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Committee Members Present in Person:  

Laura Lund, MA     
Carrie Kurtural, JD      
John Schaeuble, PhD, MS 

Committee Members Present Remotely: 

Maria Dinis, PhD, MSW  

           
CPHS Staff Present in Person:    
Agnieszka Rykaczewska, PhD     
Sussan Atifeh  
Karima Muhammad 
Nicholas Zadrozna 
 
Also, Present (All via ZoomGov) Members from the Public 
Evan White 
Agnes Balla 
 
A. Welcome  

Ms. Lund called the subcommittee meeting to order and roll call was called to confirm quorum. 
Ms. Lund invited the public joining the meeting to introduce themselves via the zoom chat or by 
verbally introducing themselves. No one from the public introduced themselves at this time of 
the meeting.  
 
B. Review Revised Materials and Drafts 

Ms. Lund brought to the attention to the other committee members that CPHS has received 
numerous public comments regarding the regulation process. Ms. Lund noted after reading 
through all the public comments that there are some misunderstandings from the public in the 
documents being developed and the goal of the subcommittee. Ms. Lund suggests going 
through the document and discussion slower to explain the purpose of the document and what 
the subcommittee hopes to achieve with the document to clear up any confusing the public 
might have. 
 
Two documents were submitted and shared in advance of the meeting that are posted on the 

CPHS website. The first, submitted by Dr. Schaeuble, is a revised framework for additional IPA 

review criteria. This revision, prepared in collaboration with Attorney Jared Goldman, 

incorporates changes based on the motion passed during the last meeting. 

 

Ms. Lund emphasized that the document does not represent any regulations language and is 

intended to be a supporting documentation that contains the committees’ beliefs about potential 

risks in Information Practices Act (IPA) projects, the committees concern with those projects, 

and how the committee will move forward in reviewing those projects. Ms. Lund suggests 

referring to the document being discussed as the supporting document. 

 

Ms. Lund invited Dr. Schaeuble to go over the supporting document and explain the changes that 

were made from the previous draft of the supporting document. Dr. Schaeuble informed the 

committee that the newest draft has no changes from the first page. On the second page, the final 

item in the middle section of the document was removed as requested from the last committee 

meeting.  The third section was completely revised to reflect discussions with Attorney 
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Goldman. The intent of the final section is to clearly state what CPHS expects from researchers 

to the extent researchers can get a meaningful response when they apply for data if they also ask 

the question what the individuals were told when the data was originally collected. The 

committee understands that in many instances, researchers may not have the full answer, but if 

the information is available the committee would like to know.  

 

Dr. Schaeuble informed the committee that the final item is stating that the risks have been 

identified in the middle portion of the supporting document as potential risks for a data research 

project. The researchers should identify which risks apply to their research, to which degree, and 

describe what the researchers are doing to minimize the impact of the risks.  

 

Attorney Goldman advised overall the committees aim is to ensure the sufficiency of the privacy 

plan being submitted, for the plan to protect personal information from improper use and 

disclosure and ensure there’s a sufficient plan to destroy information when the project is over. To 

ensure CPHS has sufficient written assurances personal information won’t be reused or disclosed 

improperly. To understand the sufficiency of those plans and assurances, the subcommittee has 

identified risks to consider in determining the sufficiency of those plans and assurances. 

 

Attorney Goldman mentioned the modifications in the last section of document was to make the 

language more efficient. The aim of the supporting document is to elicit information from 

researchers which would allow CPHS to identify and assess the risks that are described in the 

second section.  The last sentence is a catch-all request for information about the risks. In 

addition to asking researchers to provide information about the identified risks, connected to a 

few of the risks in the supporting document is the request for researchers to provide information 

about their disclosure or consent process, if there was one.  

 

Ms. Lund thanked Attorney Goldman. Ms. Lund advised when the committee talks about these 

risks, they are risks the committee is reasonably concerned about. It is the committee’s goal to 

assess the risk of people’s whose data are being used in the study. The risks identified by the 

CPHS subcommittee are not intended to convey to researchers that if these risks are identified in 

their study, it will mean that CPHS will not approve the study. That is not the case, these are 

simply risks CPHS needs to take into consideration and assure are mitigated prior to approving 

the study. Ms. Lund wants to make it clear to the public, since some of the comments from the 

public, there is concern that researchers will be denied access to the data if their study contains 

one or more of these risks, which is not the intent of enumerating these risks. CPHS’ intent is to 

merely view the risks clearly and talk about risk mitigation.  

 

Dr. Schaeuble agreed with Ms. Lund. Dr. Schaeuble noted it’s important for the public to 

understand CPHS is not in the business of disapproving research. The committee works 

extremely hard with researchers to address concerns that arise during the review process. Dr. 

Schaeuble advised in his years working with the committee, there is only one instance where 

research was disapproved by the committee he can recall. 

 

Ms. Lund brings up a concern with the language in the first item of the third section: 
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If the individuals whose information will be used were told, when the data were originally 

collected, that their information might be used for research, what language was used in that 

explanation, and the context or situation in which that explanation was provided. 

 

Ms. Lund advised for the large administrative data sets that the state collects, such as the 

California Cancer Registry (CCR) and the various California Department of Public Health 

(CDPH) data sets it is unrealistic. Ms. Lund notes the wording sound like CPHS is asking for 

people to know for certain that individuals were provided with their privacy notice. Ms. Lund 

suggest that it is unrealistic expectation. Ms. Lund notes that it sounds like CPHS is asking 

researchers to know for certain that subjects were provided with their privacy notice. CPHS can’t 

know that, and it is an undue burden. Ms. Lund suggested including language that refers to 

whether the agency obtaining the data has a process in place to ensure subjects receive the 

information. It is not the obtaining agency’s fault and should not be the burden on the researcher 

if someone dropped the ball on giving a privacy notice. Ms. Lund suggests it is too high a bar for 

CPHS to require researchers to ensure every subject received the privacy notice. 

