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1. Summary
The 2010 Expert Workshop on monitoring e-Accessiblity in Europe organised in Brussels on the 10th June 2010, as a part of the study commissioned by the European Commission (DG Information Society and Media, Unit H.3 'ICT for inclusion') concluded:

· Online Survey. It should be addressed exclusively for user organizations: organisations of people with disability per country, including representatives of the different type of disabilities and also organisations representing elderly people and general consumers.
· Technology and policy questionnaire. In the technology questionnaire, questions on web accessibility and Digital TV should be modified. The combination of policy and technical questions in this regard (web and digital TV) have also to be checked.
· Data gathering. The participants were concerned about the level of evidence of the information provided by the experts in the questionnaires and the sources of data provided. They specially highlighted the reliability of status data on web (obtained from independent testing by the study of sample of websites) versus data on other technologies (obtained from self-declaration by operators or otherwise gathered by study from public sources). 
· Data analysis: The aggregation of qualitative and quantitative data has to be carefully done and properly explained in the study. The scientific robustness of the correlations made by combining the data of the technology questionnaire with the policy questionnaire has to be improved.  
· Validation of information: There will be a validation of policy results, notably by i2010 e-inclusion subgroup.
· Statistical robustness of the samples: The study need to perform assessment on statistical reliability/ estimated error. For example, it is necessary to cross-check national results from the study with results from national source based on larger samples.
2. Introduction

The 2010 Expert workshop on monitoring eAccessibility in Europe, was organised in Brussels on the 10th June 2010 at Avenue de Beaulieu 25 room BU25/S9, as a part of the study commissioned by the European Commission (DG Information Society and Media, Unit H.3 'ICT for inclusion') on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe 2009 -2011, led by Technosite - ONCE Foundation (ES), with the participation of NOVA -Norwegian Social Research– (NO) and CNIPA (IT); and the collaboration of three subcontractors: I2BC -Institute of Innovation for Human Wellbeing- (ES), The Blanck Group (US) and CDLP-NUI -Centre for Disability Law & Policy- (IR). 

A group of 24 experts in eAccessibility policy and technology as well as representatives of two DGs from European Commission represented by Miguel Gonzalez-Sancho –Deputy Head of the eInclusion Unit at DG Information Society and Media-, Espen Denis Kristofferssen –National Expert of the eInclusion Unit-, Jamshid Kohandel –National Expert of the eInclusion Unit-, and Inmaculada Placencia –Deputy Head of Unit for Integration of people with disabilities at DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities– participated in almost seven hours of debate.

Jose Angel Martínez Usero -the study coordinator and Director of International Projects and Relations at Technosite, together with Miguel González-Sancho, chaired the discussion. 

The Expert Workshop was structured in five main parts: (1) Introduction and objectives of the meeting; (2) presentation of the main outcomes of the previous MeAC
; (3) presentation of the present Study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe (MeAC2); (4) discussion on the preliminary findings of the Study: Technology and policy preliminary findings and cross-cutting themes (benchmarking, user involvement, balanced scorecard system, outcomes and reports, etc.)-; and finally (5) debate on the specific policy themes: Implementation and interpretation of WCAG 2.0, implementation of eAccessibility articles in European Directives, adoption of UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, and General policy inventory.

The main goal of the workshop was to maintain a high level discussion with selected experts from government, industry and user organisations in the field of eAccessibility policies and technologies. This discussion was centred on the preliminary findings of the study in order to get their assessment and useful feedback for potential improvements, changes (if necessary), and to assess on other key issues that have arisen as a result of the study. 

A number of interesting outcomes were reached after a dynamic discussion and participation from all the experts. These concrete outcomes, to be implemented in the next steps of the study, are provided in the last section of the present report.
All the attendance received the following documentation:

· Agenda Monitoring eAccessibility Workshop

· List of attendess-facebook

· Background information

· Policy questionnaire for analysis of eaccessibility law and policy in Europe.

· Technology questionnaire for analysis of eaccessibility in technology aspects

· MeAC Documentation

· Main outcomes of MeAC

· Study on Monitoring eAccessibility

· Preliminary findings

· Specific policy reports 

3. Learning from the past: From MeAC1 to MeAC2
 

Redefining the objectives for a different background and policy context

MeAC1 was the result of a need to provide an evidence-base to support the future development of EU policy in the eAccessibility field in order to improve access to ICT by people with disabilities, which was highlighted in the European Commission’s Communication on eAccessibility of 2005
. 

The lack of data and analysis was an important issue to be solved, especially for guiding three key approaches for EU-level policy intervention that were previously identified: (1) The application of accessibility requirements in public procurement (utilizing the freedom given to Member States in transposing the Public Procurement Directives); (2) the introduction of a product and service certification scheme; and (3) the better use of existing legislation (e.g in Telecommunications and Employment).  Moreover, MeAC’s information and analysis was considered a key input for the Commission’s consideration of additional measures including new legislation.
In this context, the six main goals of MeAC1 were: (1) to identify legislative and other policy measures and actions that had or potentially could have a significant positive impact on eAccessibility; (2) to assess to what extent ICT products and services available in Europe were taking into account eAccessibility requirements and Design for All principles; (3) to assess the impact on the costs of accessible and assistive ICT products and services; (4) to measure the change over time by assessing the eAccessibility situation in Europe at two different points in time, hence measuring progress; (5) to quantify the impact of the three approaches specified in the Communication
; and finally (6) to identify cases of policy good practice by assessing the implementation of successful measures drawing up recommendations for EU policy development in the eAccessibility domain.
During the MeAC study some relevant policy initiatives have stressed the importance of having substantial data and a policy oriented analysis in eAccessibility: The Riga Declaration
 in 2006 on ICT for an inclusive information society highlighted the need for facilitating the accessibility and usability of ICT products and services for all, with a special focus on people with disabilities. After that, in 2008, the Communication Towards an Accessible Information Society (Vienna Ministerial Conference)
 pointed out that an important task is to improve the awareness and understanding of eAccessibility (monitoring initiatives).
In this context, the starting point for MeAC2 was the previous work carried out in MeAC1. The objectives of the second study were re-defined taking into account the results from the first and the actual policy context. The main goal of the MeAC2 was then to monitor the status and progress made in eAccessibility in a series of selected countries identifying the best practices in the fields of legislation, policies and practices; ensuring a direct and active interaction between the relevant actors; and defining, developing and applying a comparative analysis framework to monitor progress made in eAccessibility over time and amongst the different countries.

Four specific objectives were also fixed learning from the previous experience of MeAC: (1) To draw up an annual report, taking as a starting point the MeAC, which include comparisons by country and over time; (2) to develop a tool, based on accessible web technology, for gathering the data compiled by the correspondents, and exploiting the data through views from different dimensions, comparisons, etc.; (3) to establish a direct and regular relationship with the relevant actors in the field of eAccessibility; (4) to define, develop and apply a benchmarking framework for the monitoring and comparative analysis of the progress made in eAccessibility.

Balancing the scope: fewer countries and more data
The scope of MeAC1 was limited to 25 European countries (Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and United Kingdom); and 3 Non- countries (United States, Australia and Canada). The period of analysis was from 2006 to 2008. 

On the other hand, the scope of the present study (MeAC2) included fewer countries: 12 European countries and 3 non-European countries. However, Norway and Greece asked to be part of the study, participating on a voluntary basis. The final geographical scope is: 13 European plus 4 non-European countries. The period of study is from 2009 until 2011. 
The criteria used for selecting European countries was: their ranking in the combined MeAC1 study (eAccessibility and eAccessibility policy) and the balance with regards to traditions of political practice, length of membership within the European Union (old, new, accession countries) and size of population. Concerning the non-EU countries, those countries already included in the MeAC1 were selected in order to maintain the continuity and facilitate comparison. 

