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[bookmark: _Toc294865065][bookmark: _Toc295224844][bookmark: _Toc295750604][bookmark: _Toc298252531]Introducing the workshop: eAccessibility and Assistive Technology
The European Commission and its contractors for four major studies in the field of eAccessibility and Assistive Technology organized the Workshop on Accessibility and Assistive Technology on last 20th and 21st June 2011 (from 9.00 am to 17.30 pm both days) in Brussels.
The unit ICT for Inclusion of the Directorate-General for Information Society and Media of the European Commission hosted this event at Avenue de Beaulieu nr 33 in room 0/54, Brussels on the 20th; and Avenue de Beaulieu nr 25 in WBR (Well Being Room) on the 21st. 
About 40 participants attended this workshop, among which European Commission officials, stakeholders from Member States, organisations/associations and experts in the field of eAccessibility and Assistive Technology.
The workshop was based on the results of three studies: Monitoring e-Accessibility in Europe 2010-2011; Study on the Internal Market for Assistive ICT; and the Study on economic assessment for improving eAccessibility services and products. It also introduced the recently launched study: Implications from Future ICT Trends on Assistive Technology and Accessibility
The present documents only report the presentation of the study Monitoring eAccessibility in Europe 2010-2011 and the discussions and feedback provided by all participants. 
The MeAC presentation and discussion were moderated by Espen Dennis Kristoffersen, EC, DG INFSO, ICT for Inclusion, and structured as follows:
	Topics Addressed
	Speaker

	Welcome
	Mr Ilias Iakovidis (Acting Head of Unit ICT for Inclusion)

	MeAC General Approach
	Dr. José Ángel Martínez 

	MeAC Main outcomes: Balanced Score Card (BSC), benchmarking reports and alerts
	Dr. José Ángel Martínez

	MeAC Report on the Survey for User Organisations
	Steven Santini 

	MeAC Main outcomes: Specific Policy reports
	Dr. José Ángel Martínez

	MeAC Main outcomes: Annual Reports and recommendations
	Dr. José Ángel Martínez


Below we reproduce an illustrative snapshot of the themes addressed in the workshop as a word cloud made from the http://www.wordle.net/
[image: illustrative snapshot of the themes addressed in the workshop as a word cloud made from the http://www.wordle.net/]
[bookmark: _Toc298249464]Figure 1. Word cloud illustrating the themes addressed in the workshop
[bookmark: _Toc298252532]Introducing the Framework: Mr Ilias Iakovidis, Acting Head of Unit ICT for Inclusion
Ilias Iakovidis welcome the participants and introduced the framework of the workshop and the studies. As he outlined, eAccessibility and digital literacy are still a challenge in Europe. Digital exclusion concerns 30% of Europeans and aggravates social and economic exclusion. We need to ensure that people with disabilities and the elderly access and use ICTs on an equal basis with others and that the design, production and installation of ICTs are adjusted to specific needs.
What is intended to do in e-Accessibility is: a common agenda with industry, users, authorities; a proposal for legislative measure for web-accessibility, in 2011; and legal implementation support to telecoms/INCOM, AVMS Directive, UN Convention. Concerning Digital literacy, Mr. Iakovidis outlined the CIP action for best practice & promotion, third sector IT skills certification and the importance of linking efforts with the European Employment Strategy (with other units/DGs).
He also outlined the importance of Mandate 376 to ESOs on European Accessibility requirements for the public procurement of ICT products and services; and the new Mandate 473 to ESOs to include Design for all in relevant standardisation initiatives.
There are several EU programs supporting eAccessibility projects and initiatives (e.g FP7, CIP, AAL, EIP etc.). He presented the graphic below to introduce the different EU programs that support these initatives:
[image: There are several EU programs supporting eAccessibility projects and initiatives (e.g FP7, CIP, AAL, EIP etc.). In this image there is a graphic to introduce the different EU programs that support these initatives.]
[bookmark: _Toc298249465]Figure 2. EU approach to support digital inclusion
Finally, he introduced the four studies that would be presented in the workshop:
1 MEAC 2 - monitoring e-Accessibility (20 June)
2 Cost benefit study – focus on web-Accessibility (20 June)
3 AT – internal market for inclusive and Assistive ICT (21 June)
4 Implications from future ICT on e-Accessibility and Assistive Technology (21 June)
[bookmark: _Toc298252533]Introducing the MeAC study
Technosite is leading the "Study on Monitoring eAccessibility"[footnoteRef:1]. Dr. Jose Angel Martínez, coordinator of the study, presented during the session the main outcomes of it. As he explained, the general objective of this study is to monitor the status and progress made in eAccessibility in a selection of countries (EU Member States and third countries), identifying the best practices in the fields of legislation, policies and practices. Moreover, it is intended to ensure a direct and active interaction between relevant actors involved in the implementation and assessment of actual eAccessibility. It also defines, develops and applies a comparative analysis framework to monitor progress made in eAccessibility over time and among countries. [1:  http://www.eaccessibility-monitoring.eu/] 