 

Dr. Schaeuble advised he reads the language differently than how Ms. Lund is suggesting. If the 

obtaining agency didn’t know whether subjects were informed in some way, Dr. Schaeuble 

suggest the obtaining agency would say so.  

 

Ms. Lund referenced Dr. Schaeuble’s example, advising that all obtaining agencies would say 

they don’t know. In California, the birth data works under the law is the administrator/ hospital 

where the birth occurred and is responsible for filling out the birth certificate, submitting it to the 

county, providing it to the parent giving birth, including the privacy notice that goes along with 

it. The parent giving birth gets a thick packet from a birth clerk containing information about the 

new child’s birth certificate. The hospital is supposed to have this process in place where they 

get all this information, then the administrator submits all this information to the county, the 

county submits it to the state, and the state turns it into the birth data that researchers are always 

requesting. The state releasing the birth data has no way of knowing that in each case, a birth 

clerk at the hospital provided the privacy notice to the parent giving birth, even though that 

process is in place and the hospital is required by law. There is no quality control check. If 

hospitals were put on the spot and asked if they knew for sure the birthing parents were aware 

their child’s birth certificate data would be used, the hospital or administrator can say what’s 

supposed to happen but would not know what happened in every case. Ms. Lund believes the 

same is true for all state data which is first locally collected, then given to the state. 

 

Ms. Kurtural advised there are contractors responsible for this whether it’s the 58 counties or the 

21 regional centers. There are requirements and various healthcare services require contracts 

with the counties vs. the contracts with the regional centers with a business associate agreement 

which requires a Notice of Privacy Practices (NPP). The NPP has a requirement to have a 

minimum criterion of a contract requirement which the contractor is expected to follow.  

 

Dr. Dinis asked the committee, when an agency advises their data is not going to be used for 

research purposes but give the data to researchers for research purposes. What does CPHS do in 

those circumstances? 
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Laura Lund responded the purpose of the regulations is to provide a basis for CPHS to evaluate 

data sharing. Most agencies have a privacy notice or multiple privacy notices, depending on how 

many databases are released and which statues are covered. She is not aware of an agency that 

tells subjects their data won’t be used for research. Ms. Lund asked Dr. Dinis if she had a 

particular agency in mind.  

 

Dr. Dinis advised the Student Aid Commission website has is a statement that their information 

is not going to be used for research purposes. Dr. Dinis suggest that it creates a problem because 

there are entities who collect private data and they’re assuring the respondent that the data it’s 

not going to be used outside of their organization. Which creates a conflict for CPHS.  

Ms. Lund suggested slightly modifying the wording as such: “If the State agency releasing the 

data has a process in place to ensure that individuals whose information will be used…” The 

researchers can describe the process to the committee even though they can’t ensure that in every 

case, the individual was, in fact, informed.  

 

Ms. Kurtural advised that committee members should know the California Health and Human 

Services (CalHHS) departments process with the NPP. Ms. Kurtural suggests what Dr. Dinis 

described is when agencies connect state data with another entity’s data, and the other entity has 

rules stating the data can’t be used for research purposes. CPHS would not be informed on the 

other entities rules and recommends adding an application requirement if the researchers are 

informed on the outside agency. 

  

Ms. Lund informed Ms. Kurtural CPHS does not have purview over the outside agency. The 

CPHS purview is over state data and ensuring the people’s data collected by a state agency were 

told how their data was going to be used and if it was going to be used for research. If the data is 

given to another entity, that is outside of CPHS purview.  

 

Dr. Schaeuble requested to backtrack the discussion advising there are two very different 

situations and only one situation was being discussed. There are instances when an agency 

receives data from several sources and compiles it together into information systems to share 

with researchers. The other situation is an agency is directly collecting information from 

individuals, which is different from compiling it from other entities.  

 

Dr. Schaeuble suggests that as reviewers, CPHS has an obligation to understand what individuals 

were told. For the most part, CPHS does not know the total extent to which information was or 

was not conveyed, or the context in which it was conveyed. This should be the perspective that 

CPHS takes when assess the kinds of risks listed in the middle part of the supporting document. 

Which is very different from knowing that people were clearly told their information might be 

used for research, offered examples of the kinds of research it might be used for, and the kinds of 

protections that would be in place. These and similar statements are likely missing in the 

situations described, where agencies collected information from a variety of sources and are not 

aware of what was said, or very little information was shared. 

 

Ms. Lund advised people do know because the privacy notice is standard, and data are collected 

on behalf of the state. The state is on the hook for data they collect from the counties, who get it 

from the hospital. The state is responsible for the privacy notice and the hospital is responsible 
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for making sure the privacy notice was administered. The California Cancer Registry (CCR) 

operates the same way. The privacy notice is about the state requirements and the state data. The 

state does not directly interact with the person whose data is being collected. Someone interacts 

on behalf of the state.  

 

Dr. Schaeuble asked if CPHS can know the content of the privacy notice. Ms. Lund advised 

CPHS can find out the content of the privacy notice, whether it be in an CDPH immunization 

database, California Cancer Registry (CCR), and birth data.  

 

Ms. Kurtural suggested changing the wording. Ms. Kurtural expresses her main concern as a 

project reviewer is when state data is mixed with outside entity data and CPHS does not know 

how the data is being used. Although CPHS can find out internally what each department is 

doing and make suggestions and recommendations.  

 

Dr. Schaeuble asked if the language would be uniform across the privacy notices used by 

different agencies. 

 

Ms. Lund advised the privacy notice language is not uniform within the same agency. The 

language in the privacy notice is specific to the statues that govern the data being collected. For 

example, the privacy notice for the CCR is different than the privacy notice for the birth data and 

the privacy notice for the immunization branch. The collection of data for those purposes falls 

under all different statues. The statues must be referenced in the privacy notice and what can be 

done with the data may be different across the statues. Ms. Lund summarized in the case for 

CDPH the NPP’s are all different.  