Find below a figure presented during the workshop to illustrate the difference in the scope between both studies:
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Figure 1. Figure illustrating the difference in the scope of both studies

Although the total number of countries selected to carry the study is fewer than the previous study, it was argued that in this study is committed to provide a deeper analysis: by including more technologies to be monitored (see 2.3); by asking for more data to be provided by 36 national experts in a comprehensive technology and policy questionnaire (see 3.3, 3.4 and annex 4); by combining the technology information of the status of eAccessibility together with the Policy information on eAccessibility in order to make potential “correlations” (see 3.6); and finally by providing tools that enable us to develop a dynamic picture in time of the eAccessibility status in Europe and other specific information by grouping the data (see 3.6).
Increasing the technologies to be monitored

As Dr. Martinez Usero, coordinator of the MeAC2 explained, the study has included seven more technology categories than the previous one: Mobile Web, Digital TV, Digital Home, Telecare, Virtual Kiosks, Digital information panels and eLearning Platforms. 

He went on to explain that the selection of technologies, as well as the indicators and the assessment and scoring methods has been carried out in two phases:

· Phase 1: The technologies, indicators and assessment methods used for the MeAC study have been identified. 

· Phase 2: Incorporation of new technologies and indicators taking into account the following recommendations: (1) Those of the European Commission when announcing the study; (2) the MeAC study, which identified the technologies, which due to their relevance, were to be considered in future analyses; and (3) the experience in R&D projects for technology and accessibility of the organisations participating in the study. 

Below is a figure presented during the workshop to illustrate the difference in the technologies selected between both studies:
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Figure 2. Figure illustrating the difference between technologies being monitored in both studies.

The criteria for their choice are illustrated in the figure bellow:

	
	DEVICES/SERVICES
	MeAC/NEW

	TELEPHONY:
	Fixed
	MeAC 

	
	Mobile
	MeAC 

	
	Special telephones (text and videotelephone)
	MeAC 

	
	Mobile Web 
	New

	INTERNET:
	Web
	MeAC 

	COMPUTERS:
	Software
	MeAC 

	
	Hardware
	MeAC 

	MEDIA:
	Analogue television
	MeAC 

	
	Digital television
	EC

	HOMES:
	Digital homes
	EC

	
	Telecare
	New

	URBAN ENVIRONMENT:
	ATMs
	MeAC 

	
	Vending machines
	MeAC 

	
	Virtual kiosks
	EC

	
	Digital information panels 
	New

	EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT:
	Electronic books
	MeAC proposal

	
	Elearning platforms
	New

	ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGIES:
	Hardware
	MeAC proposal

	
	Software
	MeAC proposal


Innovating on the research methods

The methodology presented to conduct the MeAC2 study has some differences from the previous study. MeAC2 aims to include a dynamic and comprehensive picture of eAccessibility in Europe, and to increase the relevance of policy within the study. 

In order to achieve this, the MeAC2 research methods have been grouped in four main categories: Analysis of national experts (18 technology experts and 18 policy experts that have been asked to complete a comprehensive and detailed technology and policy questionnaire for every country); secondly, consultations were carried out with relevant organizations (user organizations) in order to get feedback on some specific issues covered by the former questionnaire; thirdly, workshops with experts for the analysis of main results and feedback; and finally a benchmarking approach based on the Balanced Scorecard and Qualitative and Quantitative assessment, which help create a dynamic picture of eAccessibility in Europe and identify the potential correlations based on the hypothesis formulated combining the technology questionnaire with the policy questionnaire.

Below is a table that summarises the differences between the research methods applied in both studies as presented by Dr. Martínez Usero during the Workshop:
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Table 1. Table representing the difference between MeAc1 and MeAc2 on the research methods. 

Expected outcomes

As discussed previously, MeAC2 is more ambitious than MeAC1, especially when observing the expected outcomes. The present study includes all the outcomes agreed by MeAC1 and provides five additional outcomes: (1) a Balance Scorecard Tool; (2) Search applications and download of raw data; and three specific policy reports: (3) Report on interpretation and implementation of WCAG 2.0 in MS; (4) Report on the implementation of eAccessibility articles in Telecom Directives; and (5) a report on the implementation of UN Convention in MS.

Moreover, it will also include the following deliverables (also included in the previous study): Annual Report; Policy Inventory by country; Online Survey Report; and Expert Workshop Report. Finally, another deliverable was agreed during the workshop session after the feedback on the methodology of MeAC2 (see 3): a report on the methodology of the study. 

Below is a table that summarises the differences between the outcomes and deliverables in both studies as presented by the study coordinator during the workshop:
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Table 2. Table representing the difference between MeAC1 and MeAC2 outcomes and deliverables.

4. Feedback on the methodology of MeAC2
General remarks

During the workshop, several remarks were highlighted on the methodology of MeAC2. We have grouped the feedback provided into four main categories: Online Survey; Analysis of Experts: the technological and policy questionnaire; Validation of Information; and Data analysis: “correlations”.

In general terms, the participants were concerned by the level of evidence of the information provided by the experts in the questionnaires and the sources of data provided; the statistical robustness of the samples in some of the items of the questionnaire; the aggregation of qualitative and quantitative data; the scientific robustness of the correlations made by combining the data of the technology questionnaire with the policy questionnaire. 

Online survey

Although the online survey was conceived at the beginning of the study to be directed primarily at policy makers, companies and user organisations, during the workshop it was agreed that it should be exclusively for user organisations. This is because the point of view of policy makers and companies is already collected in the questionnaires that are being carried out by the experts in the selected countries. On the other hand, the user’s point of view is missing in the questionnaires and it was agreed that it is extremely important to dedicate a specific action to record their vision and perspective. 

In order to guarantee the effective participation of the user organisations that participated in the workshop, they offered their help and cooperation.

The initial objective of the online survey would be to have the input of a minimum of 5 organisations of people with disability per country, including representatives of the different type of disabilities and also include organisations representing elderly people and general consumers. However the same organizations, such as EDF, expressed that this objective was very ambitious and cannot commit to that level of success, so that, we will try to get as many answers from organizations as they provide in each country in order to have enough information to be analysed.
Analysis of experts: Technology and Policy Questionnaire

The analysis of experts has been outlined as a key issue in the research method because they are the main input for the data of the study. With regards to this issue, the participants in the workshop made several remarks concerning the sources of the data that they will provide. Moreover, several participants offered their help for the input and data required from the industry and especially the SMEs in the different countries. 

In relation to the Technological Questionnaire, some remarks were made concerning the questions on Digital TV. 

It was suggested that the questions related to Digital TV equipment on page 30 and 31 of the Technological Questionnaire: Question 23 and Question 24, should be modified. 

At that moment they appear in the questionnaire as follows:

Question 23: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes with built-in screen reader functionality or the possibility to install screen reader software on their Web site?

Please write the appropriate number of answer in each cell:

1. Yes, one model supplied on its website. 

2. Yes, two or more models supplied on its website. 

3. No, no model supplied on its website but provided through other channels. (Specify channels).

4. No, information not provided on its website nor through other channels.
	
	1st DTV equipment retailers
	2nd DTV equipment retailers
	3rd DTV equipment retailers

	Models supplied
	
	
	


Question 24: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes with built-in voice recognition or the possibility to install a voice recognition software on their Web site?

Please write the appropriate number of answer in each cell:

1. Yes, one model supplied on its website.
2. Yes, two or more models supplied on its website
3. No, no model supplied on its website but provided through other channels. (Specify channels)

4. No, information not provided on its website nor through other channels.
	
	1st DTV equipment retailers
	2nd DTV equipment retailers
	3rd DTV equipment retailers

	Models supplied
	
	
	


The experts suggested modifying them, to make a clear correspondence with their mirror questions in the policy questionnaire about 5.1.1.5 Accessibility to television terminal equipment on page 32 of the policy questionnaire: 5.1.1.5.1 Question 1 and 5.1.1.5.2 Question 2 (see it in Annex 4.2 DOC04B_Technology questionnaire for analysis of eAccessibility in technology aspects) 

The questions of the technological questionnaire should be re-worded according to the policy questionnaire. The questions on the policy questionnaire are as follows:

Description: Prevalence of provisions to ensure accessible television technology, i.e. TV sets, set-top boxes, remote controls, recording equipment.