The study aims to contribute to the development and implementation of the European Union's policy on eAccessibility by providing useful information as to the approaches, the practices and the impact of measures to promote eAccessibility, taking into consideration the interests of end-users and other relevant aspects such as competitiveness and market forces. The countries selected for the study were: 
· EU countries: Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, The Netherlands and United Kingdom.
· Reference Non-EU countries: United States, Australia and Canada.
· Countries participating in a voluntary basis: Norway, Greece
The period of analysis is 2010-2011 and the technologies selected to be monitored:
[image: This table shows the technologies selected in MeAC2 Study, stating wich technologies were selected by the European Commission and which one were selected by the Consortium partners.]
[bookmark: _Toc298249466]Figure 3. Technologies selected in MeAC 2
As the coordinator of the study explained, the data gathering was based on the questionnaires completed by National Experts (NEs) -15 technology experts and 15 policy experts-; online questionnaires with +250 information fields each one; and an accessible online form for data filling. Furthermore, the study team complemented the study with a survey to user’s organisations in order to get feedback on each technology category covered by the former questionnaire. ANEC, EDF and AGE have supported this task and have helped to disseminate this questionnaire. 
As Dr. Martinez Usero pointed out, it has been several validation processes for the results: Firstly, with the National Experts, which confirmed the accuracy of the policy and technology data; and with National Authorities, that contrasted the results as well as gathered additional information that could reinforce the national results presented in the Study. Secondly, two workshops with experts have been organized in 2010 and 2011 (this one that is being reported in this document). Both workshops were supposed to provide feedback from experts and suggested the study team (if necessary) of different corrective measures to put in place (contingency plans). 
As an example of these corrective measures that were suggested and then implemented after the first workshop, Jose Angel Martínez highlighted, amongst others, the modifications on technology indicators for DTV equipment and an improved methodology for analysis of web accessibility across countries. 

2 [bookmark: _Toc298252534]MeAC: Presenting the results 
[bookmark: _Toc298252535]Balanced Score Card, benchmarking reports and alerts
Jose Angel Martínez followed his presentation showing the balanced score card (BSC) produced by the study members and its main outcomes. As he highlighted, the BSC is a tool that allows producing automatic reports from the technology indicators or policy indicators (Technology status and Policy implementation); automatic reports combining technology and policy categories (Technology status vs. Policy implementation); and reports and views à la carte filtering by year, technology and countries, in order to monitor the progress in eAccessibility (Technology indicators dynamic report and Policy indicators dynamic report). The reports produced and mentioned above can be downloaded in a spreadsheet file.  At this point, Jose Angel Martínez did a demo to show how to use the tool.
Concerning the benchmarking reports, they are based on scientific hypothesis on themes of interest, which enable sophisticated comparisons combining policy and technology indicators; and quantitative and qualitative indicators. They also establish a set of ranges to define: low implementation; average implementation; and high implementation
The benchmarking approach addresses the effectiveness/efficiency of legislative implementation mechanisms and their impact in the level of accessibility; explore the correlation between certain policies and their effects on the level of accessibility achieved in different technology areas; and each benchmarking report includes a number of variables and is based on a number of underlying hypotheses. During the session, some examples from the benchmarking reports were presented[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  Find more information on the balanced score card at: http://www.eaccessibility-monitoring.eu/ ] 

