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Executive Summary

This report presents the results of a study to provide data and analysis to support the European Commission in the identification of EU-level measures that can help to progress the achievement of greater levels of web accessibility across the Member States.  A core focus of the report is on the issue of transitioning to WCAG 2.0 guidelines against the current background where Member States have, in the main, being targeting their efforts towards the earlier WCAG 1.0 guidelines.

The main methods used in generating the data and information presented in the report were:

· collection of information on the national situations in selected Member States (through desk research and information provided by official contacts)

· examination of compliance with WCAG 1.0 and 2.0 guidelines for a representative sample of websites.

The aim was to provide evidence and analysis to help understand and compare the approaches followed by the European countries, with a view to identifying issues and challenges, good practices and future priorities in the web accessibility field.

A.  Main conclusions

The key overall conclusions that can be drawn from this study are as follows:

· Levels of full compliance with existing web accessibility guidelines (generally WCAG 1.0 based) remain very low and, at current rates of progress, the web accessibility situation across the EU seems set to fall far short of the targets set for 2010 in the Riga Declaration; however, some more hidden progress towards accessibility (for government websites at least) seems to be detectable which is not being picked up by metrics that simply apply a 'pass/fail' logic

· Web sites often fail to maintain compliance over time - sites that pass the accessibility tests at one time often fail when measured at another time

· The scope of coverage of existing web accessibility legislation/regulations varies across the Member States: in most countries, central government websites are covered but there is a lot more variability as regards coverage of other levels of governance; also, coverage of websites of non-governmental services of 'public interest' is a lot more limited

· WCAG 2.0 may well ultimately bring positive benefits in terms of the levels of accessibility that are supported but the process of implementing the new guidelines is seen in many Member States to give rise to new challenges

· Careful consideration needs to be given to developing an effective transitioning process and timeframe, that interweaves as un-problematically as possible with existing efforts and timeframes associated with the current standards/guidelines that have been applied in the Member States

· A variety of actions at EU-level that have been suggested by the parties concerned in Member States could help in the transitioning process as well as in supporting the achievement of web accessibility goals more generally.

B.  Key findings in relation to the core themes of the study

Compliance assessment

Systematic compliance assessment conducted for this study
· Overall, the low levels of full compliance with WCAG 1.0 that have been reported by earlier research still prevail

· However, more fine-grained analysis suggests that there may be progress being achieved that is not being captured when only full compliance (i.e. passing both automatic and manual tests) is considered from a 'pass/fail' point of view; such an analysis (at least for the covered countries) suggests that there may be a certain degree of hidden progress towards accessibility, especially in the case of government websites but less so in the case of 'public interest' websites more generally

· A noticeable ‘churn’ rate can be observed over the time; a substantial proportion of websites that have achieved a certain level of accessibility in one year seem not to sustain this in subsequent years.

Current approaches to compliance assessment in the Member States

· Compliance monitoring has so far focused on WCAG 1.0, with some variation as regards the level/checkpoints addressed (level AA has been more commonly applied in the countries covered in the study). First experiences have been gained in one country (AT) with assessment of a small sample of sites against WCAG 2.0 criteria (using an extensive methodological approach involving both expert and user assessment)

· Results from nationally available data are not comparable across countries due to variable samples and methods applied. The latter is reflected in various types of metrics used for assessment/reporting purposes. Some are strict in terms of ‘pass’ or ‘fail' while others are more pragmatic / generous in terms of indicating the situation in relative terms

· The scope of monitoring in terms of levels of government covered varies a lot;  all efforts seem to give some attention to central government sites but there is a lot more variability as to whether local government is addressed; very few examples were found of coverage of sites of 'public interest' more generally.

Exploration of compliance with WCAG 2.0

· None of the sample of websites that were surveyed achieved WCAG 2.0 compliance in accordance with the (manual) method used in this study, but then none of them achieved full WCAG 1.0 compliance either (by passing both automatic and manual testing)

· In general, and as might be expected, it seems that effort spent on working to achieve accessibility based on WCAG 1.0 compliance is likely to place websites in a position where less effort will be required to bring them to WCAG 2.0 compliance than would be the case for sites that have not made such progress towards WCAG 1.0 compliance already

· The better levels of progress towards WCAG 1.0 compliance found amongst government websites (in this survey) seems to be reflected in a shorter estimated 'distance' from WCAG 2.0 in terms of the effort that might be required to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance.