5.1.1.5.1 Question 1: Are provisions to ensure accessibility to analogue television terminal equipment, e.g. built-in caption decoding feature, in place? (scoring a) 0 / 1 / 2 

5.1.1.5.2 Question 2: Are provisions to ensure accessibility to digital television terminal equipment, e.g. built-in caption decoding feature, in place? (scoring b) 0 / 1 / 2 

Scoring:

a: [score: no requirements or assumed role=0, only voluntary/assumed public service role =1, required by law/ regulations or by licence/contract= 2].

b: [score: no requirements or assumed role=0, only voluntary/assumed public service role =1, required by law/ regulations or by licence/contract= 2] 
Therefore, in the technological questionnaire the questions on the Digital TV equipment should be re-worded as suggested:

- Is the accessibility to analogue television terminal equipment ensured, e.g. built-in caption decoding feature, in place? (scoring a) 0 / 1 / 2 

- Is the accessibility to digital television terminal equipment ensured, e.g. built-in caption decoding feature, in place? (scoring a) 0 / 1 / 2 

In order to clarify any doubts about these specific questions on Digital TV, some participants directly related to the field agreed to help with the modifications. 
However, considering the timing of the study, the coordinator agreed to design a contingency plan to be discussed with workshop experts and modify these questions to reflect better the present European market trends. The Annex 1 of this report includes this contingency plan for the relevant technology indicators for DTV terminal equipments. 

Concerning the questions on Internet (Web content) –see page 16 to 18 from the Technological Questionnaire in Annex 4.2 DOC04B_Technology questionnaire for analysis of eAccessibility in technology aspects - the participants made the following remarks: 

Firstly, in relation to question 12B:

Question 12B: Please enter the number of analysed Web sites (both governmental and private/sectoral) in the first column. For the total number of governmental and private/sectoral Web sites analysed, please detail (in digits) how many make no conformance claim, and how many have each level of conformance. Finally, and also for the total number of governmental and private/sectoral Web sites analysed, detail please (in digits) how many make other claims supported by an independent organisation, and how many do not.

	
	Number of Web sites analysed
	Level of conformance to WCAG 1.0/2.0 claimed on Web sites
	Claim supported by an independent organization

	
	
	
	

	
	
	No claim
	Level “A” 
	Level “Double-A” or “Triple-A” 
	Yes
	No claim

	Governmental Web sites
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Private/sectoral Web sites
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of information
	

	Date of access
	

	Any comments
	


The participants suggested increasing the sample. In the questionnaire, a sample of 5 webs are requested for each category (as it is asked in the annex 1 of the technological questionnaire; see it in Annex 4.2 DOC04B_Technology questionnaire for analysis of eAccessibility in technology aspects) and it was considered a too small a sample to reach any meaningful conclusions. 

On the other hand, concerning the question 13 of the Technological Questionnaire (page 18) on the level of conformance to WCAG 1.0 and WCAG 2.0 on the governmental and private/sectoral Web pages analysed (see figure below), the participants highlighted the importance to not only include the consideration of the conformance to WCAG 1.0 and WCAG 2.0, but also national standards. If ignored, websites that are considered highly accessible according to strict national standards could be ranked lower because of their differences with WCAG 1.0 and WCAG 2.0. 


Figure 3. Figure illustrating Question 13 from the Technological Questionnaire 
The outcome of the discussion amongst participants was unclear: some of them proposed, to include “other national standards” in the question in order to solve that problem; others considered that there are just slight differences between WCAG 1.0 and WCAG 2.0 and national standards and that they are not significant enough to be considered. As a result, the study coordinator agreed to design a contingency plan to be discussed with workshop experts in order to increase the representativeness and reliability of the data gathered regarding accessibility of public websites. The Annex 2 of this report includes this contingency plan for the specific web methodology for analysing and monitoring eAccessibility in Europe.
Finally, the experts also address the question on what standards are being used in the questionnaire for other technologies, apart from WCAG for the web.  As the study coordinator clarified, there are no other standards being used and the questionnaire is based mostly on the availability of accessible information. As the Italian national expert Stefano Capelli reinforced, it would be also not reachable for the experts to test themselves the accessibility of all technologies so they have checked the information available on the accessibility of the different technologies. On this regard, the participants were concerned about the reliability because as it is learned from the experience on web accessibility, the self-declaration or statements by owners on the accessibility of their products is not reliable. As a result, the coordinator of the study agreed on communicates properly in the results the different methods being used to gather data so that there is no misunderstanding. 
Validation of information 

During the workshop, the participants agreed on the importance and relevance of this study for the policy implications of Member States in eAccessibility but also for the awareness of industry and user organisations. 

It was agreed during the workshop that feedback from the interim results of the e-Inclusion subgroup in the High Level i2010 Group of Member States representatives would be requested in their next meeting on the 11th October. The study team will send them the interim results in the three weeks before the meeting. 

Furthermore, as already planned, the study coordinator will contact the Secretariat of the European Design for All eAccessibility Network (EDeAN) in order to provide the interim results to the network for general comments and validation.

The MeAC2 Consortium will explore other possible European and national networks (eg. eVía, the Spanish platform for independent living and social cohesion, but also other European and national networks related to eAccessibility) and already existing working groups (eg. ANED, the Academic network of European disability experts) in order to get their feedback on the interim results. 
Data analysis: “correlations”

The workshop participants shared their concerns on aggregating the quantitative and qualitative data of both questionnaires (technology and policy questionnaires). Nevertheles, Miguel González Sancho and Jose Angel Martínez Usero clarified that the comparisons were made as scientific hypotesis and it was already asked in the tender specifications of the study.

A second main concern was made on the scientific robustness of the correlations established by combining the qualitative and quantitative data and technological and policy indicators, to test hypothesis. The study coordinator clarified that it was made on purpose for the benchmarking approach, in which qualitative and quantitative data regarding technology status and policy implementation are correlated to extract new conclusions, to outline patterns or to detect trends.
As an example, the experts pointed out that the conclusions that can be drawn from the level of accessibility of public websites in comparison with legislative provisions and the deadline for implementation of WCAG 2.0; may not be scientifically consistent. Nevertheless, the study coordinator clarified that it can be considered as a scientific hypotesis that can be demonstrated or not, but it is just a hypotesis not a statement.
5. Assessing the preliminary findings

The study coordinator presented the preliminary findings with a 40% of the data already obtained, by structuring their contents in seven different blocks: (1) information gathering; (2) process for information gathering; (3) tool for information analysis: Balanced Scorecard Tool; (4) main outcomes; (5) technology status and policy implementation; (6) benchmarking reports; and (7) alerts.

During the presentation, the coordinator addressed a series of questions and the participants gave their feedback and comments, some of the debate and experts’ feedback can be pointed out.

In relation to (5) Technology status and policy implementation, the experts considered it was clear enough and no further explanations were needed. 

In relation to (6) benchmarking reports, Dr. Martinez Usero suggested that priorities to develop new bechmarking reports could be based on a clear orientation to market, as a tool to support current initiatives and EC policy priorities. An analysis of CIP pilots, thematic networks and studies in the field of eAccessibility was introduced and the experts agree that priorities for benchmarking could be concentrated on the main technologies covered by former initiatives, such as: Web, Digital TV, Emergency services, Self-service terminals and Assisstive technologies.

6. Policy relevance: risks, opportunities and challenges

eAccessibility remains a key priority for the EC and is explicitly addressed in the new European Digital Agenda, as Miguel Gonzalez-Sancho highlighted.

Effective policies need a robust evidence base, which is a challenge in rapidly evolving and highly specific fields such as eAccessibility. A key priority is therefore to reinforce the data and the evidence base to support policies. However, this evidence should be conceived not as a highly elaborated scientific work, but as a concrete policy support tool, strongly and precisely related to the specific policy measures available.

In particular, the present policy-making activity at European level on eAccessibility revolves around the following elements:

· Implementation and interpretation of WCAG 2.0.

· Implementation of eAccessibility related articles in European Directives.

· Adoption of UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.
Within this specific context, this study is a strategic tool to orient and inform European policy makers, both at EU and Member States level. Furthermore, it aims to produce a general policy inventory that can be used on the basis of specific emerging needs.