Finally, concerning the Alerts, the consortium has created a list of alerts with political and technological indicators, aimed to indicate the situation concerning both areas (technology and policy). The traffic light colours indicate the overall progress for each of the indicators. As he presented, these correspond to the following indicator values: 
[image: Alerts to show the overall progress of each indicator]
[bookmark: _Toc298249467]Figure 4. Alerts to show the overall progress of each indicator
[bookmark: _Toc298252536]Report on the Survey for User Organisations
Steven Sintini, a partner of this study highlighted that, following the suggestions of the first workshop of Meac 2010-2011 and EC, the study team decided to carry a survey for user organisations. The main purpose of this survey was to enrich the “Monitoring eAccessibility” Study with the points of view of the organisations representing people with disabilities, older people and consumers. Therefore, at the end of 2010 and during Q1 of 2011, an invitation to take part in the survey was sent to a large number of selected national organisations covering the 17 countries analysed by the study.
The survey was made up of 37 questions divided into 20 thematic sections following the division into technology categories already adopted for the rest of the study. At the end, the survey was closed in mid May 2011 and the response rate was good (76 questionnaires coming from the 066 countries). The participants to the survey were distributed as follows: 
[image: Distribution of participation in the survey of users organizations by country]
[bookmark: _Toc298249468][image: Distribution of participation in the survey of user organizations by type of disability]Figure 5. Distribution of participation in the survey of user organizations
The main groups represented by these participants were people with disabilities, after older people, then socially disadvantaged groups and then consumers and end users.
Steven Sintini presented some of the main outcomes of the study. Find below some figures summarising the main results that were presented:
Total scores of eAccessibility per country: 
[image: Total score eAccessibility per country]





[bookmark: _Toc298249469]Figure 6. Total scores eAccessibility per country
It was several times justified by the study team members that these are results based on the perception of user organizations on the accessibility in their countries. 
Then if we look at the differences between the eAccessibility status and the perception of user organisations in EU, we realized that the main discrepancy is what concerns assistive technologies (experts: 74; users: 50). Regarding the Internet, the users have a more positive perception of the overall status of accessibility of the Internet. Steven Santini argued that the national experts have analysed the websites matching them against the WCAG, and in most cases the websites will fail a strict validation process.
Comments from user organisations have clearly stated that thanks to increasingly powerful AT software, most websites are now accessible at least to some degree and that often only some specific sections of a website may be totally inaccessible. As Steven Sintini explained, we can thus suggest that the perception of the accessibility of a website is more often linked to the presence of inaccessible sections or services rather than to the overall technical level of accessibility.


[image: Comparing eAccessibility status and end user organizations' perception]