 

Ms. Kurtural advised its common in the NPP to have a research exception. Dr. Schaeuble asked 

how prominent this feature would be within the document. Ms. Lund Referenced the birth data 

example, advised the privacy notice for the birth data used to be at the bottom of the birth 

certificate the birthing parent had to sign. However, the privacy notice got too big to fit on the 

page and approximately 5 years, it was changed to a stand-alone privacy notice. The birthing 

parent signs the birth certificate and is handed the stand-alone privacy notice included in a stack 

of documents containing other information about the birth, including immunizations. For 

immunizations, the privacy notice is given at the time the information is collected and when the 

immunization occurs, and then is entered the database by the county. The prominence of the 

privacy notice varies considerably.  

 

Dr. Schaeuble voiced his concern the language does not consider the agency of the individuals 

whose information is being used for the potential use of research information, if there was 

effective communication or not. Dr. Schaeuble talks about his personal experience at the 

hospital. In the NPP it typically has one sentence within many pages of a longer document in the 

midst of a stressful situation that says a patient’s data will be used for research. Dr. Schaeuble 

believes this does not constitute what the committee would think of as informing people their 

information might be used in ways they do not anticipate. If CPHS does not ask the context and 

situation in which the communication takes place, CPHS cannot say they know anything about 

what patients have been told.  
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Ms. Lund advised the bar may be too high for CPHS. As with the birth data, state law takes away 

the agency for many people whose information is collected for large databases. Birthing parents 

cannot refuse to provide birth data which is true for a lot of databases collected by state agencies. 

It’s too high a bar for CPHS to ask researchers to ensure people are informed in a way that they 

truly understood. Informed consent is not possible in these situations. Asking state agencies to 

change their process way outside of CPHS scope. Ms. Lund suggests that as a reviewer she is 

looking that their a process is in place and that there was an opportunity for people to be 

informed their data could be used for research.  

 

Dr. Dinis agreed with Ms. Lund that the bar is high for CPHS to require such information from 

agencies. Dr. Dinis is concerned that it is not clear in the privacy notices that data will be merged 

with other data sets, it just states it can be shared with researchers. Analyzing the data is much 

different from sharing the data. The privacy notices can be conflicting, noting identifiers will not 

be shared in one situation, but shared in another situation. Which is confusing to the person 

reading the privacy notice.  

 

Ms. Kurtural advised privacy practices are usually posted on the entity’s website which makes it 

accessible to someone or to outside agencies. The researchers can attach the privacy practices to 

the CPHS application, and CPHS can then consider the privacy practices on the analysis, rather 

than the reviewers locating them. 

 

Ms. Lund summarized that the committee is discussing having an additional piece of information 

in the application to provide reviewers with assurance about mitigation of risks. If available, the 

researcher can provide privacy notices which were provided to people from whom data were 

collected for all the databases being considered in the application.  

 

Ms. Lund asked Attorney Goldman on his thoughts about current discussion. Attorney Goldman 

expressed he does not have any strong views but does agrees with what Dr. Schaeuble initially 

proposed. Attorney Goldman expressed he agrees with striking the item and replacing with a 

requirement that the researcher provide, to the extent known, a copy of the notice of privacy 

practices that would ordinarily be provided to the subjects, along with the description of the 

process for providing it.  

 

Ms. Kurtural agreed with Attorney Goldman’s language on adding if available, the researcher 

provided any notices or practices originally provided to the individuals, that would be subject to 

know data and a description of the process.  

 

Ms. Lund suggested language for replacing the last item in the supporting document to state: 

"If available, researchers will provide the privacy notices and the process for providing people 

with those notices associated with all databases that they’re including in their application.” 

Ms. Lund opened the discussion to the public for any comments. 

 

Dr. Evan White from the California Policy Lab provided in the chat the link to the privacy notice 

on the Student Aid Commission website. “From CSAC’s privacy policy 

(https://www.csac.ca.gov/post/privacy-policy ): The Commission may disclose personal 

information to other government entities or other organizations for purposes related to the 

https://www.csac.ca.gov/post/privacy-policy
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Commission’s management of state financial aid programs. These purposes may include research 

projects and outreach efforts that assist the Commission in meeting its objectives, consistent with 

the IPA, FERPA, and HEA, and the statutory provisions that govern each of the Commission’s 

programs.” 

 

Dr. White also provided a public comment via zoom. Dr. White applauded the CPHS 

subcommittee on the careful consideration of these issues. Dr. White disagreed with the effort, 

advising the draft regulations are legally flawed and misguided from a policy perspective. Dr. 

White acknowledged Ms. Lund’s distinction between the eventual regulations which will appear 

in the supporting material. The document in question falls outside of the Information Practices 

Act (IPA) which limits CPHS review to data security matters. Most of the IPA does not relate to 

CPHS, only sub-section T, which is where it is limited to a narrower scope. In addition, CPHS 

does not have the expertise, training, or legal authority to perform a legal review of whether the 

data being released complies with existing privacy policies or other laws and regulations. This is 

the responsibility of the agency releasing the data, who is already equipped with the expertise, 

training, and legal authority to make those determinations. The inquiry into what happened when 

the data was originally collected will lead to erroneous or outside-the-law determinations of what 

is legally permissible. Dr. White is far more worries about the policy implications. This effort 

appears to have arisen from a desire for CPHS to regain authority CPHS was exercising 

unlawfully in applying Institutional Review Board (IRB) authority to Information Practices Act 

(IPA)-only projects. When CPHS was informed they were exercising unlawful authority, CPHS 

wrote these regulations to regain that authority. The aims are laid out in the supporting materials 

reflect CPHS’ desire to second guess considered judgements by federal and state legislatures and 

by the agency releasing the data, that is not the role of CPHS. Dr. White explained his level of 

subject matter expertise and advised CPHS to remove personal views since they cannot and 

should not be relevant to the review under the IPA. The IPA focuses on a plan to protect personal 

information, a plan to destroy it or return it, and written assurances against further disclosure. Dr. 