Experts confirmed that it is therefore crucial that the methodology and the conclusions are robust enough to provide a shared and widely agreed basis for policies. However, this remains a policy-support tool. The study methodology and conclusions should be evaluated not on a purely scientific basis but taking into account their implications for policy-making. Furthermore, there are significant limitations in terms of data availability and feasibility. 

In an ideal world, we would have all necessary data with sufficient quality and in time. Unfortunately this is not the case and compromises have to be accepted. These compromises should be transparent and highly consensual.

The workshop therefore clearly showed that the study faces tremendous opportunities and proportional risks: because of its high strategic importance, its conclusions will be subject to close scrutiny, as it has been already the case from the beginning of the study.
The challenge now is then to review the methodology in view of the received comments and reinforce its robustness while maintaining the feasibility of the effort within the available resources.

7. Outcomes and next steps

The workshop was a very useful tool to get the assessment of key experts in e eAccessibility technology and policy. Moreover, it has provided a platform of collaboration for the next steps of the study. Most of the participants have offered their cooperation on specific issues in the next year for the study. 

It was agreed during the workshop that the different concerns and comments of the experts on the methodology would be addressed in a specific report that will be provided by the study team in order to clarify several issues that have arisen, and explained in this report. 

Finally, the next steps were agreed:

1. A mailing list for information interchange a permanent feedback from experts will be set by the consortium to facilitate the interaction with experts. 

2. The present report will be distributed together with the questions addressed during the workshop, to all the participants for their feedback and comments; 

3. The user organisations that participated in the workshop (EDF, AGE and ANEC) will be contacted by the study team for the online survey that they should fill in during the coming months;

4. Specific questions regarding the comments on methodology will be addressed with the participants, when necessary, in order to clarify their feedback;

5. Requests for the dissemination activities and validation of the information gathered will be addressed to several partners as previously mentioned in the report.

Several modifications on the questionnaires will be implemented taking into consideration the remarks that were made during the working session (eg. Digital TV and Web Content). The study coordinator will report on specific contingency plans to cover demands of experts and provide more robustness and reliability. The Annexes 1 and 2 of this report include the contingency plans both for the relevant technology indicators for DTV terminal equipments and for the specific web methodology for public websites.
Concerning the dissemination activities, several organisations that participated in the working session have committed to help increase the awareness of this study. The collaboration of umbrella organisations such as EDF, AGE, ANEC, ONCE or EDeAN, amongst others, will play a key role. Also, the implication of the industry and public bodies representing different Member States will be welcome by the consortium.

Annex 1 Contingency plan for the relevant technology indicators for DTV terminal equipments

Background

In the context of the 2010 Expert Workshop on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe, held on 10th June at the EC premises in Brussels, regarding the Technological Questionnaire, some remarks were made concerning the questions on Digital TV equipment.
It was suggested that the questions related to Digital TV equipment on page 30 and 31 of the Technological Questionnaire, Question 23 and Question 24 respectively, should be modified. 

They currently appear in the questionnaire as follows:

Question 23: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes with built-in screen reader functionality or the possibility to install screen reader software on their Web site?

Please write the appropriate number of answer in each cell:

5. Yes, one model supplied on its website. 

6. Yes, two or more models supplied on its website. 

7. No, no model supplied on its website but provided through other channels. (Specify channels).

8. No, information not provided on its website nor through other channels.
	
	1st DTV equipment retailers
	2nd DTV equipment retailers
	3rd DTV equipment retailers

	Models supplied
	
	
	


Question 24: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes with built-in voice recognition or the possibility to install a voice recognition software on their Web site?

Please write the appropriate number of answer in each cell:

5. Yes, one model supplied on its website.

6. Yes, two or more models supplied on its website

7. No, no model supplied on its website but provided through other channels. (Specify channels)

8. No, information not provided on its website nor through other channels.

	
	1st DTV equipment retailers
	2nd DTV equipment retailers
	3rd DTV equipment retailers

	Models supplied
	
	
	


The experts suggested modifying them to make a clear correspondence with their mirror questions in the policy questionnaire about 5.1.1.5 Accessibility to television terminal equipment on page 32 of the policy questionnaire. But even more important, the modification should be concentrated on selecting better and more representative indicators for analysing the accessibility status of DTV equipment in a series of countries. In order to clarify any doubts about these specific questions on Digital TV, some participants directly related to the field agreed to help with the modifications. 

However, considering the timing of the study, the coordinator agreed to design a contingency plan to be communicated to workshop experts and modify the existing questions/indicators to better reflect current European market trends in DTV equipments.
Objective

The main objective of the present report is to establish a contingency plan to develop consistent and relevant technology indicators to evaluate the accessibility of DTV terminal equipments in a series of countries, in the context of the European Study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe 2009-2011. 

State of the art

In order to establish the pillars to identify the most relevant and representative technology indicators to evaluate the accessibility status of DTV equipment in several European and non-European countries, a literature review has been carried out. Several reports, documents, position papers and research projects have been analysed, classified and compared to finally decide on objective, balanced and representative indicators in this field.

CESyA report (2009)

The report promoted by the Centro Español de Subtitulado y Audiodescripción (CESyA) on “Accessibility to Digital TV in Spain” (pp. 163-186) includes an “Assessment of the technical features of TDT receivers regarding accessibility”, in which the main indicators analysed are subtitling, audio description, audio navigation and voice recognition, font and contrast settings, and sign language. 

As regards audio navigation and voice recognition, it was only necessary to check on the existence of the service: Verify the availability of audio navigation and Verify the availability of voice recognition. There are no parameters regarding receivers for sign language, as their inexistence is known a priori. 
The outcome of the study carried out over 2005-2007 on the availability of these technical features on a sample of the six most sold TDT set top box receivers in Spain is as follows:

Subtitling

· 50% of the receivers in the sample showed availability of subtitling in the basic menu. 
· 66% of the receivers in the sample had a button on the remote control for access to subtitling.

· 50% of the receivers analysed required the remote control to be pressed three or more times to activate subtitling manually.

· 75% of the receivers analysed had automatic activation of subtitling available. 

Audio description

· None of the receivers in the sample had any menu or feature related to audio description.

· 83% of the receivers had a button to directly access alternative audio channels.

· In order to manually activate the alternative audio, 66% of the receivers analysed required the remote control to be pressed three or more times.

· 91% of the receivers analysed had the feature for automatically activating the desired audio channel in the language menu.

Audio navigation and voice recognition 

· None of the devices in the sample incorporated voice navigation.

· None of the devices in the sample incorporated voice recognition.

Font and contrast settings
· 33% of the TDT receivers in the sample allowed modification of the combination of colours and contrast on the OSD.

· 41% of the devices analysed offered the option of setting the background transparency on the OSD.

Sign language 

· None of the devices in the sample incorporated a sign language feature.

Industry self-commitment to improve the accessibility of Digital TV receiving equipment (2010) 
This industry self-commitment applies only to completely functional stationary (or semi-stationary) TV receivers such as set top boxes, integrated Digital TVs, recorders and other products whose primary function is to receive TV content (via Terrestrial, Cable or Satellite transmission. Both standard definition (SD) and high definition (HD) TV are covered. 

The document highlights the DTV accessibility features implemented in the equipment of 2009 for mainstream receivers in the EC market as specified in the industry self-commitment mainly as mandatory requirements. The report was drafted with the full consensus of the Signatories (Microsoft, Panasonic, Philips and Samsung) and those companies which have not yet signed the agreement but support it (LG and Sony). The self-commitment states that it covers “the requirements deemed feasible by 2009 for mainstream receivers in the EC market”. 
The ISC (Industry Self-Commitment) states: “The key eAccessiblity issues for Digital TV equipment that it identifies are support for Subtitling (section 7.1) and support for Audio Description (section 7.2)”. 

EDF position on accessibility of Digital TV (2010)

A letter from the Director of the EDF regarding said ISC states: “EDF would like to underline that features such as audio description and subtitles have existed in products in previous years” and EDF fears that some key aspects ensuring that viewers with disabilities can access TV as anyone else are not integrated into the report. However, the report does not refer to the recommended requirements of the ISC, for which EDF wonders if they have been taken into account at all. Therefore, EDF worries that, after a lengthy period of work, it may mean there is nothing substantially new in terms of progress.

