do a philabuster.  Does everybody know what is a philabuster is?  Where they can actually block something and not have a quorum.  Have remote participation from the outside.  I think we should put realtime captioning and remote participation in this one, not so much necessarily do we have to put it in the to Study Group 12 because that's ‑‑ I don't know if we do or not.  But remote participation for persons with disabilities because the tools that are existing now have such problems, I think I have told you that Adobe Connect uses flash.  So it is lousy for blind people.  You don't want me to go on.  That's a sign.  You went blah blah; you are talking too much.  If you don't put it in black and white they don't think about it.  You are already aware.  You have to write it as if you are talking to somebody who is not aware.  And overkill doesn't hurt if it gets one person.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  They ‑‑ remember this is their correspondence group on electronic working methods.  That's what they do all the time and what we want to make sure is that take in to account the requirements we have.  And I have said at the end that we will take part in the correspondence group help.  I don't know what more we can do.  Bear in mind that they won't see this liaison until the TSAG meeting in February.  It would be nice if we just joined the group.  I think anyone can join.  I don't think it is closed to anybody.  So we can do it that way.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Again I disagree and what ‑‑ remote participation in there because, for instance, Steven, what's his name who was chairing that?  Can't think of his name in TSAG.  He is an American. 

   >> (Off microphone). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Thank you.  And he knows and understands and if you put remote he would go oh, yep, bang, I got to put that on the list.  But he might not necessarily twig that remote participation where it comes inbound.  They might just not get it.  I don't have time to join this group.  Are you going to join this group and take responsibility for that?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes, of course, I will. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  You don't want to put one word, remote participation?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  It is about the remote participation.  That's what is the whole topic.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Remote participation for deaf people is different than remote participation for others.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  That's what the liaison says.  I think.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I won't argue with you.  But unless you spell things out you won't get what you want.  And that's just ‑‑ 21 years of experience here has told me that.  You have to list them.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I cannot think of any other words that I can put in here that can make it clearer.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Like realtime captioning, sign language users can take part in interpreter and remote and chat boxes for remote participation.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Well, this is all ‑‑ what they are looking at it.  If you use Go To Meeting you have a chat box. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  But you can't have captioning because you don't have a captioning pod and you have to have two computers.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  This is why we want to tell them about it.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  All right.  If you are going to be that stubborn you find out.  You do it.  That's okay.  I won't say again.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  You won that one.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I don't think I won it.  There is nothing to win.  Anyway, so we are okay with this one, are we?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  No, we are not.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Right.  What else have we got?  Daniel?  

   >> Mr. Chairman, as far as discussion is progressing and time is running, I am discovering, in fact, the wide scope of the communication process.  And I am not sure to understand really the definition of the words and the scheme of the technical scheme and the technicality involved in the words.  I raise the question as not perhaps necessary for the whole group, that we have the same understanding of the words that we are using in English which is not my native English.  I don't know how to translate captioning in French.  So we have captioning.  We have speech‑to‑text.  We have speech recognition, remote translation, interpretation service, sign to text translation, chat box, never seen chat box.  Philabuster and perhaps there are more.  We can ask Mr. Matsumoto he has the wording.  So if you got ‑‑ could describe the words, the schemes, technical schemes, the advantage, pros and cons, necessity of person ‑‑ person automatic or not automatic and the reason of this system in order to clarify first the words.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you Mr. Batu.  We will try and clarify terms that we use as we go on.  Please remind me if I say something that you don't understand.  We have to make sure everyone understands the same meaning for the same words.  Otherwise we have to define them.  That's ‑‑ I am on the special group that deals with vocabulary and definitions.  So we have to get this right.  It is very important.  I agree entirely with what you are saying.  If there is any of those words you mention that you would need clarifying, please ask.  I am not sure we can go through all of those.  But when they come up again we can I am sure.  
    Mr. Fen, please.  

   >> The word captioning in English is su de fraj in French.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Philabuster is a technique in the houses of Congress where a man gets up and gives a speech that doesn't end and therefore stops the proceedings or manages to stop the proceedings from continuing and therefore progress can't be made on the work.  So when I mentioned it in the context of a philabuster I was talking to the head of ITU services at the coffee break and he was telling me that they were concerned that they could not only talk indefinitely, if they had availability to communicate remotely either orally or by chat to stop the proceedings or they could technically withdraw because then they wouldn't have the required amount of people to continue the meeting.  That was just some of the concerns that they have which have nothing actually to do with accessibility but some of the things they were looking at.  Philabuster means a speech to stop the proceedings so they can't vote on anything.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea, for that definition and illustration.  So let us move on if we can.  Oh, Paul Jones.  