White mentioned that CPHS keeps uses IRB language such as minimal risk, consent, and 

vulnerable groups which are nowhere to be found in the IPA and are not a part of the limited 

review that the state assigned to this committee. Dr. White mentioned that he heard the new 

criteria will not be an automatic disqualifier and agrees. Although not automatic, it is still new 

criteria for disqualification. The IPA is currently about routine data security matters and CPHS is 

transforming it into something more complex by approximating an IRB review and in some 

cases exceeding the Common Rule. The committee may choose to call it risk mitigation, but 

when you ask a researcher to go back and get consent for pre-existing administrative data or go 

back or go back and find all the different things that were said to people when data was collected 

even when they were legally assured by the people responsible that it was permissible, it’s 

implicitly grounds for disapproving the research. Dr. White advised this effort can and will 

prevent valuable research, which to date, is valuable social sciences. 

 

Agnes Balla the Director of Research Policy and Analysis & Coordination within the University 

of California (UC) Office of the President provided a public comment for the committee. Ms. 

Balla advised she works on a range of topics, including working with UC IRB directors and have 

been discussing the CPHS efforts with them. Ms. Balla mentions she has submitted a public 

comment in writing ahead of this meeting and after listening to the discussion today the 

comments provided are even more true. There is concern CPHS is muddling its role. Ms. Balla 
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explains how she understands the roll of CPHS that they are the IRB for California Health and 

Human Services Agency (CalHHS) for the studies funded and supported by CalHHS. Separately, 

CPHS conducts reviews laid out under the Information Practices Act. However, a lot of the 

discussion today seems falls more into the role of an IRB as opposed to a technical and security 

review laid out by the IPA. That is troubling for many reasons, not only does it complicate an 

already complicated picture for our researchers, but it does not get us anywhere. Ms. Balla fully 

supports and echo what Dr. White mentioned, when using terms like minimal risk that are 

defined under the Common Rule for something that is unrelated to conducting a review under the 

Common Rule really complicates the picture, and suggests that is not the direction CPHS should 

be going in. The other point Ms. Balla mentioned is that there is a legitimate concern around 

privacy protections, but mainly around how state agencies are collecting state information. Ms. 

Ball referenced the case that was discussed about the birth certificate example, how do we 

guarantee state contractors are providing notice of privacy practices. Ms. Ball is very concerned 

that researchers are going to be penalized for state agency action. If state agencies have that 

concern, it should be legislated, but not by this committee. Ms. Balla strongly suggests this effort 

be revisited and not carried forward.  

 

Dr. Evan White asked the committee in the chat “What is the status of the proposal to impose 

fees that was mentioned at the August meeting?” 

 

Dr. Rykaczewska advised there will be an update on the fee’s conversation at the December 

meeting. Dr. Rykaczewska mentioned that the December agenda is not finalized, but the 

proposal is being revised based off the feedback received during the August meeting.  

No more public comments were provided for this agenda item.  

 

Ms. Kurtural suggests adding to the language, if available and if the data is linked with other 

sources. Ms. Kurtural mentioned that CPHS contracts with all departments within CalHHS and 

should not place the burden on the researchers.  Dr. Schaeuble asked and Ms. Kurtural as 

reviewers how do we have that information. Ms. Kurtural suggested reaching out to the 

departments that we have contacts with to gather that information and some departments have it 

posted on their website 

 

Ms. Lund advised this would be difficult since some departments have so many data set’s and no 

one is centrally in charge of all the datasets, advising the burden needs to go with the dataset 

itself. Ms. Lund agrees with Ms. Kurtural suggestion since this is when the level of risk goes up.  

Dr. Schaeuble advised if there is no proposal to link data, CPHS will not otherwise know what 

privacy information was provided to individuals. 

 

Ms. Lund asked if there was concern over CPHS having the privacy notices for the requests for 

single databases. Dr. Schaeuble advised it would be a case-by-case basis and would depend on 

the sensitivity of the information and the way it is being used. Which in some instances Dr. 

Schaeuble suggests he would want to know that information.  

 

It was discussed that many of the examples discussed point to a category of information where 

many pieces of information are not concerning in CPHS reviews, but in some instances the 
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requested variables would lead to greater concern from CPHS. In that case, reviewers need to 

know the process in which people are advised of the potential for research.  

 

Ms. Lund asked Dr. Schaeuble based on his concern should the committee go back to the 

original wording, or does he suggest only when the data is linked with other data sets.  

Ms. Kurtural suggests making a motion in the case that the researchers are linking data or to 

make a motion at the next meeting and get proposals from the full committee on this topic before 

making a motion. 

 

Ms. Lund agrees with Ms. Kurtural taking this back to the full committee for discussion and 

decision. Dr. Schaeuble suggested having two separately worded alternatives be developed by 

the subcommittee and presented to the full committee instead of vaguely discussing the topic.  

Ms. Lund advised the CPHS subcommittee ask for CPHS full board input on the restriction of 

request for NPP documents to studies where multiple data will be linked, the second option, if 

CPHS wants an NPP and a description of procedures provided with every study that’s submitted 

for IPA review. The third option does CPHS want an NPP, and a description of the procedures 

provided only for studies meeting one of the risk criteria in the CPHS supporting document.  

 

No more public comments were presented to the committee. 

 

Motion: Ms. Kurtural moved, and Ms. Lund seconded that the subcommittee take the 

supporting document draft text back to the CPHS full board for review and 

recommendations, further the subcommittee will take the following questions to the full 

board: 

 

1. Do we want to restrict requests for NPP documents and description of procedure to 

only studies that propose to link data from multiple data sources? or 

2. Do we want to include requests for NPP documents and description of procedure to 

all studies reviewed under the IPA? or 

3. Do we want to have the NPP and description of procedures only for studies meeting 

one of the risk criteria enumerated in the document? 