[bookmark: _Toc298249470]Figure 7. Comparing eAccessibility status and user organizations’ perception
Concerning the public procurement, as he justified, the lower score may be due to the fact that, unlike national eAccessibility experts, the users may not always be aware of the existence of laws and toolkits concerning the procurement of accessible ICT. Regulations in this field are often bound to the public sector alone thus making it difficult for the general users to evaluate their level of enforcement. The technologies related to the home environment and to the idea of independent living have a very low level of maturity.  Yet it seems that user organisations are more aware of the existence of such devices and services, especially telecare systems.
Finally, in the field of computers, as Steven Sintini suggested, the survey focused mainly on describing the quality and the availability of built-in accessibility features for retail personal computers but in the questionnaire for national experts other computer characteristics were considered as well.
[bookmark: _Toc298252537]Specific policy reports
Report on implementation and interpretation of WCAG 2.0
Jose Angel Martinez outlined that the main objective of this specific policy report was to provide detailed information on how WCAG 2.0 is being implemented and interpreted in several European and international countries; and to identify main support measures and good practices.
The background for this study was the “Study on Web Accessibility in European Countries” and the “Study Accessibility to ICT products and services by disabled and elderly people” The methodology that it has followed was based on a specific questionnaire provided to the Policy NEs. This questionnaire integrated a set of questions that followed the same structure as the report “Study on Web Accessibility in European Countries” and new specific questions. It also integrated information automatically imported from indicators of the technology and policy questionnaires. 
[image: ]As one of the main outcomes of the report, Jose Angel Martínez presented a comparison table by country where the information is structured as follow: Official web accessibility guidelines and standards; Enforcement of the implementation of web accessibility obligations; Restrictions or limitations for implementation of WCAG 2.0; Additional requirements for implementation of WCAG 2.0;Deadline for implementation Governmental websites; Deadline for implementation Private websites; Conformance to WCAG 2.0 Level AA Govern. Websites; Conformance to WCAG 2.0 Level AA Private websites; Central source of expertise; Practical support to procurers; Capacity building & Awareness raising; and Certification or labelling schemes. All the information is already available at http://www.eaccessibility-monitoring.eu
 (
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Some highlighted results
)The report concluded that in those countries where the legislation regarding web accessibility of public websites is more restrictive, the accessibility level of governmental sites is higher; therefore, there is a positive correlation indicating the effects of setting legislation in this field. Some clear examples are Denmark, Germany or Spain. 
There is also some correlation between the deadline for implementation of WCAG2.0 in public websites and the degree accessibility in public websites, such as Denmark and Portugal. In very specific cases, there is correlation among the three variables, such as the case of Portugal, Denmark or United Kingdom.
Report on implementation of eAccessibility articles of European Directives into National Legislation – special care on Telecom Package
The coordinator of the study presented also the specific policy report carried on the implementation of eAccessibility articles of European Directives[footnoteRef:3] into national legislation. The main goals of this study was to analyse how eAccessibility articles of EU Directives have been transposed, implemented and interpreted in a series of Member States; to obtain detailed information about present situation on the implementation of EU provisions on eAccessibility, and plans for incorporating new provisions; and to detect national good practices in the implementation of European legislation on eAccessibility.  [3:  Directives and articles analysed: Directive 2000/78/EC on equal treatment in employment and occupation (Art. 5); Directive 2001/29/EC on copyright (Art 5.3); Directive 2002/21/EC on a common regulatory framework for electronic communications networks and services (Art 8.2 and 8.4); Directive 2002/22/EC on universal service and user’s rights relating to electronic communications networks and services (Universal Services Directive) (Art 1, 6.1, 7 and 9.2, 11.2, 25.2, 26, 31.1, 33,1);Directive 2004/18/EC on awarding of public contracts (Art 23.1); Directive 2007/65/EC on audiovisual media services (Art 3c); Directives 2004/17/EC and 2004/18/EC on public procurement (Art 34.1)
] 