   >> Paul:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  So not related to this liaison but I guess two liaisons back where we had a liaison regarding H series supplement 1 and the recommended frame rate.  So their wording was that there be a frame rate of 12 or higher and I was looking at your supplement 1 and I can see why this ‑‑ why they got that.  Because there is a section in 5.2 that says with some constraints it is possible to use a frame rate of 12 or higher.  It is recommended that we use a frame rate of 20 seconds or higher.  So rather than tell them that it is incorrect, I think maybe ‑‑ not exactly the right word.  There is ‑‑ there is quite a bit of complexity obviously that goes in to choosing the right frame rate but I think it is good to refer it to H series supplement 1 but I guess not tell them that it is incorrect that 12 is not acceptable.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  Perhaps I could say it is misleading rather than incorrect.  Would that help?  What I wanted to do was to avoid giving a number in here.  I was saying read the document because it is more complicated than you might think.  

   >> Paul:  Yes, I agree with you.  Just looking at the document it is more complicated than that.  So I ‑‑ any wording that ‑‑ the word incorrect that was concerning.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I am quite happy to change incorrect to something else.  You got a word you would like to use there or different redrafting of the text?  Is misleading too strong?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Yes ‑‑ I like misleading.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  A little misleading?  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Quite a lot misleading actually.  Mr. Matsumoto has some words. 

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Regarding this, the resolution is 12 frames per second  depends on the display sites.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  That's to do with how well it can represent very fast movements.  So you have to have quite a high frame rate whatever the size of the screen or the resolution.  But there is a ‑‑ you are right, there is an impact on the screen resolution but it is not quite related directly.  Andrea?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Not entirely accurate.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Um, I was just going to say if you said to say that the framework is 12 frames per second is not entirely accurate due to the fact that H series also says 20 frames is preferable, however, because you have mentioned that.  So it is much more complex than just stating the lowest frame rate.  Because that's what they are doing.  Because it is cheaper.  It is cheaper to do 12.  In other words, you do the minimum and you have done it.  

   >>' He (Off microphone). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Exactly.  The point is this is not entirely accurate.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Are you finished?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Yes.  Sorry.  Have to be my on and off switch.  Sorry.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  Think of some words.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Not entirely accurate.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  People think we should use not entirely accurate or a little bit misleading or just plain wrong?  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Paul?  

   >> Paul:  How about this is imprecise sounds better than incorrect.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I am happy with imprecise.  Everybody else?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Yes.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Is it, in fact, a word, imprecise?  Microsoft thinks it is.  

   >> Diagnostics.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Must be true.  How about saying higher rates than 12 frames per seconds are generally needed for lip reading and sign language because I have seen, perhaps the sign language people can put me right on this, I think I have seen signors operating over very poor video channel because they adapt their signing to the channel.  Now that's not the right way to do it.  But they can actually do this I think.  So maybe generally would be the right word in there.  Comment from the interpreters even as well as Christopher. 

   >> I was going to say the same thing as Christopher, the visual equivalent of being slightly inaudible I suppose.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  I think we really need to have something like the reception of the video should enable deaf people to comprehend easily the information clearly.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  So we shouldn't put generally in there and we should leave it and refer them to H series supplement 1 which explains it in considerable detail.  Mike, you had a point?  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  I was just thinking on the second one where you were talking about 12 frames per second you could add I need it for normal lip reading and sign language.  You are suggesting that people would adapt?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  No.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I kind of support Christopher if I may speak.  This is for in a car, right?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Only in certain circumstances.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Well, I am just going to say if it is in a car this is a circumstance where you would have to be precise.  You don't have time to adapt to anything.  So the point is I would certainly say something to the effect that since this is intended for inside a vehicle for communication that it must use the higher frame rate required.  And I would stress that.  So ‑‑ and I think that would be an important thing to say because it is not like, you know, okay, you are having to say I can't meet you here now because I have to do this and the baby‑sitter is not coming.  This is real important information that's being communicated.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  How about those words then where I have put at the end of that sentence especially in the vehicle situation?  Does that make it clearer for you?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  It is better.  Yes.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  All right.  What would you like to see?  You need to put your microphone on if you are going to speak. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I am thinking.  I didn't need my microphone to think.  Just a minute.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I love winding you up as much as you like winding me.  Christopher, come on.  Let's see if we can do something here.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Ahh, add after situation where an emergency communication is being transmitted.  Might be being transmitted where an emergency.  Let's get him.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Emergency what?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Emergency communication is being transmitted.  They can't say no to that.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Typing. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  We wouldn't have to say and where emergency communication is taking place.  You could take out the and because it could be more than one.  Oh, I like it. 

   >> Yes. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Everybody happy now?  Mr. Matsumoto is not happy. 