 

Approve: Ms. Kurtural, Ms. Lund, Dr. Dinis, Dr. Schaeuble 

Oppose: None.  

Abstain: None.  

Absent: None.  

 

Total= 4 In Favor- 4, Opposed- 0, Abstained- 0 

 

 

a) Review Proposed revisions to criteria and outline of regulations 

 

The Proposed Regulation Text document was shared on the screen for the committee members 

and displayed in the meeting via zoom. Ms. Kurtural suggested to clarify that these regulations 

are for IPA-only review process. Ms. Kurtural reviewed the CPHS policy and procedures and 

Health & Safety Codes which outlines CPHS’s statutory authority. Since CPHS has not 
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developed regulations before, Ms. Kurtural drafted a comprehensive outline, including what 

should be included in the regulations.  

 

b) Review and discuss questions regarding proposed definitions 

 

Ms. Kurtural advised the purpose of regulations is to make the law specific and provide 

clarification. Ms. Kurtural suggest that CPHS clarifies more than just the criteria and include 

definitions. She noted this will be helpful for the public to know the process of CPHS as a 

committee.  

 

Ms. Kurtural requests feedback from the subcommittee in defining an ‘IPA-only project’, ‘hybrid 

project’, and ‘Common Rule-only project’.  

 

Ms. Lund agreed with Ms. Kurtural for including a definition section and suggested what was 

presented at the CPHS full board meeting on November 1 regarding the Common Rule vs. IPA 

could be included in this Proposed Regulation Text document.  

 

Ms. Kurtural suggests starting with collecting suggestions from the subcommittee, committee 

and the public for definitions on what should be defined as an IPA only project, a Common Rule 

project, and a Hybrid project. After the definitions, the subcommittee would then start working 

on the criteria and requirements.  

 

Ms. Lund advised the definition are already defined but need to be put into text. The Common 

Rule is defined in the Federal Wide Assurance (FWA) and Attorney Goldman can provide his 

input. Attorney Goldman suggest not to repeat the requirements in the Federal Wide Assurance 

(FWA) or in the Common Rule. Attorney Goldman suggested limiting the regulations to 

additions to the Common Rule or clarification needed for the IPA. Attorney Goldman also 

recommends the scope be narrowed down and approach the regulations in small chunks rather 

than trying to put an entire regulation package together.  

 

c) Discuss regulation topic to review for next meeting 
 

Attorney Goldman suggested that CPHS subcommittee does not draft regulations but turnover 

policy statements to have the legal team draft the regulatory language and come back to the 

CPHS subcommittee for full approval. 

 

No public comments were virtually or in person. 
 
C. Discuss Potential Revisions 

Ms. Lund suggested that Agenda item C was incorporated in Agenda item B, and asked the 

subcommittee if there was anything additional, they should address.  

 

No public comment virtually or in person 
 
D. Next Meeting 
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The CPHS subcommittee is scheduled to meet next on January 10th, 2025.  

 

No public comment virtually or in person. 

 

The next CPHS full board committee meeting is scheduled to be held on Friday, April 25th, 

2025. 

 
E. Adjournment  

This meeting was adjourned at 10:36 A.M on November 8th, 2024.   
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Total of Warning statuses: 0


Total of Passed statuses: 155


Total of User Verify statuses: 0


Total of Not Applicable statuses: 100
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PDF/UA 1.0 (ISO 14289-1)


 		Serial		Page No.		Element Path		Checkpoint Name		Test Name		Status		Reason		Comments

		1						7.1 General		Document		Passed		Document element passed.		

		2						7.1 General		Valid Role Maps		Passed		Passed Role Map tests.		

		3				MetaData		7.1 General		Metadata - Title and Viewer Preferences		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		4						7.1 General		No Suspects in document.		Passed		The Suspects entry is not set to true		

		5						7.1 General		Role Maps - Semantic appropriateness		Passed		Passed Role Map tests.		

		6						7.1 General		Untagged Content		Passed		No Untagged annotations were detected, and no elements have been untagged in this session.		

		7		1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12		Tags		7.1 General		Correct Reading Order		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		8						7.1 General		Figure and Formula BBox attribute		Passed		All Figure and Formula tags have their BBox attributes set correctly.		

		9						7.1 General		Placement attribute		Passed		No case detected where the specification of the Placement attribute is necessary or all specified correctly.		

		10						7.1 General		Tagged Document		Passed		Tags have been added to this document.		

		11				MetaData		7.2 Text		Natural Language		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		12						7.2 Text		Semantically appropriate nesting		Passed		All tags are nested in a semantically appropriate manner		

		13						7.2 Text		Unicode mapping		Passed		All text in the document has valid unicode mapping.		

		14						7.3 Graphics		Tagged in Figures, Formula or Artifacts		Passed		Paths, XObjects, Form XObjects and Shadings are included in Figures, Formula or Artifacted.		

		15		1		Tags->0->2,Tags->0->3		7.3 Graphics		Alternate Representation		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		16		1		Tags->0->2,Tags->0->3		7.3 Graphics		Alt vs. Actual Text		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		17		1		Tags->0->2,Tags->0->3		7.3 Graphics		Figures without caption.		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		18						7.3 Graphics		Grouped graphics		Passed		No Figures with semantic value only if grouped were detected in this document.		

		19		1		Tags->0->2,Tags->0->3		7.3 Graphics		Graphics most accessible representation.		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		20						7.4 Headings		Numbered Headings - Nesting		Passed		All Headings are nested correctly		

		21						7.4 Headings		Mixed Headings		Passed		Document does not use a both unnumbered and numbered headings.		

		22						7.4 Headings		Numbered Headings - Arabic Numerals		Passed		All Headings are using arabic numerals.		

		23						7.6 Lists		Correct Structure - Lbl		Passed		All Lbl elements passed.		

		24						7.6 Lists		Correct Structure - LBody		Passed		All LBody elements passed.		

		25						7.6 Lists		Correct Structure - LI		Passed		All List Items passed.		