EDF is also concerned about the quality of the accessibility requirements that have been met. It would be better if the report actually contained some accessibility commitments over and above the simple passing on of subtitles and audio description. For example, TV manufacturers could cover things like focus indication and the positioning and size of subtitles.

DIGITALEUROPE indicates that self-committed TVs are now becoming accessible to anyone. However, according to the feedback EDF is receiving from its members, we cannot agree with such a statement. In fact, “without access to electronic programme guides or menus among others, persons with disabilities cannot enjoy watching TVs with their families or friends and to the same extent as their non-disabled peers.”

EBU report (2010)

Peter Olaf’s report on “The case of DTV Access Services” reviews the main accessibility issues already available (from European Broadcaster). Across Europe, a range of access services is available in a number of countries. The most widely available are subtitling, dubbing and lectoring, audio description, audio subtitling and sign language. 

This very relevant and interesting document points out that the digital switchover represents a clear window of opportunity to make television more inclusive, using digital technologies and that considerable progress has been made on a number of fronts in Europe.

International good practices in Accessible DTV 

At present, some research projects and innovative products are demonstrating the possibility of developing fully accessible Digital TV receivers. Some relevant examples are:

1. The initiative of INTECO in cooperation with ONCE, Spain, issued its digital terrestrial television (DTT) accessibility recommendations, which encompass TTS. This project began as an initiative to make prototype decoders available to both people with disabilities and the industry in general in order to improve interaction and access to digital television services. To this end, INTECO has collaborated with ONCE throughout the development of the first prototypes, including the acceptance of functional specifications and prototype testing to verify specifications compliance and problems resolution. From the beginning, IDTVOS was conceived as an operating system for digital television decoders so that accessibility features could be implemented without modification of HW. The INTECO+ONCE operating system currently provides interaction solutions via speech technologies, so that, through an integrated voice synthesizer, the user can access and navigate the system and use services such as the Electronic Programme Guide, full menu navigation, activation or deactivation of subtitles, management of font sizes, colour themes, high-contrast interface, and so on. More details available at: 
http://www.inteco.es/TV_Interactiva_en/Accesibilidad_en_TV_en/Decodificador_accesible_en/.

2. RNIB, UK, launched the Goodman's Smart Talk Freeview box in the United Kingdom on 1st July 2010. This revolutionary TV set top box announces all on-screen information, including programme guides and menus, using synthetic speech. Designed and developed in conjunction with RNIB to provide full access to Freeview® digital TV and radio services for blind and partially sighted people. More details available at http://onlineshop.rnib.org.uk/display_item.asp?n=11&c=0&sc=0&id=4172&it=1&l=3 

3. RNIB, UK, also partnered with Ocean Blue Software to help develop software for talking TV features. Ocean Blue Software’s low cost text-to-speech technology, dubbed “Talk@TV”, is being built into set top boxes from the Korean company, Arion Technology, which will be branded and distributed by major retailers in the UK from August 2010. The new set top boxes are like regular Freeview or satellite boxes, but can talk to their blind or partially sighted owners – informing them, via speech technology, of the TV programming schedule, for example, what’s on and when. Users can adjust the speed and verbosity of the voice to suit their needs, choose to enlarge or reduce font sizes and change background and text colours. A re-designed and easy-to-use remote control is also included. More details available at http://www.oceanbluesoftware.co.uk/docs/talk-at-tv-arion.pdf. 

Comparative analysis

The following table summarises the approaches of the different reports and positions analysed.

	Approach
	Subtitling
	Audio description
	Audio navigation
	Voice recognition
	Font and contrast
	Sign language
	Dubbing
	Lectoring

	CESyA
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	

	Digital Europe
	+
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EDF
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	

	EBU
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+


Conclusions

The basic aspects regarding accessibility of DTV equipment are subtitling, audio description, audio navigation, voice interaction, font and contrast settings, and sign language. However, the technological questionnaire only includes aspects referring to audio navigation and voice recognition, leading to biased results and a negative view of the accessibility of Digital TV receivers.

If the first two, subtitling and audio description, as referred to by Digital Europe in the June 2010 ISC, are evaluated, it is highly likely that relatively favourable results would be obtained in the questionnaires, as these are features of most of the receivers currently on the market.

In order to find out the trends in the countries included in the study and obtain indicators of the current situation of DTV equipments, as well as taking into account market trends and their possible short-term evolution, the following indicators will be used: subtitling, audio description, audio navigation, voice recognition, font and contrast settings, and sign language.
Proposal for new indicators

Subtitling
Question 24a: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes (on their Web site) that allow the display of subtitles when provided by the broadcasters?

Audio description

Question 24b: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes (on their Web site) that allow audio description when provided by the broadcasters?

Audio navigation

Question 23: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes with built-in screen reader functionality or the possibility to install screen reader software on their Web site?

Voice recognition
Question 24: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes with built-in voice recognition or the possibility to install voice recognition software on their Web site?

Font and contrast settings
Question 24d: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes (on their Web site) that allow the user to configure the font and contrast features of the interface?

Sign language
Question 24c: Do the leading DTV equipment retailers supply DTV set top boxes (on their Web site) that allow the display of sign language interpretation when provided by the broadcasters?

Action Plan

In order to integrate the data on the technology status of Digital TV equipments/set top boxes/receivers into the Study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe, the following action plan has been designed.

1. Incorporate the questions/indicators set out above into the questionnaire to cover all the relevant aspects regarding accessibility of DTV receivers.

2. Analyse the accessibility characteristics of the models of Digital TV receivers provided by the main retailers in each country included in the study.

3. Carry out a field study in collaboration with the National Experts.

4. Incorporate the data into the dashboard and create a composite indicator of “Accessibility of DTV equipment” which would be the average of the indicators being considered.

5. Draw up a benchmarking report comparing the technological situation with the degree of policy implementation by country in this field. 
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Definitions

Audio description, AD: Audio description makes the images of a television programme accessible for people who are blind or visually impaired – the visual is made verbal during pauses in the dialogue. Using descriptions that are to the point, vivid and imaginative, audio description attempts to convey the visual image. Currently AD is offered either as a broadcaster mix (AD with an alternative stereo mix) or as a receiver mix (AD as a monaural channel that is mixed in the digital television receiver).

Audio subtitles (spoken subtitles): An audio channel that reads aloud, interlingual subtitles for viewers who are blind, visually impaired or with reading impairments. This entails either producing an extra audio channel using speech synthesis at the broadcaster or using speech synthesis in the digital television receiver.

Dubbing: Replacing voices in foreign language programmes and films with voices in the native language.

Lectoring (voice-over translation): Providing a commentary in the native language on top of the existing soundtrack, this is still audible.
Sign language: Sign language uses movements of hands and arms combined with body language to convey meaning to people who are unable to understand the spoken language. This is a language in its own right, and in a number of European countries is legally recognised as such.

Subtitling: Subtitles are textual versions of the sound track of television programmes, usually displayed at the bottom of the screen. They can be either interlingual subtitles, where the dialogue in a foreign language is translated into the native language, or intralingual (same language) subtitles where the text is a version of the dialogue, with or without additional information to help viewers who are deaf and hard-of-hearing. Subtitling is known as “Closed Captioning” in some parts of the world.
Annex 2 Contingency plan for the specific web methodology for analysing public websites and monitoring eAccessibility in Europe

Introduction 

As a first approximation to the state of web accessibility in Europe developed in the study on "Measuring Progress of eAccessibility in Europe" (hereinafter 'referred to as the “MeAC2007-2008” study), the new study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe (hereinafter referred to as the “SMART 2008/0066” study) has found it necessary to study in depth the state of accessibility of European websites in the international context and outside the European Union.