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Thank you.  I still don't know the piece of the network (inaudible) means inside of the car or inside of the house.  Is it different frame number or not?  What is evidence of the 12 FPS?  What coming from?  So I don't know.  The 12 FPS?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I am not sure I understand your question.  Looks like Andrea does.  Perhaps you could answer.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  When the H resolution was done Gunar worked on it and that was  the absolute minimum that you could use.  If you have it too still, you have a situation where you can see the face clearly but you need to have motion.  So consequently you have to have more frames.  Otherwise in finger spelling you might miss an important letter that is done.  So had to be more frames per second so you could have more information.  Now in a situation that I described earlier, excuse me, where the communication, for instance, is dealing with an arrangement or something that is in an everyday situation you could get away with it.  But if you were dealing with emergency communication you would need to be more specific and more accurate.  So there is nothing to say it has to be this in a house or this is a car.  We have made a scenario that we think is important because we are dealing with possibly something that could be life and death.  It is not to say that in a house situation you wouldn't be dealing with life and death because you could be.  You could be talking to an emergency service saying you have to come right away.  (Inaudible) stopped breathing.  So it depends.  The best frame rate really is 25 frames per second.  But in the days when that was being passed there was such opposition to it in the first place because they didn't really want to have to pay for a higher frame rate.  The compromise was made at 20.  That is the problem.  That's right.  Christopher just said that is the problem.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  I think that the fear is that if you are in a car ‑‑ sorry.  It won't be used as much.  Therefore the resolution and the quality of the video that becomes a problem because the resolution is lower.  It is a battle that we constantly have.  Two‑way communication especially in emergency services is really important.  The person could be half asleep while they were trying to communicate and therefore, lip reading is very difficult.  Situation would be very, very difficult.  
    But in the car or the house the same. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Christopher, for the clarification.  I trust that answers your question, Mitsuji.  

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My question is I understand the ‑‑ what Andrea said.  But the evidence of the 12 is where coming from?  Which studies result, mentioned about 12 is a suitable for the (inaudible) situation.  That is my question.  The 12 meaning, 12 evidence.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes.  12 frames per second is mentioned in the H series supplement No. 1 but you have to read it very carefully to determine the situation where it is used.  So that's rather than getting in to the detail in this liaison we are referring them to read the supplement because it does explain this.  
    Okay.  Are we happy now?  Can we move on?  I particularly wanted to look at the text I written in the draft report to cover the section about the focus group.  So I would like to do that if I may.  Bearing in mind we have not finished our discussions on that, let me just go to it.  This is the section of the report on the focus group.  Let me ‑‑ I don't know how I am going to do this because you haven't got this document, of course.  Let me just read some of it.  I think ‑‑ in the weeks before the meeting an unexpected proposal to create a focus group on accessibility attached to TSAG was circulated to study group chairman in accordance with the procedure in recommendation A7.  This procedure should only be used in exceptional circumstances and I quote "in response to urgent marketplace needs."  After correspondence between the chairman it was decided that Study Group 16 as the lead study group on accessibility should handle the matter.  An editing group was set up to examine the proposal and suggest amendments.  The group did not reach any conclusions in the same available but two suggested revisions were contributed.  Right.  I think that's correct, isn't it?  The chairman of Study Group 16 Mr. Nito through his company created contribution 437 which gives the history and includes the original proposed text.  He also created temporary 209 which contains the contributions to the editing committee.  The opening plenary considered these documents and asked question 26 to look at them in more detail and make recommendations that would be put to the closing plenary.  Again I think that's okay, isn't it?  Comment if you see something that's wrong.  
    Question 26 reviewed the documents and concluded that the original proposal contained only two topics of substance, accessibility of cloud computing systems and intraoperability.  It was agreed that the work on cloud computing would be better dealt with by the focus group on cloud computing.  It was agreed to send a liaison to FG cloud asking them to consider the matter.  While agreeing that intraoperability was an important topic in many parts of the ITU the group did not see sufficient urgency to warrant the creation of a focus group to consider only accessibility related intraoperability issues.  
    No comments yet.  Nevertheless, the group considered whether there were other reasons that would justify the creation of a focus group related to the work of question 26.  Several arguments were made about the possible benefits of such an approach.  Focus groups are open to anyone.  And it was felt that a focus group might make it easier to attract more people to take part in accessibility work, especially disabled people.  This might be a way of implementing resolution 70.  It was suggested that the focus group might be helpful to the embryonic ITU task force.  The Rapporteur asked for suggestions that might be included in the terms of reference in the focus group.  I have received some but I am still open on that.  So moving along.  
    Concerns were raised about the funding of an accessibility focus group.  Recommendation A7 requires that no TSB resources except ties can be expended.  Meetings even if electronic would be more expensive than usual because of the need to provide communication support for disabled participants.  The point was made that the UN convention of persons with disabilities was binding on ITU and it should come from ITU for all such meetings including focus groups.  It was pointed out that if the meeting of the focus groups were collocated with the meetings of Study Group 16 the costs might be reduced.  But this led to questions about what benefits the focus group might bring in such circumstances.  Now that's where I have got to so far.  That is intended to convey what was discussed on Thursday.  Please tell me if I have missed anything out or if I have put it in the wrong way.  Bear in mind I have to present this text to the closing plenary.  I don't want people to stand up at the plenary and say that's not what we agreed.  So Steve?  