Progressing web accessibility in general

· Although an obligation towards accessibility of web sites has been introduced in all the countries covered, there is considerable variation in terms of the types of legislative/regulative approaches that are adopted and in the types of web sites that are addressed. To a large extent, legal/regulatory obligations seem primarily to be directed towards web sites of public administration at the upper governance levels, with a lot of variation as regards the extent to which lower levels of governance are also addressed. Web sites of services of public interest are addressed to a much lesser extent and, where they are, it tends to be more a general reference rather than precise specification of the particular services that fall within the scope of the legislation. 

· All of the countries covered have specified national web accessibility guidelines that rely upon WCAG 1.0 criteria, although there is some variety in terms of checkpoints actually considered and sometimes additional criteria have been added that are derived from other sources (e.g. section 508 of the US Rehabilitation Act and ISO). In some cases a formal obligation been put in place to keep track with developments in international standards and to update national guidelines in the light of these.  The desirability of a common set of criteria to be applied across all European countries was mentioned by some commentators.

· Across the countries, there is a diversity of time frames in place for implementing national web accessibility obligations, which seems to derive from the different points in time when national policies were developed. The adoption of staged approaches enabling existing web sites to take more time for implementing national guidelines/standards than ones that are being newly established reflects the general assumption that less effort would be required to design accessibility into a web site right from the start, when compared with retrofitting it into existing sites. However, there seems to be little hard evidence on costs actually involved in the implementation of national web accessibility guidelines/standards. Generally, it was felt that such evidence is very difficult to generate given the complexities of the matter and the variety of web sites that are potentially concerned.

· Lack of awareness of the importance of web accessibility for disabled users and a lack of expertise and knowledge about how to implement existing guidelines was felt to be a core barrier towards meeting web accessibility targets. Most of the covered countries have thus implemented measures to address these aspects. To date, most effort seems to have been directed towards awareness and knowledge about technical specifications. The establishment of intra-organisational processes to maintain accessibility in the longer run seems to have received less attention so far, although some examples of efforts in this regard were identified.

· Enforcement mechanisms – where they exist - vary quite a lot in terms of scope and strength, and this reflects to some extent the administrative/legal context within which web accessibility obligations have been imposed. The absence of any extensive body of case law in the field of web accessibility in European countries and the apparently limited use of direct sanctioning by authorised bodies would suggest that enforcement practices have not so far been a key driver towards web accessibility in most countries as of today. This seems also to be the case in relation to certification/labelling, which has largely been implemented on a voluntary basis up to now.

Transitioning to WCAG 2.0 guidelines

· The issue of transitioning to WCAG 2.0 is officially on the agenda in most countries, although the ways that this is being addressed vary 

· Whilst the need to move to WCAG 2.0 seems to be accepted, in practical terms this is not being seen as a (long-awaited) 'solution' to the web accessibility challenge; it adds additional complexity that must be dealt with against the backdrop of the overarching challenge to achieve and maintain web accessibility more generally, and the implementation process must be carefully interwoven with existing efforts on the part of web owners who are working to earlier standards

· The most common transitional activities at present are translation of the WCAG 2.0 recommendations and revision of existing national standards/guidelines

· There seems to be considerable variability across the Member States in the extent of  a priori scrutiny being given to the implications of transition to WCAG 2.0 

· There is no clear picture as regards a potentially suitable common timeframe for transition to WCAG 2.0 across the Member States

· The biggest and/or most commonly mentioned transitioning issues and challenges in the Member States at present include:

· compliance assessment against WCAG 2.0, given the absence of agreed tools for this

· dealing with the challenges posed by the perceived increased complexity associated with WCAG 2.0 and the difficulties expected for web owners to implement the new guidelines; including the need to provide more extensive accompanying measures to support web owners

· concerns to ensure that efforts already directed towards achieving WCAG 1.0 compliance will not be wasted, as well as concerns to ensure that WCAG 2.0 implementation will not increase the costs of achieving web accessibility (especially against the background of an unfavorable economic situation)

· linked to this, the need to maintain as much continuity with existing national standards/guidelines a possible whilst moving to WCAG 2.0 based standards

· the need to allow sufficient time for websites to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance and to recognize that this may be a slow process in many cases

· the need to take into account existing timeframes for WCAG 1.0 compliance when seeking to set timeframes for WCAG 2.0 compliance

· Various EU-level measures that could help were mentioned, most commonly:

· support for awareness-raising and training

· development of a common benchmarking approach for the Member States

· establishment of mechanism/forum for Member States to exchange experiences.