		26						7.6 Lists		Correct Structure - L		Passed		All List elements passed.		

		27						7.6 Lists		ListNumbering		Passed		All List elements passed.		

		28						7.8 Page headers and footers		Header/Footer pagination artifacts		Passed		All pages define page headers and footers appropriately		

		29						7.15 XFA		Dynamic XFA		Passed		Document doesn't contains a dynamic XFA form.		

		30						7.16 Security		P entry in encryption dictionary		Passed		This file is encrypted, but it contains the P key in the encryption dictionary and the 10th bit is set to true.		

		31						7.17 Navigation		Document Outline (Bookmarks)		Passed		Bookmarks are logical and consistent with Heading Levels.		

		32		1,7		Tags->0->18->0->0,Tags->0->18->0->1,Tags->0->88->1->0		7.18.1 Annotations		Annotations correct reading order.		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		33		1,7		Tags->0->18->0->0,Tags->0->18->0->1,Tags->0->88->1->0		7.18.1 Annotations		Annotations for visual formatting		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		34						7.18.2 Annotation Types		TrapNet		Passed		No TrapNet annotations were detected in this document.		

		35						7.18.3 Tab Order		Tabs Key		Passed		All pages that contain annotations have tabbing order set to follow the logical structure.		

		36						7.18.5 Links		Link Annotations - Valid Tagging		Passed		All tagged Link annotations are tagged in Link tags.		

		37						7.18.5 Links		Includes Link Annotation		Passed		All Link tags contain at least one Link annotation.		

		38		1,7		Tags->0->18->0,Tags->0->18->0->0,Tags->0->18->0->1,Tags->0->88->1,Tags->0->88->1->0		7.18.5 Links		Alternate Representation		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		39						7.18.5 Links		IsMap attribute		Passed		No Server-side image maps were detected in this document (Links with IsMap set to true).		

		40						7.20 XObjects		Content referenced more than once		Passed		No Form XObjects contain MCIDs and are referenced more than once.		

		41		1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12		Tags->0->0->0->0,Tags->0->4->0->0,Tags->0->5->0->0,Tags->0->52->0->58,Tags->0->53->0->10		7.21 Fonts		Embedding		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		42						7.21 Fonts		CIDFont - Type 2 CIDToGIDMap exists		Passed		All Type 2 CID fonts contain CIDToGIDMap dictionaries.		

		43						7.21 Fonts		CIDFont - Type 2 CIDToGIDMap Type		Passed		All Type 2 CID fonts contain CIDToGIDMaps that are either set to Identity or are stream.		

		44						7.21 Fonts		ToUnicode map exists		Passed		All fonts either define the ToUnicode entry or a known encoding.		

		45						7.21 Fonts		Font and FontDescriptor dictionaries		Passed		Passed		

		46						7.21 Fonts		TrueType Font Encoding		Passed		All TrueType fonts define a valid Encoding entry in their font dictionary.		

		47						7.21 Fonts		Type 0 Fonts - Encoding CMap		Passed		All CMaps are either predefined or embedded.		

		48						7.1 General		Correct Structure - RP, RB and RT		Not Applicable		No RP, RB or RT elements were detected in this document.		

		49						7.1 General		Correct Structure - Ruby		Not Applicable		No Ruby elements were detected in this document.		

		50						7.1 General		Table Cells		Not Applicable		No Table Data Cell or Header Cell elements were detected in this document.		

		51						7.1 General		THead, TBody and TFoot		Not Applicable		No THead, TFoot, or TBody elements were detected in this document.		

		52						7.1 General		Table Rows		Not Applicable		No Table Row elements were detected in this document.		

		53						7.1 General		Table		Not Applicable		No Table elements were detected in this document.		

		54						7.1 General		TOCI		Not Applicable		No TOCI elements were detected in this document.		

		55						7.1 General		TOC		Not Applicable		No TOC elements were detected in this document.		

		56						7.1 General		Correct Structure - Warichu		Not Applicable		No Warichu elements were detected in this document.		

		57						7.1 General		Correct Structure - WT and WP		Not Applicable		No WP or WT elements were detected in the document		

		58						7.1 General		Use the Beep function		Not Applicable		No scripts were detected in this document.		

		59						7.1 General		No Flicker		Not Applicable		No elements that could cause flicker were detected in this document.		

		60						7.1 General		Sound Alternatives		Not Applicable		No multimedia elements were detected in this document.		

		61						7.1 General		OCR validation		Not Applicable		No raster-based images were detected in this document.		

		62						7.3 Graphics		Graphics tagged inside Link		Not Applicable		No graphics inside link were detected in this document.		

		63						7.4 Headings		Unnumbered Headings		Not Applicable		No unnumbered headings (H tags) were detected in this document.		

		64						7.4 Headings		Headings representing a 7th level		Not Applicable		No Heading elements were detected in this document.		

		65						7.5 Tables		Summary		Not Applicable		No Table elements were detected in the document.		

		66						7.5 Tables		Header Cells		Not Applicable		No tables were detected in this document.		

		67						7.5 Tables		Scope Attribute		Not Applicable		No TH elements were detected in this document.		

		68						7.5 Tables		Column headers in rows		Not Applicable		No tables were detected in this document.		

		69						7.5 Tables		Row headers in columns		Not Applicable		No tables were detected in this document.		

		70						7.5 Tables		Organize Table		Not Applicable		no nonorganized table were detected in the document.		

		71						7.7 Mathematical Expressions		Formula - Alternate Representations		Not Applicable		No Formula tags were detected in this document.		

		72						7.7 Mathematical Expressions		Formula - Appropriate alternate representations.		Not Applicable		No Formula tags were detected in this document.		

		73						7.7 Mathematical Expressions		Formula text tagged in Formula		Not Applicable		No formula text were detected in this document.		

		74						7.9 Notes and references		Note tag unique ID		Not Applicable		No Note tags were detected in this document.		