   >> Steve:  Yep.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Just a question for clarification I guess.  You make a statement up there that focus groups are open to anyone and it was felt that a focus group might make it easier to attract more people to take part in the accessibility work especially disabled people.  Can you provide an example of that?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  No, I was trying to report what people said.  I think since the focus group is open to anyone you don't have to be a member of the ITU to attend.  So if disabled people are in general not members of the ITU then they could be in a focus group and that was the theme that was said.  There is some other words you would like?  I think you were present at the time but do you think it might get challenged at the plenary?  Steve?  

   >> Steve:  I mean ‑‑ sorry.  I just think you are making a statement there but without giving any justification for the statement.  So I would think that someone would ask you to justify the statement.  I mean to me a disabled person ‑‑ well, I don't know how things work in other countries.  But in the U.S. certainly a disabled person can attend an ITU‑H study group by just being on the U.S. delegation.  I don't know how any other country works in their process and preparing for the ITU‑T. 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes, I think that is certainly true in the UK.  I can speak from experience with that.  And I would have thought a lot of countries would look kindly on such requests.  So you are saying it is not necessary to have a focus group to get disabled people to come to these meetings?  

   >> That's not what I said.  That might be what you wanted me to say.  All I am asking ‑‑ not you.  You are reporting on a statement that was made.  That the focus group, blah blah blah, it might make it easier.  There is your out I guess there.  Because you say it might make it easier.  I am just asking can you give an example where it might make it easier for them to attend.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I guess there could be some countries where it is harder for disabled people to get on the delegation.  I don't know.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  We talked about this this morning.  Bill and I asked and I said yes, we can get people on the delegation, but I also told him how bloody difficult it was to get captioning for Cynthia and what a palaba that was.  Also people don't know that information where as Yushi Naito said we could use this as a publicity feature where we could actually put out that the accessibility group was open.  You can't really put that out go to your delegation and get on the focus group.  It would be so much more difficult to organize with having to do two sets of captioning.  One for being on the delegation.  One for going through a whole process of having somebody go through and understand what they could and couldn't say.  (Cutting out) and you have problems in the fact that the U.S. as an example doesn't normally support focus groups as a general rule, do they?  No, not true.  I thought that's what you told me.  But anyway it is more complex to do it that way.  
    It has been very difficult to get Cynthia sorted out on the delegation for the reasons ‑‑ I know it is not an ITU problem.  It is a U.S. delegation problem.  So when I was talking about it to Bill this morning I said it would be a lot easier because focus groups are open to anyone at any time.  They can register and come and it is a done deal.  There is no procedure they have to follow.  And they don't have to be vetted by a government or anything like that.  So it is a simpler process.  And I think that that's probably the issue.  It is a simpler process to have a focus group to allow people to come.    

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  Correct me if I am wrong, Steve, but I think your point was more about there is no evidence that it would attract these people.  Steve?  

   >> Steve:  I mean sort of, yeah.  I mean again a statement is made that opening it might make it easier to attract people to take part in.  I understand what Andrea is saying about ‑‑ because the focus group is open to the world.  Not necessarily ‑‑ you don't need to be a member of the ITU to participate in the focus group.  I understand that.  Okay.  But purely forming a focus group for publicity I think is not a rational logic to use, especially in light of the fact, okay, despite the fact that there is UN convention on the rights of people with disabilities, have recommendation that say focus groups are self‑supporting.  Now I understand that needs to be reconciled.  But I don't see it being reconciled until ‑‑ I don't even know who would reconcile that.  I would assume it would have to be council since council deals with budget issue.  Clearly as you state in your last paragraph there it does set out certain criteria for a focus group.  The only resources provided by the ITU are ties and I believe there is the caveat they can charge for ties.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Steve.  Not quite sure what to do about this.  I think what I have put represented what was said at the meeting.  Whether it is accurate or not is another matter.  I think that's what I have to do.  And if people want to criticize it in the plenary, fine by me.  I am happy to do that.  I don't guarantee I can defend what is put here.  But I will defend that that's what was said in the meeting.  So and I take the points that you make.  I think they are very valid.  That's very important and maybe you should just make them at the plenary.  I guess you will.  Mr. Batu had a point I think.  

   >> I have the point that I am surprised about the comment which has been given, in fact, if a disabled person is invited to participate in the focus group of ITU, the focus group also has the opportunity to launch a meeting in order to convene all industry or working in the field of all the boxes we have described before in sort of challenge in asking them to improve their system and software.  In fact, this is a challenge and in comparison which can be made in coordination with ETSI.  But it would be enlarging the scope since the task force of ETSI has not participation of industry, ETSI could invite not only the user, the deaf people, but also all the industries in the world which are involved in this market segment.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mr. Batu.  As you say it is always difficult to get such people to attend and I think that ETSI have bigger problems than we do in having disabled people attend the meeting.  I don't know if Mike has a comment on that.  Is that true?  