At the public administration level, the MeAC2007-2008 study analyzed the major websites of central government in countries participating in the monitoring. Initially it was decided to maintain the same sample used in the 2008/0066 SMART Study to facilitate comparative analysis with the results obtained in 2007 and 2008. However, this approach looks at only a sample of the reality of each country in the top tier of political and administrative structure (central government), disregarding the other tiers and areas of general public interest that a country’s government provides to its citizens. In addition to that, in the context of the 2010 Expert Workshop on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe, held on 10th June at the EC premises in Brussels, regarding the Web accessibility methodology, some remarks were made concerning the sample of websites and the assessment methodology.
For this reason, a further step is now proposed; take a step further the state of Web Accessibility in Public Administration, keeping an exploratory approach, while addressing a wider scope more representative of the Public Administration as regards web accessibility, addressing not only central government but also regional and local authorities and key public e-services. Section 2 describes the changes that this implies in the selection of the sample.

Also, the survey incorporates new indicators to cover manually-evaluated accessibility requirements at WCAG 1.0 and 2.0 levels A and AA to provide greater detail on the accessibility of websites evaluated. Section 3 specifies the methodology for the analysis of web accessibility and Section 4 describes the formulas to quantify the results.

In addition to the changes noted, a set of methodological improvements has been defined in this study and is outlined in Section 5. However, the reader should take into account that this is an exploratory study that could provide more accurate results if the basis of the project is reoriented or complemented by a companion project. Section 6 contains a set of proposals that could be incorporated in the future to provide more detail on the status and evolution of web accessibility in Europe.
Sample selection 

Initial proposal 

The sample of websites and pages to analyse was determined with the same criteria used in MeAC2007/2008. To ensure that the results are comparable on a procedural level, we selected, in the same way, a total of twelve websites from each country. The selection was based on two types of domain: public and private. Together these give a representative sample of each country’s major websites:

a. Public websites, of which six were selected from each country, following the following scheme:
· National government 

· National parliament 

· National ministry of social affairs

· National ministry of health 

· National ministry of education

· National ministry of employment/labour

b. Private web sites, of which six websites were selected from each country, for the main companies and operators in the following areas:
· Main national daily newspaper 

· Main free-to-air broadcasting TV channel 

· Main national retail bank

· Main national railway service

· Telecommunications: Main mobile operator

· Telecommunications: Main/fixed line operator

Improvement proposal (analysis of public websites) 

Following the international experts’ workshop held in Brussels on June 10, 2010 to discuss the methodology used in the study, we identified the need to investigate more thoroughly the state of accessibility of government websites in Europe as well as in the international context beyond the European Union. The main reason is that the initial sampling approach only looked at the reality of the top tier of each country's political and administrative structure (central government), ignoring other levels and areas of general public concern. For this reason, Technosite aims to go a step further in its approach to the state of government web accessibility in Europe. Although it also takes an exploratory approach, it addresses European government website accessibility with a wider and more representative scope and includes other international web accessibility benchmarks.

To do this, as well as major central government websites, the new proposal also aims to analyze the websites of regional and local government (as appropriate to the territorial organization of each state). These websites will be from the fifteen countries covered by the sample (with broad representation from European Union countries and other reference countries outside the EU). It will also include the main features that are characteristic of government electronically-delivered services in these states. 

To analyze compliance with accessibility criteria by European government websites, the proposal for improving the analysis applies the methodology developed by Technosite for the Discapnet Information Accessibility Observatory. This methodology provides procedures for selecting sites and pages, a selection of evaluation criteria based on the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines from W3C and a set of formulas for quantifying the results.

Sample definition

The web accessibility evaluation will be conducted across the fifteen countries selected for the project. It will include eight representative public sites from each country and at least three pages per site (analysing at least 360 URLs).

Selection of sample sites

To further ensure that the sample of government websites of in each country is representative and provides sufficient coverage, and to get a broader picture of the state of accessibility of public bodies, it has been decided to make a semi-predefined selection of the eight websites to be evaluated, based on criteria of representativeness and general public interest. To do this, the eight websites evaluated in each country will be selected from four categories to ensure the necessary coverage:

· Two central government websites

· Two regional government websites 

· Two local government sites

· Two websites for access to public e-Government services

The analysis has an exploratory approach with a qualitative sample but a universe of web sites that is broad, diverse and heterogeneous; not only in categories but also in the countries it covers. For this reason the selection of web sites can not exclusively follow a criterion of randomness, but must also be based on criteria of representativeness and sample significance. It has therefore been decided to combine both criteria for selecting the sample: representativeness and randomness.

Selection of two central government websites

To reduce the universe of web sites of central government agencies and institutions, websites will be selected based on a criterion of significance to general public interest. To do that, in all the countries the following websites will be assessed to allow comparison between countries:

· Central Government

· Ministry of Social Affairs/ Inclusion/ Labour 

Given the diversity of the structure of politics and government between countries, if in any nation the ministry does not combine social affairs, inclusion and labour, the ministry selected for assessment of its web site will be the ministry of Social Affairs.
Selection of two regional government web sites

The universe of websites of the various regional governments in each country will be reduced using a criterion of representativeness and importance in terms of population. This is generally linked to the amount of funding that each region or state can allocate, in this case to the accessibility of their websites, and which determines the great diversity among them. This ensures consistency among the strongest regions of each country when selecting the final two for evaluation. 

Firstly the universe will be delimited as the top five most populous regions or states (depending on the territorial configuration of each country). Then two of them will be selected at random, those whose websites will be finally analysed.

Selection of two local government websites

To narrow the universe of websites of different local authorities in each country, the sampling will be based on a criterion of representativeness and importance in terms of population per town or city. This is generally, as at regional level, linked the size of the overall budget and therefore the funding for website accessibility. However, in view of the greater diversity this causes, it has been decided to consider two types of town: the most populous in each country, and therefore those with the most funding, and those in second place following the same criterion.

So, to select the two towns whose government websites to analyse, first the universe must be defined containing the top fifteen most populous towns or cities. Then a city is randomly selected from among the top five towns in this ranking. The second city is also chosen at random, but from among the other ten towns in the list of the most populous not included among the top five.
Selection of two e-Government public service access website

To reduce the universe of typical e-Government web sites, a criterion of representativeness and public interest will be followed to ensure inclusion of the e-Government services that are most important and in demand by the general public in Europe. The universe is delimited as a list of 20 basic electronically-delivered public services issued by the Council of Europe in March 2001. Of these, the twelve core services aimed at citizens are used (the other eight are for companies). From those twelve services, two specific services have been selected (following the recommendation of the European Commission), and for each one a website providing the service will be analysed in each country, in order to allow transnational comparison between the studied countries. These two e-Government services are:

· Job search through employment offices

· Public libraries (availability of catalogues)
Assessment methodology for web accessibility

Initial proposal

The study on the state of web accessibility technology referred to in the questionnaire study was initially carried out by national experts of 15 countries surveyed. 

To do this all the experts followed a specific methodology defined beforehand to evaluate the web content accessibility of sample sites, public and private, carried out in the assessment.

Although it has adapted some of the indicators listed in MeAC for monitoring progress in web accessibility, this approach is the methodology used by a number of studies: 

· Discapnet Information Accessibility Observatory (16 reports).

· Analysis of accessibility of company websites published by CERMI (two reports).

· Accessibility of computer applications published by the Konecta Group (one report).

· Accessibility of websites of government ministries in Spain and dependencies (two reports).

· Accessibility of websites of the Regional Government of Andalusia (a report).

In this methodology, the technical evaluation of accessibility includes different types of check:

· Automated checking of compliance with WCAG 1.0 accessibility requirements (Level A and AA): The automated validation has been conducted using the software tool "Web Accessibility Test (TAW)
.

· Manual checking of compliance with WCAG 1.0 requirements (Level A and AA): The WCAG 1.0 accessibility requirements checked manually are selected based on experience gained with the Discapnet Information Accessibility Observatory. 

· Application of WCAG 2.0-specific requirements (only considered when the website already complies with WCAG 1.0 level AA): Checked against a set of WCAG 2.0-specific requirements to determine whether its content is being adapted to meet the latest version of the guidelines.

Within each of the public and private websites initially selected, we have selected a set of pages for analysis which followed specific indications for each validation performed on each site.
For automatic validation of the WCAG 1.0: Each URL collected has been processed for a limited number of pages, starting from the home page and following the links to a certain depth. Where possible, the depth level has been 5 and number of pages per URL has been 25.