		75						7.9 Notes and references		References		Not Applicable		No internal links were detected in this document		

		76						7.10 Optional Content		Names and AS keys		Not Applicable		No Optional Content were detected in this document.		

		77						7.11 Embedded Files		F, UF and Desc keys		Not Applicable		No Embedded files were detected in this document.		

		78						7.12 Article Threads		7.12 Article Threads		Not Applicable		No Article threads were detected in the document		

		79						7.14 Non-Interactive Forms		PrintField attributes		Not Applicable		No non-interactive forms were detected in this document.		

		80						7.18.1 Annotations		Form Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		81						7.18.1 Annotations		Other Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Annotations (other than Links and Widgets) were detected in this document.		

		82						7.18.1 Annotations		Other annotations doesn't have alternative description		Not Applicable		No other annotations were detected in this document.		

		83						7.18.2 Annotation Types		Unknown Annotations		Not Applicable		No unknown annotations were detected in this document.		

		84						7.18.4 Forms		Accessible Radio Buttons		Not Applicable		No Radio Buttons were detected in this document.		

		85						7.18.4 Forms		Alternate Representation		Not Applicable		No Form Fields were detected in this document.		

		86						7.18.8 PrinterMark Annotations		PrinterMark Annotations - Valid tagging		Not Applicable		No PrinterMark Annotations were detected in this document.		

		87						7.19 Actions		Script keystroke timing		Not Applicable		No scripts were detected in this document.		

		88						7.20 XObjects		Reference Form XObjects		Not Applicable		No Form XObjects were detected in the document.		

		89						7.21 Fonts		Type 0 Fonts - Registry		Not Applicable		No Type 0 fonts with encoding other than Identity-H or Identity-V were detected in this document.		

		90						7.21 Fonts		Type 0 Fonts - Ordering		Not Applicable		No Type 0 fonts with encoding other than Identity-H or Identity-V were detected in this document.		

		91						7.21 Fonts		Type 0 Fonts - Supplement		Not Applicable		No Type 0 fonts with encoding other than Identity-H or Identity-V were detected in this document.		

		92						7.21 Fonts		Type 0 Fonts - WMode		Not Applicable		No Type 0 fonts with stream Encoding defined in the document.		

		93						7.21 Fonts		Type 0 Fonts - Referenced CMaps		Not Applicable		No CMap references another CMap.		

		94						7.1 General		Format, layout and color		Skipped		Make sure that no information is conveyed by contrast, color, format or layout, or some combination thereof while the content is not tagged to reflect all meaning conveyed by the use of contrast, color, format or layout, or some combination thereof.		
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    HHS (2018 regulations)


     		Serial		Page No.		Element Path		Checkpoint Name		Test Name		Status		Reason		Comments

		1				Doc		Additional Checks		1. Special characters in file names		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		2				Doc		Additional Checks		2. Concise file names		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		3						Section A: All PDFs		A1. Is the PDF tagged?		Passed		Tags have been added to this document.		

		4				MetaData		Section A: All PDFs		A2. Is the Document Title filled out in the Document Properties?		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		5				MetaData		Section A: All PDFs		A3. Is the correct language of the document set?		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		6				Doc		Section A: All PDFs		A4. Did the PDF fully pass the Adobe Accessibility Checker?		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		7						Section A: All PDFs		A6. Are accurate bookmarks provided for documents greater than 9 pages?		Passed		Bookmarks are logical and consistent with Heading Levels.		

		8				Doc		Section A: All PDFs		A7. Review-related content		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		9		1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12		Tags		Section A: All PDFs		A8. Logically ordered tags		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		10						Section A: All PDFs		A9. Tagged content		Passed		No Untagged annotations were detected, and no elements have been untagged in this session.		

		11						Section A: All PDFs		A10. Role mapped custom tags		Passed		Passed Role Map tests.		

		12						Section A: All PDFs		A11. Text correctly formatted		Passed		Property set status to Passed		

		13						Section A: All PDFs		A12. Paragraph text		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		14						Section A: All PDFs		A13. Resizable text		Passed		Text can be resized and is readable.		

		15				Pages->0,Pages->1,Pages->2,Pages->3,Pages->4,Pages->5,Pages->6,Pages->7,Pages->8,Pages->9,Pages->10,Pages->11		Section B: PDFs containing Color		B1. Color alone		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		16						Section C: PDFs containing Links		C1. Tagged links		Passed		All link annotations are placed along with their textual description in a Link tag.		

		17		1,7		Tags->0->18->0->0,Tags->0->18->0->1,Tags->0->88->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C2. Distinguishable Links		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		18		1,7		Tags->0->18->0,Tags->0->18->0->0,Tags->0->18->0->1,Tags->0->88->1,Tags->0->88->1->0		Section C: PDFs containing Links		C3. Understandable Links		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		19						Section D: PDFs containing Images		D1. Images in Figures		Passed		Paths, XObjects, Form XObjects and Shadings are included in Figures, Formula or Artifacted.		

		20		1		Tags->0->2,Tags->0->3		Section D: PDFs containing Images		D2. Figures Alternative text		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		21						Section D: PDFs containing Images		D3. Decorative Images		Passed		Paths, XObjects, Form XObjects and Shadings are included in Figures, Formula or Artifacted.		

		22		1		Tags->0->2,Tags->0->3		Section D: PDFs containing Images		D4. Complex Images		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		23		1		Tags->0->2->0,Tags->0->3->0		Section D: PDFs containing Images		D5. Images of text		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		24						Section D: PDFs containing Images		D6. Grouped Images		Passed		No Figures with semantic value only if grouped were detected in this document.		

		25						Section F: PDFs containing Lists		F1. List tags		Passed		All List elements passed.		

		26		10		Tags->0->102		Section F: PDFs containing Lists		F2. List items vs. visual layout		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		27		10		Tags->0->102		Section F: PDFs containing Lists		F3. Nested lists		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		28						Section G: PDFs containing Headings		G1. Visual Headings in Heading tags		Passed		All Visual Headings are tagged as Headings.		