   >> MIKE PLUKE:  Well, we certainly haven't had many disabled people attending meetings recently.  It is true.  That is certainly true.  But there is an inherent problem within ETSI, I am not sure.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  Christopher, you have a point to make.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  I didn't know that disabled people could actually go to IT ‑‑ ETSI.  Where information is not really going out properly.  Also if disabled want to go then we need to provide the right accessibility support for them just as communication support is provided now.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  A forest of hands came up.  Kate, the floor.  She hasn't spoken in awhile.  

   >> Kate:  I was going to comment in JCT1 as I am sure ‑‑ one off.  Typical.  Wrong one.  We have been agonizing about accessibility problems for meetings and we have been trying to persuade (inaudible) to cover these and I gather there is some move to do so because as you say there can be costs involved in providing facilities which may or may not be used.  Certainly in many JTC1 meetings we are now having on a registration forum a box saying do you have any specific accessibility requirements.  Pick here.  And the organizers will contact you personally.  So it is not through your national body or anything like that.  It is the organizers contact the delegate to see how they can accommodate specific needs and this is being done to take account of potential privacy issues or other issues.  And the accessibility requirement can be for needing a room close to a lift so you don't have to walk.  Needing a shower, not a bath, needing a bath, not a shower to needing speech‑to‑text.  So we are trying by having a bland statement to accommodate the widest range and to ask the registration forums included in this to try and change the mindset to encourage the facilities where necessary.  Because if you are only asked to provide them when necessary you don't turn around and say it is far too difficult.  I won't do it.  I wanted to tell you that the experience that we have had in JTC1 and if ETSI and other people are willing to accept disabled people with any type of disability, this type of information is important to organize this.  I have been to a meeting I would have said was not accessible.  I was not quite but nearly still in my wheelchair.  The meeting rooms were downstairs, down a marble staircase with no lift and no handrail and no wedge on the other side.  So you can imagine with a computer and a stick that was a barrier.  But it is not the same as some of the things that we have talked up here.  But for meetings we should cover everything.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you very much, Kate, for those words of wisdom.  We have had a similar experience in ITU and we are moving in that direction.  I think that's an example of good practice at JTC1.  Mr. Matsumoto?  

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Thank you.  I think this ‑‑ the summary on the report is correct and the process is correct.  And so the direction is I think I agree with the result.  However, I am just wondering about this issue, the focus group on accessibility.  Based on the original document which is submitted, proposed by Dominique Foundation, if they want to study about some accessibility application or about cloud computing, very interesting, cloud computing base.  So if we omit this cloud computing, I am not sure they will not be interested about this focus group on accessibility.  That is my clarification at the beginning of this discussion.  So maybe misunderstanding accessibility.  Dominique Foundation don't know our activity and don't know fundamental accessibility studies.  They are interested about accessibility application over cloud computing.  That is maybe the source of application.  So this is my worry.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mitsuji.  The people from or the person from Dominique Foundation have said he won't be interested in the focus group but it is very difficult to understand the reasoning he gave.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  (Off microphone).  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  If you will benefit Claudio.  Now she understands.  Anyway. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Claudio seems to have withdrawn, in fact, from this focus group initially other than the fact that he said he would attend.  So I don't see what relevance he has any more regarding this focus group.  It has now come down to the director wanting to have a focus group on accessibility regarding intraoperability.  That is what he has stated.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  Mr. Massir Batu.  