For manual validation Level A and Double-A WCAG 1.0:  The accessibility criteria have been tested on a limited sample of 3-4 representative pages
 in each web site comprising the following. :

· Representative page of any website (Home)

· Representative page according to the topic

· Technically representative page (page with a form and page with a data table)

In the Web section of the technology questionnaire, as well as a complete set of questions about the degree of conformity and compliance with the WCAG 1.0 and 2.0 guidelines which was used for the assessment of the selected public and private sector websites, we added other questions about web accessibility to assess the following content:

· Existence of any kind of certification or labelling schemes for public websites.

· Claims supported by an independent organization.

Improvement proposal 

The methodology for assessing the accessibility of public-sector web sites is a major improvement on the initial study. In the Study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe, national technology experts were initially responsible for evaluation of web accessibility following specific and detailed instructions, but in many cases, these experts were not web accessibility technicians. In this proposal of improvements, Technosite proposes centralizing the technical analysis of web accessibility of public-sector websites, in a single team of expert consultants to carry out the evaluation of web accessibility to ensure greater consistency and quality in the analysis of the eAccessibility.

The analysis of web accessibility itself keeps the previous assessment methodology for each of the selected websites, doing automated and manual checks of compliance with WCAG 1.0 accessibility requirements (Level A and AA) and the application of WCAG 2.0-specific requirements (only considering WCAG 2.0 when a website already complies with WCAG 1.0 level AA), based on a selection of the criteria included in the Unified Web Evaluation Methodology (UWEM). Annex I contains details of the checkpoints covered by human review of WCAG 1.0 compliance validation and the degree of Implementation of WCAG 2.0 (Level "Double-A").

Quantitative indicators 

Initial proposal 

The calculation of indicators tries to keep with those already included in MeAC2007-2008 to ensure backward comparability, and secondly we have added new indicators as a result of the inclusion of new content analyzed in the study. 

The next aspect is the composition and calculation of scores for each indicator in the Web section of the Technology section. This information can be found in more detail in Annex II. 

· Provision of accessibility claims about the conformance with WCAG 1.0/2.0 in government websites: A weighted average of:

· Percentage of government websites claiming Level A conformance,

· Percentage of government websites claiming conformance with Level Double-A or Triple-A (double score) and, 

· Percentage of government websites with claim supported by an independent organization.

· Provision of accessibility claims about WCAG 1.0/2.0 conformance in private and sector-specific websites: A weighted average of:

· Percentage of sector-specific websites claiming conformance with Level A,

· Percentage of sector-specific websites claiming conformance with Level Double-A or Triple-A (double scoring) and, 

· Percentage of sector-specific websites with claim supported by an independent organization.

· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in government websites using automatic evaluation tools: Percentage of websites passing the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in private and sector-specific websites using automatic evaluation tools: Percentage of websites passing the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level
· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in government websites using automatic evaluation tools: Percentage of websites passing the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level 

· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in private and sector-specific websites using automatic evaluation tools: Percentage of websites passing the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level
· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in government websites using manual evaluation: Percentage of websites passing the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level
· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in private and sector-specific websites using manual evaluation: Percentage of websites passing the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level
· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in government websites using manual evaluation: Percentage of websites passing the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level 

· Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in private and sector-specific websites using manual evaluation: Percentage of websites passing the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level
· Degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 in government websites using manual evaluation: Percentage of websites passing the manual accessibility evaluation of WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level
· Degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 in private and sector-specific websites using manual evaluation: Percentage of websites passing the manual accessibility evaluation of WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level
· Degree of web accessibility in government websites (composed indicator): It is a weighted average of:

· Percentage of websites passing test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level,

· Percentage of websites passing test of WCAG 1.0 Double-A Level (double punctuation) and, 
· Percentage of websites passing the manual evaluation of degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level
· Degree of web accessibility in private and sector-specific websites (composed indicator): It is a weighted average of:

· Percentage of websites passing test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level,
· Percentage of websites passing test of WCAG 1.0 Double-A Level (double punctuation) and, 

· the percentage of websites passing the manual evaluation of degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level

· Existence of certification or labelling schemes for public websites: Average of public websites with certification or labelling schemes.
Improvement proposal 

The Study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe provided the initial country-level indicators for the comparison between countries. An especially remarkable improvement incorporated into the detail of the information, is that the new analysis will cover three levels: each type of website in each country, at different levels of government (local, regional and central) in each country, and general comparative information for all countries assessed.

To that end, Technosite will create a spreadsheet containing the score for each criterion and sample page: A score of 1 when the criterion is met, 0.75 when there are marginal failures and 0 when it is considered an error.

The mean is used for the level of compliance with each criterion in the analysed page sample and for the overall accessibility level for the site. Since even the most accessible site can have an accessibility barrier somewhere, a criterion is considered applied correctly or a site accessible, when the average score exceeds 0.75.

The saved data will be used to extract the following information:
· Information obtained for each site analysed:
· Level of conformance with automatically evaluated requirements (WCAG 1.0, levels A and AA).

· Level of conformance with manually evaluated requirements of WCAG 1.0 (Level A and AA).

· Level of conformance with manually evaluated criterion on the site.

· Determination of accessibility level based on WCAG 1.0 (Level A: average of level A automatic evaluation and level A manual evaluation; level AA: average of AA automatic evaluation, and AA manual evaluation).

· Application of WCAG 2.0 requirements (only when the site is accessible to WCAG 1.0 level AA).

1. Information provided by each country surveyed:

· Level of compliance with the analysed accessibility criteria by the country's government (average level of compliance across all sites).

· Level of compliance with the analysed accessibility criteria at various levels of the country's government (average degree of compliance with the sites of the same level).

· List of sites ranked by accessibility compliance.

· Percentage of sites that correctly apply the WCAG 1.0 requirements (compliance with automatic and manual evaluation requirements for levels A and AA).

· Percentage of accessible websites (WCAG 1.0, level AA) that have adapted to the specific requirements of the new version of the guidelines.

2. General Information:

· Average accessibility level of European governments.

· List of countries ranked by accessibility compliance level.

· Average accessibility at different levels of government.

· Countries that score highly on degree of compliance at different levels of government.

· Countries that score highly on the scale of failure at different levels of government.

Comparison with other surveys

It is difficult to compare the differences between the results of the MEAC2007/2008 study and the CapGemini study on eGovernment 2009, due to the lack of any thorough information about the real quantification of the indicators in the results of these studies. The reasons are diverse: 

· The “pass / don’t pass” scoring I blurred by the use of the “marginal fail” result; in MEAC2007/2008, this leads to an underestimate of the actual level of accessibility (it is quite demanding) and produces results that are too disparate in their subsequent applications. That, together with the small sample size produces results that are difficult to explain without knowing the actual calculation, and especially as it has not been done by Technosite. 

· The methodology of automatic analysis by crawler implemented by CapGemini tends to produce more positive results, which will surely overestimate the actual level of accessibility (especially by not subjecting the web to manual analysis), which may also influence as the source of these differences.

Another reference in the eAccessibility evaluation is the survey “eAccessibility of public sector services in the European Union” carried out by RNIB, AbilityNet, Dublin City University and Socitm Insight supported by the RNID. That survey, as presented in this report, also follows a methodology based on automatic and manual evaluation in order to check conformance with the WCAG 1.0 recommendations, selecting different WCAG 1.0 Priority 1 and 2 checkpoints. 

Summary of enhancements 

To go a step further in evaluating the state of accessibility of public websites in Europe carried out initially in the Study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe, this document contains a set of proposed improvements to increase the scope and representativeness of the analysis web accessibility from the implementation of certain adjustments to the three pillars of analysis:

· The sample selection

· The methodology of collecting information

· The level of detail of the results of the analysis

The sample selection

To achieve greater representation of the main public websites of each country, with a new sampling approach is proposed to increase from six to eight the analyzed websites and to expand the range of areas of general public interest that the a country’s government provides to its citizens. The initial proposal (following the same approach as the MeAC to maintain comparability) included only six of the most representative websites of the first tier of the political and administrative structure. The new approach is proposed to include two websites in this category, but also to incorporate the websites of regional governments (two websites) and local (two websites). Moreover, considering the growing importance of electronic services offered by government, the new proposal suggests including in the analysis two major sites for access to public and government services. To ensure proper selection of the sites analyzed, it also intends to combine criteria of representativeness and randomness in defining the final sample for each of the four categories of portals.

