1.  Teaching with TangoInteractive is an initial value in the domain we

could call "successful methods for transferring knowledge (at a distance)."

 When writing about the W3C DOM sometimes it sounds as though the DOM is

our only anchor in Current Best Practice.  But it is not.  The Web, on the

whole gives us a successful model for retained knowledge that is ready to

be shared at a distance.  But it does not have a consolidated, successful,

process model for computer supported colaborative work or more specifically

for teaching and learning.  We need to treat the current courses being

successfully taught at a distance via Tango as "an anchor in established

success" as important as the DOM and other Web media.  

The work that the GROUPER lab has done (Barrett: should we credit GROUPER

or NISE?) on defining and partially ordering math skills is the third

anchor in "success we want to proliferate."  This is not as well recognized

at the moment.  I am counting on this for some guaranteed good news that

matures before year three of the program.

The Tango capability to capture and exploit arbitrary Web resources allows

us to opportunistically [and rapidly] integrate resources into a ready

corpus of resources for an effective course.

The GROUPER analysis techniques will allow us to carry the process further,

decomposing the ad-hod knowledge base for a course-level unit of learning

resources into more autonomous, recombinant modules.

The Web Content Accessibility Guidelines that will be released soon by the

W3C are a success story and we want to build on them.  But their

limitations need to be respected.  This document provides a good guide for

cross-disability success in learning resources which are to be used

asynchronously in self-directed learning.  It does not tell one what they

need to know in preparing a synchronous environment for participation by a

Deaf individual, for example.  We have an established base in content

guidance for asynchronous use.  Working within the context of successful

Tango courses, we will be able to extend the scope of

cross-disability-access technology to more dynamic (including synchronous)

cases.

Another area where there is ample room for further improvement is in the

area of accessibility by people with learing disabilities and non-readers.

We expect that the research methods of the GROUPER laboratory and the

practical experience of CAST will allow this thread of development started

with this project to make advances in LD and non-reader usability, although

perhaps notiwithin the scope of this specific project.  [Note in draft: I

don't exactly know how to discuss the cognitive disability angle, but I

really want this team to get together and I want Barrett on the team

because I see his group as holding the key to making progress in this area

where the Trace and WAI contribution is somewhat under-developed.]  

Minor point:  I would not talk about the HTML support for PowerPoint as

good.  Rather, I would prefer to say that this is an authoring environment

that teachers already know.  By building the infrastructure to capture

curricular materials from PowerPoint we will greatly reduce the training

investment that teachers need to make in order to use the cross-disability

capabilities that we have created.  That, at least to me, is the chief

reason for including the work on the from-PowerPoint interface.  It makes

the CDAKN readily accessible to courseware authors.

This project proposes to explore the proposition that multisensory

interactive collaborative environments can be created, which allow

participation by individuals who have different types of physical and

sensory limitations, acquired either at birth, through adventure or as a

result of aging.  Specifically, we propose to create a knowledge network to

both explore this issue and to act as a test bed for the topic.

In implementing this project we will actually create two knowledge networks.

One will be based around the topic of (Science of the 21st Century, etc.).

This area is chosen because it represents an already existing base of

knowledge, which can be used as a test bed early in the project to explore

these issues.  A second knowledge and network will be established over the

course of the project, and will be focused on the topic of cross-disability

access to collaborative environments and collaboratories.

Using these two test beds, we will proceed to explore both the issues

surrounding access to multimodal environments (visual, auditory, and

interactive) by individuals who have visual, auditory and manipulative

limitations, and, research into strategies for addressing access by these

groups.

Although, it is a common assumption that systems cannot be designed, which

are simultaneously useable by individuals with multiple disabilities, we

have found that not to necessarily be the case.  We have, for example,

developed multimedia touchscreen kiosks, which are simultaneously useable by

individuals with low vision, who are blind, who are hard of hearing, who are

deaf, who have reading problems, who cannot read, and who have physical

disabilities involving both weakness and severe thetosis. Moreover, the

technologies have been transferred to commercial production and currently

are in airports, libraries, and will soon be distributed nationwide in

voting booths.