   >> Coming back to my previous idea and, in fact, in the report you mention the interest of the focus group bearing in mind is the statute and position of bodies in charge of the summarization.  On my view I think the focus group is about to set up a workshop bringing together the client and the industry of these other people making comparison.  In the fact the idea comes from the translation given here for captioning.  Captioning is (inaudible).  But there are several ways to get subtitles.  And now if you make a challenge between in this field, in this field if they have specialization you can ask them there is a problem here and if as a focus group we ask you to study carefully not on the labor market but on the disability of person and to improve what has been done before.  There are several ways.  Could you improve it bearing in mind the development of IPTV or the remote computing with cloud computing and the Internet?  Could you please propose a new situation and we will be comparing with ETSI, of course.  And with the help of 3GPP all questions which has not been solved and we will be asking also the regulation body to take some of that time to study that question with us.  We will be giving the answer to your question, the purpose of the focus group on accessibility.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Mr. Massir Batu.  Yes, I think you have some good points there.  One of the difficulties we have is deciding which point should be studied by a focus group and which should be studied by question 26.  So question 4 of Study Group 2.  You notice in my report here I said the Rapporteur asked for suggestions about the topics that have been included in the terms of reference.  Well, I have had some suggestions.  And I created a little tiny document which puts those down.  Let's have a look.  If I bring (cutting out) discussion.  Let me just go through this.  This is from more than one person.   Suggestions I had were in categories of aims, objectives and deliverables.  The aims all began with the word encourage.  And just go through those.  One aim is to encourage people to become involved in the accessibility work of the ITU.  That in my view was the main reason for having this focus group.  We would encourage the participation of the disabled people and universities and the participation of company accessibility departments if we could find a way of reaching them.  So the objectives of that group might be to collect what I have called real world problems from disabled users.  So it would encourage disabled users to tell us what problems they have that might be solvable by activities at the ITU.  
    This one is one I suggested, the next one is to collect issues and problems related to the implementation of the UN convention.  And then, of course, suggesting actions to resolve these problems if they are within the area of responsibility of the ITU.  We could collect examples of good practice through case studies and any other means.  And then, of course, we can suggest study points to be undertaken either by the focus group or by Study Group 16.  We could suggest actions to be taken to build awareness of accessibility and the concepts of universal design.  And then to Kate for the intraoperability issue I put we could identify intraoperability and compatibility issues in this area.  
    And then this is where it gets a bit harder.  Deliverables, we can't have a focus group without specifying what the deliverables are and I struggled for awhile and the best I could come up with various reports based on the above objectives.  That's a bit vague and then the period of operation was one year from the period of the focus group and funding unknown.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Yeah, tying in to two things.  First collect examples of good practice.  I would say best practice instead of good practice.  And then the deliverable report on best practices on the above subjects.  Various reports based on that and on best practice on the various objectives.  But you have various reports based on that and then a report on best practices.  And the reason I am saying that is we have something else about we didn't put advising and it is in the realm of the to be formed task force.  We didn't put that one ‑‑ you didn't put that one?  Did you feel that was inappropriate?  Because what we did in DCAD is that everybody in who was in that group was disabled to some extent and if they weren't disabled they were old to me.  We gave the organizers a list of what was the best thing for that meeting to have, what we needed.  I mean everybody had gone through terrible experiences when the first one was done.  Second one was done in Rio.  So like Kate was saying Shadi Abusara had to stand out in the rain.  Nobody came to push him or take him to the place and he couldn't go to the cheaper restaurant because it was downstairs.  We listed a whole bunch of things this had to be done and India was an improvement and Sharm El Sheikh was a great improvement.  Report on best practices not only on the above but also to the ITU in meeting the responsibilities of the UN convention on the rights of persons with disabilities and that's something that we could definitely do as a deliverable.  We deliver it to the SG himself.  I know that's scarey but I mean I am saying that the task force hasn't been mentioned.  That's all.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  We already mentioned in the report that the output of this might be useful to the task force.  But as ‑‑ it isn't created yet?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I wrote an e‑mail.  I don't know.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  Now I am happy to create a document which looks at this stuff and adds other material if anybody has any that we can suit to the closing plenary.  However, bear in mind that my view could be totally wrong on this, is that I don't think we can create a focus group at this meeting.  If you read A7 you will find there are all sorts of requirements that we don't meet.  One is that that the document specifying the aims, objectives, deliverables must be submitted ten days before the meeting, for example.  We can't meet that.  Because we are only doing it right now.  But that does mean we could have it approved at the next meeting.  I don't know what people think about the urgency of this work is.  
    So do you think we should ‑‑ I should go ahead and create a document based on this text?  Or should we do something totally different?  Christopher, you had your hand up before.  

   >> CHRISTOPHER JONES:  It looks very good in principle.  However, at the same time I see some potential difficulties in that it could open up to an enormous amount of work.  And who is going to, you know, decide what priorities and how we go about solving problems.  I don't know.  That was just a thought.  Something I want to throw in there.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes.  Thank you, Christopher.  Yes, there is the danger that we get too much work.  And there will be nobody to do it, which is often one of our problems.  But the focus group makes it worse.  Kate, please. 

   >> Kate:  Going back to your objectives, I would have thought the focus group is basically within ITU.  So it shouldn't be collecting any issues and problems.  I think your second and third bullet should actually be combined.  So at least you try to (inaudible) the scope with things within the area of responsibility of ITU.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  Yes, I did think of that and the reason I did it this way is because the people who raise those problems may not know it is in the area of ITU.  It is better to have something that you can say sorry, we can't (cutting out).  Keep someone out might actually have a valid point.  Kate?  

   >> Kate:  That thought you are saying you are collecting the problems.  Certainly you may listen to issues and problems that you don't collect.  You are actually reporting on the ones that were within the scope of ITU.  They will bring you others and that's what the focus group will consider.  They are not barring you to bringing others.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  How should I change the words to make it represent what you are saying?  I am not sure.  

   >> Kate:  You could say collect those issues and problems that are within the area of responsibility.  But I think perhaps I could go away and come back tomorrow if we are still in (cutting out) because I think you do need to restrict the scope because you could be overwhelmed or underwhelmed.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Let's leave that then and think about it overnight.  Let me remind you we are 15 minutes over the end of the meeting now.  I did that deliberately.  I didn't want to stop the discussion halfway through this.  So I think unless there is any other point or I think Mr. Batu had a point.  Did you have your hand up?  No.  

   >> Oh, yes.  Of course, Mr. Chairman.  Of course, you have no ‑‑ (inaudible) which has not been discussed.  I suppose it is a wrong proposal and I suppose nobody agrees and that proposition is not given a chance to your project.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I'm sorry if I omitted to discuss your point.  I can't remember what it was.  Which was the point that you particularly wanted to handle?  