Again, following the same methodology used for the specific policy report precedent, a specific questionnaire has been distributed to the Policy National Experts.  The main outcome was a comparison table by country regarding how such transposition has occurred, name and articles of national law, which incorporate EU provisions and the way this law affects eAccessibility. The main issues addressed:  Strength of implementation; national legislation; type of legislation; specific articles in national legislation; specific measures implemented; and plans to transpose new provisions.
[bookmark: _Toc298252538]Annual Reports and recommendations
The presentation on the annual reports and recommendations was left to the 15 last minutes of the Workshop so we had not much time to go in depth through them.
Jose Angel Martínez presented at this point the annual reports and presented their main outcomes: the global status of eAccessibility technologies in EU and non-EU countries in 2010 and 2011; the status per country in the same years; the relationship between the eAccessibility level and the degree of eAccessibility policy implementation in EU countries for both years; and at the end he analyses the evolution from 2010 to 2011. As he outlined, the evolution of the eAccessibility status in the EU countries between 2010 and 2011 is positive but slow, only one point higher than in the global technology status.  The technologies that show better increase are computers, home and urban environments (all these figures are available in the annual reports).
Finally, as a conclusion of these analyses, Jose Angel Martinez shared with the experts some recommendations at policy level. As he suggested, the present situation requires a European social policy that includes at least three lines of action:
· Reformulation of programmes and incentives that encourage independent living and participation in society;
· Legislation to prevent discrimination, together with the development of a policy to prevent discriminatory attitudes, behaviour and stereotypes in both the public and private sectors;
· Use of market regulation tools to create more room for including for disabled people, minimising fragmentation of the accessible ICT/AT market and eliminating market  barriers for product/service providers.
At technology level, he outlined that the fast moving trait of ICT makes necessary to start working towards legal mechanisms that, while avoiding loopholes, are less rigid, are flexible and can be adapted rapidly, and are drawn up to be forward-looking. As he suggested, this situation makes essential to define a legal framework that is able to cover emerging technologies, such as: the current case of Web 2.0, Cloud based platform, Augmented reality, Digital television and IPTV, NFC technologies, and ensuring interoperability with old fashion technologies.
Finally, for further EU studies monitoring eAccessibility, he suggested to include all EU members (and to enlarge non EU reference countries so that they are not only anglosaxon countries), and keep the technologies categories from MeAC 1, MeAC 2, and add new emerging technologies, in order to enable comparability. Also, as a methodological recommendation for the future studies, he suggested in the short term to maintain most of indicators and formulas applied; in the medium term, to weight some indicators and add new emerging technologies; and in the medium term, to proceed to a validation of indicators and methods with relevant experts. 
In order to improve the monitoring, exchange and benchmarking he suggested at the end to: Maintain a Balanced Score Card (BSC) to store and exploit the results; to ensure the accessibility of online questionnaires for experts and users organisations; and translate the survey for the users’ organisations to national languages. 
Specifically concerning annual reports, he focused that they sould be shorter documents with active links to BSC that lead readers to more details and they should add complementary data that sum up the level of eAccessibility in each country.
Finally, concerning the interaction with actors and especially for web accessibility assessment, they suggest, based on their experience in this study, to centralise the assessment in an organization and just ask punctual interaction with actors; to enhance and promote the figure of national expert (also to consider increasing the number of participating experts from each country); and to .ensure the collaboration of key organizations such as: EDF, AGE and ANEC. 


3 [bookmark: _Toc298252539]MeAC: Summarising the main discussions 
It was little discussion around the presentations. We summarize below in bullet points the main points highlighted by the participants in the workshop: 
1 Selection of EU countries: it is a pity that other EU countries are left out. Although Jose Angel Martínez explained the main criteria to choose the EU countries of MeAC 2 study, he also agreed with the experts that next time the study should include all EU countries. 
2 Longer comparability: The comparability should be longer in time. The next study should be built in the results of this MeAC in order to establish a longer comparability. Also the coordinator highlighted that the research team of MeAC 1 and MeAC 2 have been in contact to agree in a common approach to compare both results (the outcome of this discussions and this longer comparability will be available soon in the web of the study- July 2011) 
3 Concerning the research methods, the coordinator asked for the expert’s feedback in order to improve the approach in future studies. The majority of participants agreed that one contact point per country should be a good approach. It could be the contact person for other local experts in their country. In the future, participants also suggested that it could be workshops and public consultations at national level to validate the results. 
4 Mainstream devices & accessibility: the participants outlined the importance to extra-pushing to mainstream design and financial schemes to support them (e.g ebooks, etc.)
5 Public and Private organisations & eAccessibility: In the survey for users organizations, Steven Sintini highlighted user organizations perceives that public websites perform better than the private ones in Europe. However, the perception in third countries is the opposite: private websites performed better. It was some discussions on potential policy implications of these perceptions. 
6 Web 2.0 & accessibility: Some discussions arose on how a legal framework can cover that. It is a complex issue and even US has not yet solved it, as the US experts in the workshop highlighted.
7 Some questions were addressed to the national experts that were participating in the session. Concretely, there was one question concerning The Netherlands guidelines on web accessibility and the new German BITV 2.0 legislation. 
8 Some interesting reports were mentioned during the Workshop session (e.g ANEC report). The participants agreed to send them to Espen Dennis Kristoffersen and he would circulate them amongst the participants.
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