Information collection methodology

In order to ensure a more uniform collection of information on all countries to standardize the analysis of web accessibility, Technosite proposes to centralize the assessment in its own highly specialized web accessibility technical analysis and assessment team. In addition, the method of accessibility evaluation is supported by a large number of studies for various public agencies and private remained the same methodology of validation.

Level of detail of the analysis results

As an improvement in this regard, the proposal seeks to maintain the same indicators at the national level provided initially, but significantly enhance the level of detail of the extracted information in the data analysis by offering three levels: for each of the websites analyzed by country for different levels of government (local, regional and central) of each country and general comparative information for all countries. This will allow much more detailed analysis of all public web sites analyzed, and the comparison between different types of public administration and services, nationally and internationally.
Annex A: Methodology for human review validation of WCAG 1.0 compliance and the degree of implementation of WCAG 2.0 (Level “Double-A”)

Here are the points of evaluation referred to the methodology for human review validation of WCAG 1.0 compliance and the degree of implementation of WCAG 2.0 (Level “Double-A”).

Methodology for human review validation of WCAG 1.0 compliance and the degree of implementation of WCAG 2.0 (Level “Double-A”)

The WCAG 1.0 accessibility requirements checked manually are selected based on experience gained with the Discapnet Information Accessibility Observatory. They are also mostly included in WCAG 2.0.

The following table specifies the accessibility requirements to be checked and their inclusion in both versions of WCAG:

	Requirement
	WCAG 1.0
	WCAG 2.0

	Alternatives for images
	Level A
	Level  A

	Audio description and subtitling
	Level A
	Level  A

	Headers in data tables
	Level A
	Level  A

	Accessible scripting
	Level A
	RC 4-5


	Alternatives to scripts
	Level A
	- 


	Content available without CSS
	Level A
	- ¡Error! Marcador no definido.

	Contrast in images
	Level AA
	Level A

	Text resizing
	Level AA
	Level AA

	Link meaning out of context
	Level AA
	Level AA

	Form control labels
	Level AA
	Level A

	Content structure
	Level AA
	Level AA

	Images without printed text
	Level AA
	Level AA


Methodology for validating the degree of implementation of WCAG 2.0 (Level “Double-A”)

As mentioned above, once it is established that a website complies with level AA WCAG 1.0, it will be checked against a set of WCAG 2.0-specific requirements to determine whether its content is being adapted to meet the latest version of the guidelines.

The requirements to be checked are:

1. For complex forms, a warning to the user about mistakes, and help for entering the requested information appropriately.

2. Accessible alternatives for CAPTCHA.

3. In PDF documents, correct reading order, content structure tagging, and alternative text for images.

Annex B: Details of the quantification of the indicators

Indicator Provision of accessibility claims about the conformance with WCAG 1.0/2.0 in government websites
Quantification measures:

· Component a: Conformance claim with Level A on government websites

· Score a: [% websites claiming conformance with Level A] 

· Component b: Conformance claim with Level Double-A or Triple-A on government websites

· Score b: [% websites claiming conformance with Level Double-A or Triple-A] 

· Component c: Claim supported by an independent organization

· Score c: [% websites with claim supported by an independent organization]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Provision of accessibility claims about the conformance with WCAG 1.0/2.0 in private and sector-specific websites 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Conformance claim with Level A on private and sector-specific private and sector-specific websites

· Score a: [% websites claiming conformance with Level A] 

· Component b: Conformance claim with Level Double-A or Triple-A on private and sector-specific private and sector-specific websites

· Score b: [% websites claiming conformance with Level Double-A or Triple-A]  

· Component c: Claim supported by an independent organization

· Score c: [(number of private websites with support of independent organization x 1) + (number of private websites without support of independent organization x 0)]/ total number of private websites

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in government websites using automatic evaluation tools 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in private and sector-specific websites using automatic evaluation tools 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in government websites using automatic evaluation tools 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 Double-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in private and sector-specific websites using automatic evaluation tools 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 Double-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in government websites using manual evaluation 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level A in private and sector-specific websites using manual evaluation 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in government websites using manual evaluation 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 Double-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Conformance with WCAG 1.0 Level Double-A in private and sector-specific websites using manual evaluation 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 Double-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 in government websites using manual evaluation

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the manual accessibility evaluation of WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 in private and sector-specific websites using manual evaluation

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the manual accessibility evaluation of WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Degree of web accessibility in government websites (composed indicator)

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test]

· Component b: Marginal fails in the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score b: [% websites with marginal fails]

· Component c: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score c: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Component d: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level

· Score d: [% websites passing test]

· Component e: Marginal fails in the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level

· Score e: [% websites with marginal fails]

· Component f: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level

· Score f: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Component g: Pass of the manual evaluation of degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 double-A Level

· Score g: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Degree of web accessibility in private and sector-specific websites (composed indicator)

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score a: [% websites passing test]

· Component b: Marginal fails in the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score b: [% websites with marginal fails]

· Component c: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 single-A Level

· Score c: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Component d: Pass of the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level

· Score d: [% websites passing test]

· Component e: Marginal fails in the automatic test of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level

· Score e: [% websites with marginal fails]

· Component f: Pass of the manual evaluation of WCAG 1.0 double-A Level

· Score f: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Component g: Pass of the manual evaluation of degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 double-A Level

· Score g: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator 4.2.1.O. Existence of certification or labelling schemes for public websites 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Existence of certification or labelling schemes for public websites. 

· Score a: [no = 0, yes = 1]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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Indicator Degree of adaptation to WCAG 2.0 using manual evaluation 

Quantification measures:

· Component a: Pass of the manual accessibility evaluation of WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level for government websites. 

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Component b: Pass of the manual accessibility evaluation of WCAG 2.0 Double-A Level for private websites. 

· Score a: [% websites passing test: pass + marginal fail]

· Formula (Computation of indicator value for a country c):
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� Measuring Progress of eAccessibility in Europe commissioned by the European Commission for 2006 -2008; and conducted by Empirica (GE) and Work Research Center (Ireland) with the collaboration of the Royal National Institute for Deaf People (UK), the Royal National Institute for Blind People (UK) and eWORX (GR). Full report available at: �HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm"�http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm� 


� Study on Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe commissioned by the European Commission for 2009- 2011; led by Technosite with the participation of NOVA, CNIPA and the collaboration of I2BC, The Blanck Group and CDLP-NUI (SMART 2008/ 0066). �HYPERLINK "http://www.eaccessibility-monitoring.eu/"�http://www.eaccessibility-monitoring.eu� 


� Communication on eAccessibility. COM(2005)425 final. Brussels 13.9.2005


� European Commission’s Communication on eAccessibility of 2005.


� Ministerial declaration approved unanimously on 11 June 2006, Riga, Latvia at the “ICT for an inclusive society conference” to promote A pan-European drive to use information and communication technologies to help people to overcome economic, social, educational, territorial or disability-related disadvantages. Full declaration available at: �HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/events/ict_riga_2006/doc/declaration_riga.pdf"�http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/events/ict_riga_2006/doc/declaration_riga.pdf� 


� A communication by the European Commission on the 2nd December 2008 at the eInclusion Ministerial Conference in Vienna that sets strategic orientations on accessibility of ICT (e-accessibility) and in particular on the accessibility of websites by persons with disabilities.


� TAW is a tool for validating Web sites, developed by the CTIC Foundation (http://www.tawdis.net/ingles.html?lang=en), based on the W3C WCAG 1.0 guidelines which allows validation according to different priority levels, and provides a complete report from which you can extract the scoring for this questionnaire.


� The representative evaluated pages will be 3 or 4 depending on the existence of page with a form and/or page with a data table in the web site.


� In WCAG 2.0 there is a set of conformance requirements to be met in addition to the success criteria for a level.


� Access without script or CSS should be provided for WCAG 2.0 conformance unless a site states that the scripts and CSS are considered basic technologies necessary for accessing the site.
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