   >> I was supposing that a workshop could give you some ways to solve some actions which are in the scope of the focus group.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  I am sorry, we didn't discuss that.  Does anyone have the comments on the use of a workshop?  We had a workshop at the last meeting but ‑‑ and that was quite the successful one at gathering information.  Is it normal for focus groups to create workshops?  No.  But it could still be done. 

   >> Thank you.  There is a recommendation approved by the last WTSA to explain how workshops should be done.  And anyway, this could only I believe be possible if it was mentioned in the TR which is not the case right now.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Oh, okay.  So if I understand you correctly ‑‑ 

   >> Sorry to interrupt.  You will have to check that with (cutting out) I think.  (Cutting out) which you have to check if this is already with the focus group to create a workshop.  But anyway you could that you would have to follow that recommendation.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you.  I will check 830 and see what will be.  Perhaps if it were in the terms of reference it could be done.  Thank you for that.  I would like to finish for the day now if we could.  Remember that tomorrow morning we don't have a meeting but Andrea has her meeting of the joint coordination activity on accessibility and human factors.  That's in this room at 9:30.  You want to say something about that?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  I have, in fact, on my agenda the focus group as well.  So when we get done with the other business we can continue this conversation if you would like.  Because it is all part and parcel of the same thing.  So I don't mind if it goes in.  I have 8.5.  So I could move that ‑‑ we could finish all the other business because I can see that once we got in to that we would really be going.  And then just make that the last discussion of the day.  Is that okay?  You could carry on?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I think I would warn you a little about that because question 26 has been given the responsibility to make a proposal to the closing plenary.  I have no objection to you discussing the focus group any way you like.  But the JCA would have to make such representations on its own.  So it wouldn't ‑‑ I don't know what I am really saying here.  I think it might muddy the waters a little bit if you tried to make some proposals about this.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  No, I wasn't trying to make any proposals at all.  It is on the agenda to be discussed just to fill in to the other people who might call in who are not at this meeting.  That's at 8.5.  What I am saying if we finish early and there is time you can use that time to discuss it if you want to.  I am just saying we might not have any time.  I mean it is time with interpretation.  It is time with captioning.  So if ‑‑ I am ‑‑ I mean, in fact, I might ask you to give a report to the JCA in what's happening on the focus group.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Which actually would probably be more correct since 26 has been given the task of doing this.  Thanks.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  I fear that you will run out of time anyway having seen the large number of documents that the JCA meeting has.  

   >> Thank you.  I have some comments.  Right now with the lack of visibility about this revised whatever it is propose to your (inaudible).  If I am correct if the "official" we have on the table is the contribution from Mitsubishi.  So I suppose that's what the JCA will discuss tomorrow, the only thing that I am aware.  The thing on the screen I don't know what the status is.  Has this been applauded by a TD?  So I am concerned when we get this on Friday without any possibility to make comments before.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I am only trying to do what the meeting asked me to do.  One thing that I was asked to do is to collect suggestions for a focus group.  And it is objectives and aims, et cetera.  But you are right I think in everything that you said.  This may be turned in to a TD.  And in fact, that's the only way it can be presented at the plenary unless I put it in the meeting report.  But then that would definitely mean there was no focus group created.  Because there has to be a standalone document as I understand it.  I am not entirely sure what I should do about this apart from go home because it is time we did so.   

   >> Thank you.  I am sorry because I could not be with you this afternoon.  I had another issue to solve.  So who produced this document on this?  Do I understand it is you?  But based on feedback you had I suppose?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes.  

   >> Is that concerning this room in this document, at least as this document to be published as a TD so that it could be brought to a wider, larger attention for the members?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I don't think there is any consensus to publish this yet.  This was ‑‑ okay.  This was really to collect, together the views and I bring it to you as early as I possibly could so that the meeting can decide what to do with it.  It is still under editing as far as I am concerned.  And we said we would consider it overnight and come back with suggestions tomorrow.  More than that I don't think I can do.  If this is or some variant of this is approved by the meeting we can make it in to a TD plenary.  And it can be discussed alongside the meeting report of question 26.  

   >> Well, you can make it a TD at any time with a line at the beginning saying there is no consensus right now in question.  But my concern is that if I was not in this room this afternoon I would not be aware of this.  So I don't know.  You know how it works usually in the ITU.  You do not have things in time enough for the plenary you will just get a no.  Maybe that's what you want.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Well, it is unfortunately true that if you are not in a meeting you don't necessarily know what happened in the meeting.  And it is particularly difficult with a plenary question like question 26 where there is no working party to filter the results.  So that's why question 26 takes longer to present at the plenary than many other questions do because the results are not entirely filtered.  

   >> If you publish a TD, members will have a chance to have a look at it.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Yes, but I don't think I can publish a TD without agreement of the group really.  I mean I could.  