C.  Possible EU policy actions

Improving compliance assessment

· As regards compliance assessments conducted by the Member States, there is scope for supporting the development of a common approach at the European level in terms of samples covered (including levels of governance addressed) and methods employed, with a view to enable coordinated tracking of progress across countries. This was something that was explicitly suggested by some of the Member State officials that were consulted as part of this study

· Consider establishing an EU-supported exercise (study/working group, for example) to examine the scope for more refined metrics in this field, with a view to enable tracking of useful progress over time even if full and exhaustive compliance may not have been achieved by a web site.  Such an approach could be a pragmatic one, geared towards better recognising and documenting positive achievements in terms of improved accessibility for users even if the achieved level of accessibility is still not 'perfect'.  The need for more EU-level attention to the metrics used in this field is reinforced by the finding that some Member States are already adopting more pragmatic approaches in a variety of ways and the issue has also emerged in public web owner discourse in some countries.

· Give more attention and visibility to the 'churn' issue in policy - raise awareness and support dialogue on how sustainability of accessibility achievements can be maintained over time

· Engage in dialogue with Member States with a view to arriving at a common view on which types of non-government web sites can be considered as being of key ‘public interest’, and on how to better reach these in web accessibility efforts at the national level. The evidence suggests that, in general, such sites are making less progress towards accessibility than are government websites (at least in the countries covered). There may also be merit in directly involving umbrella organisations representing relevant actor groupings at the European level, e.g. the media industry, the banking industry, the transport industry, the retail industry, the internet services industry, the telecommunications industry, the educational sector and other such players.

· Provide support for a larger-scale exercise to assess the extent of additional effort required to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance given the current baseline situation as regards WCAG 1.0 compliance levels. In the meantime, the findings from this study that, as might be expected, effort spent on working to achieve compliance with WCAG 1.0 is likely to place websites in a position where less effort will be required to bring them to WCAG 2.0 compliance are important. Even if necessarily only of an indicative value for now, this could be helpful in the context of concerns to ensure that existing efforts by web owners towards WCAG 1.0 will not be wasted when WCAG 2.0 criteria are introduced 

Progressing web accessibility in general

· Initiate consultation with the Member States on (as far as appropriate in coordination with work currently conducted under Mandate 376 to the European Standardisation Organisations) on:

· the types of web sites to be covered by national obligations at a minimum

· realistic time frames that can be achieved by the various website owner groupings concerned
· a common approach towards accessibility criteria that could be taken up in national guidelines/standards

· a common approach towards the provision of accessibility information (e.g. web accessibility statement and guidance) on public and other websites
· Consolidate experiences gained in the Member States in relation to awareness-raising and capacity-building geared towards specific actor groupings such as decision-makers at policy level, web managers/masters, the web designer community and the like in order to bring these experiences into the process of dialogue with Member States.

· There is scope for supporting the development of guidance and tools to support relevant stakeholders in putting intra-organisational processes in place that enable implementation and sustained maintenance of web accessibly over time. This concerns both the public sector (e.g. relevant government agencies) and the commercial sector (e.g. industries that can be considered as being of ‘public interest’).

Transitioning to WCAG 2.0 guidelines

· Initiate consultation with the Member States on:

· how to achieve a common approach in relation to technical aspects of the transition to WCAG 2.0 (updating of national standards/guidelines, compliance assessment and benchmarking approaches to be adopted, etc.)

· establishment of common compliance targets and timeframes to be imposed.

· Implement measures to support progress on specific technical aspects:

· support for the development of a common European WCAG 2.0 compliance assessment and benchmarking approach

· support for the development of an agreed mapping between WCAG 1.0 and WCAG 2.0 criteria for given levels of compliance.

· Implement a programme of practical accompanying measures:

· EU-level driven awareness-raising and support for training of the relevant stakeholders across Europe

· establish and operate a mechanism/forum for Member States to exchange experiences: both an online environment and a regular face-to-face forum could be considered in this context.