The challenges posed by interactive collaborative environments are much more

severe, but we have high expectations that this project will lead to both

pragmatic solutions and a series of very interesting research questions and

technology challenges.  Moreover, we expect more people without disabilities

to benefit from this research than people with disabilities, even though

people with disabilities are the primary target of the research.  This is

simply because of the nature of providing more flexible interfaces and

cross-modality translation capabilities.  For example, the beneficiaries

will include all mobile computing users, any users wanting to interact with

systems verbally, anyone using artificial agents (which are inherently deaf

and blind), and anyone wishing to access information in hostile or

constrained environments.

OTHER COMMENTS

Actually, the above description started off as a rough introduction but I

wandered around a bit.  I decided I wanted to just be sure to capture some

ideas and thoughts, which you might find useful in the proposal.

Other thoughts I have include:

*       The section on research questions needs to be much fuller.  In the

discussion above, I tried to throw in some kinds of items you might pick up.

However, we need to have more research-type questions or issues.  That is,

what are the specific questions which might be explored?

*       They're also interested in knowing exactly how this is going to be all

evaluated.  Currently, I don't really see much of an evaluation section.

In looking at the overall proposal, there are three things I would be

looking for:

1.      A specific plain-language description of exactly what is being

proposed.  (I tried to do a bit of that in my discussion above, though I'm

not sure it actually captures exactly what you are proposing or all of the

facets of it.)  I noticed a number of reviewers felt that this sounded like

good things to be doing, but they weren't quite sure exactly what it was we

were doing.  In reading the proposal, I can see what's going on but then

again, I already know.

2.      A very specific list of research questions being addressed.

3.      The specific methodology that will be used to explore the questions and

evaluate the success of the results.

Having said that, let me see if I can make some contributions in those

areas.

*       Research Questions

*       How can interactions which are heavily speech laden be presented so that

individuals who are deaf can interact on equal footing?

*       What strategies can be used to offset the inherent delays in any

translation process produced, when such delays inherently destroy

interaction patterns in active discussions?

*       How can the fact, that the audio tracks from individuals are available as

discreet audio signals, be capitalized on to provide multiple-parallel

conversational tracks (especially when people are speaking simultaneously),

which would be perceivable not only by individuals who were deaf or hard of

hearing, but which would also be facilitated for all members of the

interaction?

*       How can visual props and presentational materials be made accessible in

real time to individuals who are blind?  What are the gestural and real time

visual events which accompany typical collaborative interactions, and can be

done to prevent them from breaking down the ability of individuals who have

low vision or blindness to participate in interactive collaborations or

educational endeavors?

*       How can pre-scripted pseudo real time interactions be capitalized on, to

enhance accessibility of collaborative instructional materials?  (eg.,

instead of being an actual live interaction, the student is interacting with

an intelligent agent which acts out scripts or responds along with

pre-recorded or pre-programmed schemas (??).)

*       Methods and measures.

The primary criterion to be used in evaluating the successfulness of the

techniques are:

1.      The ability of the individuals with functional limitations to participate

side-by-side with their peers who do not have disabilities.  This would

include the ability of these individuals to get similar information from the

experiences, and to score similarly on tests of comprehension of materals or

interactions.

2.      The reported benefit of the techniques to individuals who do not have any

type of functional limitations.  (This latter one is very important.  If the

techniques and strategies do not have inherent benefit for everyone, than

their promulgation is likely to be slow and limited.)

It should be noted that this project does not propose to fully solve these

issues.  It does propose to have a significant impact on defining the key

issues and identifying all of the “low-hanging fruit”.  This, in itself, can

be of tremendous benefit to the two users (both with and without

disabilities), as the more difficult issues are addressed.

Closing Comments

These are just some quick discussion points and I hope they are helpful.  I

really wish I had more time to toss into this, but we have the five-year

Center grant, which is also due in the next few weeks when I will be gone

most of the time, and we are still in the early stages of that proposal.

A Few Editorial Comments

Second, people who have disabilities prefer being referred to as people

first.  That is, they prefer to be referred to as people who are blind or

have severe physical disabilities rather than redlined or thus, very

physically disabled.  Also, the word handicapped should be removed from the

proposal.  Some people who have disabilities find this quite offensive.

Evidently, the derivation is “cap in hand”.