   >> You have the right as a Rapporteur, you have the right to publish a TD at any time.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Right.  But publishing a TD was not really agreed.  Would invite I think criticism from lots of people.  Steve, did you have a point?  I think I saw your hand. 

   >> Yes, I don't have the schedule in front of me.  Do you have other meetings scheduled this week?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Tomorrow afternoon at 2:30 is the final question of question 26.  Anything we have to agree we have to agree then.  Of course, I won't have the meeting report finished but I will do what I can to finish it and circulate as it widely as I can before it is published so we can avoid issues about that.  Matsumoto?  

   >> MITSUJI MATSUMOTO:  Are there any time to discuss about the relay services?  Which is the main point of question 26 I think.  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  I could not agree more with you.  I mean this issue has taken at the moment about 30 percent of the time of question 26.  And I think it may take more before the end of the meeting.  If I had known this was going to happen I would have asked for two more afternoons to discuss the activities of question 26.  The main aim of this meeting was to talk about relay services and that sort of thing.  And we haven't done that yet.  And we have just finished the third session of four.  That isn't my fault.  And I'm actually quite upset about this.  I think it is wrong use of the time.  But anyway, I probably shouldn't have said that.  Andrea. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Now you look at my agenda and you think it is enormous.  I don't think it is that enormous.  I have a total of two sessions tomorrow.  I still think I can give you some time.  We will see how it goes.  But I am ‑‑ and it can be unofficial discussion.  I can ad hoc which means I close that meeting but we carry on as an ad hoc group.  So let me see ‑‑ you were going to help me anyway on chairing that meeting.  So you can kick me if I get verbose.  That will be your job and you should enjoy that, shouldn't you?  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Well, I appreciate the offer of time but unfortunately we can't use it unless it is advertised ahead of time, unless it is a very, very informal group and informal groups are not going to help much with making progress on this matter.  
    Can we close yet?  Olivier?  

   >> OLIVIER DUBUISSON:  Can I quickly go down what you have here or ‑‑ 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  (Off microphone). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Oh, yeah.  

   >> OLIVIER DUBUISSON:  While I was talking with the end of the fact.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Oh, sorry. 

   >> OLIVIER DUBUISSON:  That's what I thought.  There is no way we can approve this on Friday.  I believe this needs a lot of work.  If you look at 8.7 we have a lot of sections to fill.  Maybe you can copy existing TRLs for this group or maybe I was a bit too negative.  Or too demanding as I usually am.  
  (Laughter). 

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Well, if the meeting wishes it I could build this out in to a proper proposal and that was the original intention.  But there are many many obstacles between this point and having a focus group.  And I want the meeting to be aware of that.  And not to assume that a focus group will be created at this meeting.  Andrea?  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Have you said that to Yushi?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  He knows that.  He knows that.  

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  Okay.  Can I ask you a question?  If we get to this point where we have this skeleton and no more, and you have made it in to a TD and flush it out as a terms of reference but that the recommendation of the group is that it needs further study and that, could we do something like have a correspondence group regarding it instead of another meeting?  Or you did say we might need another meeting outside of the meeting because if we don't get to relay services in the way that we wish, we have a lot of unfinished business.  So would that warrant to have another meeting outside of our Rapporteur's meeting?  Thank you.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  Steve?  

   >> Steve:  Yeah, thank you, Mr. Chairman.  That's fine.  I mean you can work by correspondence but let me ask a question.  If the pleny pot in October agrees to a new class of membership at a reduced rate for disabled to participate in the work of the ITU‑T does that make this mute?  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Certainly affects the logic of it.  That's true.  I'm sorry, Andrea. 

   >> ANDREA SAKS:  All I know, Steve, that's in front of the pleny pot is the ability to fund fellowships.  The only one I know with a reduced rate is the one for universities.  Are you telling me I missed something?  I don't think that persons with disabilities are included in that particular category.  They are only included in the fin reg report that came out asking for funds similar to those that are given to the D sector to fund persons with disabilities in the same way that certain people are funded from developing countries, which then could be used to take care of some of the funding problems in a focus group because then people with disabilities coming to the ITU could qualify for fellowships to attend the focus group.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Thank you, Andrea.  Steve?  

   >> Steve:  I am sorry to prolong this.  I don't believe you are correct.  But I do take your correction on the fellowships.  That's a correction to my statement.  But I am not sure that the fellowships are for focus groups.  Focus groups are self‑funding entities.  

   >> BILL PECHEY:  Okay.  I think we have reached a logical conclusion for the day.  So please can we close the meeting now?  I think so.  I would like to apologize to Tina who has been doing this speech‑to‑text or remote captioning, whatever you call it for far too long.  Half hour longer than she expected.  So I would like to thank her very much for that and we will close the meeting now and resume at 2:30 tomorrow afternoon for our final session.  Thank you everyone for coming.  Bye‑bye.  
    (Call concluded at 11:05 a.m. CST)
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