		29						Section G: PDFs containing Headings		G2. Heading levels skipping		Passed		All Headings are nested correctly		

		30						Section G: PDFs containing Headings		G3 & G4. Headings mark section of contents		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		31						Section H: PDFs containing Forms		H5. Tab order		Passed		All pages that contain annotations have tabbing order set to follow the logical structure.		

		32						Section I: PDFs containing other common elements		I3. Language for words and phrases		Passed		Property set status to Passed		

		33						Section I: PDFs containing other common elements		I4. Table of Contents		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		34						Section A: All PDFs		A5. Is the document free from content that flashes more than 3 times per second?		Not Applicable		No elements that could cause flicker were detected in this document.		

		35						Section D: PDFs containing Images		D2. Figures Alternative text		Not Applicable		No Formula tags were detected in this document.		

		36						Section E: PDFs containing Tables		E1. Table tags		Not Applicable		No tables were detected in this document.		

		37						Section E: PDFs containing Tables		E2. Table structure vs. visual layout		Not Applicable		No tables were detected in this document.		

		38						Section E: PDFs containing Tables		E3. Table cells types		Not Applicable		No tables were detected in this document		

		39						Section E: PDFs containing Tables		E4. Empty header cells		Not Applicable		No table header cells were detected in this document.		

		40						Section E: PDFs containing Tables		E5. Merged Cells		Not Applicable		No tables were detected in this document.		

		41						Section E: PDFs containing Tables		E6. Header scope		Not Applicable		No simple tables were detected in this document.		

		42						Section E: PDFs containing Tables		E7. Headers/IDs		Not Applicable		No complex tables were detected in this document.		

		43						Section H: PDFs containing Forms		H1. Tagged forms		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		44						Section H: PDFs containing Forms		H2. Forms tooltips		Not Applicable		No form fields were detected in this document.		

		45						Section H: PDFs containing Forms		H3. Tooltips contain requirements		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		46						Section H: PDFs containing Forms		H4. Required fields		Not Applicable		No Form Fields were detected in this document.		

		47						Section I: PDFs containing other common elements		I1. Nonstandard glyphs		Not Applicable		No special glyphs detected		

		48						Section I: PDFs containing other common elements		I2. OCR text		Not Applicable		No raster-based images were detected in this document.		

		49						Section I: PDFs containing other common elements		I5. TOC links		Not Applicable		No Table of Contents (TOCs) were detected in this document.		

		50						Section I: PDFs containing other common elements		I6. References and Notes		Not Applicable		No internal links were detected in this document		

		51						Section B: PDFs containing Color		B2. Color contrast		Skipped		Does all text (with the exception of logos) have a contrast ratio of 4.5:1 or greater no matter the size?		
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    WCAG 2.2 AA


     		Serial		Page No.		Element Path		Checkpoint Name		Test Name		Status		Reason		Comments

		1		1		Tags->0->2,Tags->0->3		Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Figures		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		2		1,7		Tags->0->18->0,Tags->0->18->0->0,Tags->0->18->0->1,Tags->0->88->1,Tags->0->88->1->0		Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Links		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		3						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		No nested Headings		Passed		Heading tags are not nested inside one another.		

		4						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Lbl - Valid Parent		Passed		All Lbl elements passed.		

		5						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		LBody - Valid Parent		Passed		All LBody elements passed.		

		6						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Link Annotations		Passed		All tagged Link annotations are tagged in Link tags.		

		7						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Links		Passed		All Link tags contain at least one Link annotation.		

		8						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		List Item		Passed		All List Items passed.		

		9						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		List		Passed		All List elements passed.		

		10						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Tagged Document		Passed		Tags have been added to this document.		

		11						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Heading Levels		Passed		All Headings are nested correctly		

		12						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		ListNumbering		Passed		All List elements passed.		

		13						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Orientation		Passed		Document is tagged and content can be rendered in any orientation.		

		14						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Tabs Key		Passed		All pages that contain annotations have tabbing order set to follow the logical structure.		

		15						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Meaningful Sequence		Passed		No Untagged annotations were detected, and no elements have been untagged in this session.		

		16				Doc		Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Format, layout and color		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		17		1		Tags->0->2->0,Tags->0->3->0		Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Non-Text Contrast		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		18						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Reflow		Passed		Document is tagged and content can be rendered in any device size.		

		19						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Text Spacing		Passed		Document is tagged and content can be rendered by user agents supporting tagged PDFs in any text spacing.		

		20						Guideline 2.1 Make all functionality operable via a keyboard interface		Server-side image maps		Passed		No Server-side image maps were detected in this document (Links with IsMap set to true).		

		21						Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Outlines (Bookmarks)		Passed		Bookmarks are logical and consistent with Heading Levels.		

		22				MetaData		Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Metadata - Title and Viewer Preferences		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		23						Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Headings defined		Passed		Headings have been defined for this document.		

		24		1,7		Tags->0->18->0->0,Tags->0->18->0->1,Tags->0->88->1->0		Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Target Size (Minimum)		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		25				MetaData		Guideline 3.1 Make text content readable and understandable.		Language specified		Passed		Passed.		Verification result set by user.

		26						Guideline 3.2 Make Web pages appear and operate in predictable ways		Change of context		Passed		No actions are triggered when any element receives focus		

		27						Guideline 3.2 Make Web pages appear and operate in predictable ways		Header/Footer pagination artifacts		Passed		All pages define page headers and footers appropriately		

		28						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Formulas		Not Applicable		No Formula tags were detected in this document.		

		29						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Other Annotations		Not Applicable		No other annotations were detected in this document.		

		30						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Forms		Not Applicable		No Form Fields were detected in this document.		

		31						Guideline 1.2 Provide synchronized alternatives for multimedia.		Captions 		Not Applicable		No multimedia elements were detected in this document.		

		32						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Form Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		33						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Other Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Annotations (other than Links and Widgets) were detected in this document.		
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