1 Introduction

This report presents the results of a study to provide data and analysis to support the European Commission in the identification of EU-level measures that can help to progress the achievement of greater levels of web accessibility across the Member States.  The aim was to provide evidence and analysis to help understand and compare the approaches followed by the European countries, with a view to identifying issues and challenges, good practices and future priorities in the web accessibility field.

The main methods used in generating the data and information presented in the report were:

· collection of information on the national situations in selected Member States (through desk research and information provided by official contacts)

· examination of compliance with WCAG 1.0 and 2.0 guidelines for a representative sample of websites.

The core focus of the report is on the issue of transitioning to WCAG 2.0 guidelines against the current background where Member States have, in the main, being targeting their efforts towards the earlier WCAG 1.0 guidelines.  The Commission Communication “Towards an accessible information society” of 2008
 and subsequent Council Resolution of 2009
 have given a high priority to the adoption of the version 2.0 guidelines.  

The report is structured into three main Chapters.  Chapter two addresses the issue of levels of compliance; Chapter 3 addresses current approaches and plans for migration, including emerging indications of good practice in these regards; and Chapter 4 presents a summary of the conclusions of the study and recommendations for possible EU actions in this field.

2 Current levels of compliance

Compliance refers to the conformance of websites with specified web accessibility standards or guidelines.  Levels of compliance are generally expressed in terms of the percentages of a given universe of websites that conform to defined accessibility requirements.  In this study, the issue of compliance was examined from three points of view.  

Section 2.1 presents the results of a systematic assessment of levels of compliance of a representative sample of websites against WCAG 1.0 criteria.  This includes results of a survey conducted in 2009 as part of this study and some interesting trends that can be discerned from time-series data for 2007, 2008 and 2009.  

Section 2.2 presents and discusses how compliance is currently being measured and/or monitored in the Member States themselves.  This provides a useful point of reference for any possible EU-level measures that might be considered in relation to the introduction of a harmonised approach across the EU countries.

Section 2.3 presents the results of a ground breaking, if still exploratory exercise to examine the implications of WCAG 2.0 for websites that have already achieved particular levels of compliance against WCAG 1.0 criteria.  This is useful for gaining some initial indications as to how much additional effort, if any, might be imposed by the introduction of WCAG 2.0 criteria.

2.1 Current levels of WCAG 1.0 compliance 

A systematic assessment of WCAG 1.0 compliance of a representative sample of websites was conducted by the study team.  In order to provide continuity with previous monitoring exercises the same universe of 120 websites that were included in assessments in 2007 and 2008 in the context of the MeAC study
 was chosen for the current study.  These represent a systematic selection of comparable public and public interest web sites across 10 countries.
 

For the assessment of WCAG 1.0 compliance, the yardstick chosen was compliance with single A criteria. All web sites were automatically tested against this yardstick, and those sites that passed automatic testing then underwent manual assessment.  The automated assessment was undertaken using the software tool Test Accessibilidad Web (TAW)
 which has been widely used within Europe.

A methodologically consistent approach to that applied in the MeAC study was utilised in the current study to enable comparison of the WCAG 1.0 compliance situation in 2009 with that in previous years and, moreover, to provide a segmentation of websites based on WCAG 1.0 accessibility levels that could be incorporated into the analytic perspective to be employed in the WCAG 2.0 compliance assessment (this aspect is addressed in section 2.3).  

2.1.1 No improvement in full compliance, but signs of some limited progress

The results of the compliance assessments conducted over the three years are presented in Exhibit 1. 

Exhibit 1: WCAG 1.0 compliance levels over time

	Year
	Total no. of sites tested

	% of sites that passed automatic & manual testing
	% of sites that passed automatic testing only 

	2009
	102
	0 
	22.5 

	2008
	106
	2.9
	20.0

	2007
	110
	3.6 
	11.8 


It can be seen that none of the websites surveyed achieved full WCAG1.0 compliance (i.e. passed both automatic and manual testing) in 2009, with this being an even poorer result than that achieved in either of the previous two years.  Nevertheless, some limited progress can be detected in terms of sites passing the automatic (but not the manual) test, with a somewhat better result in 2008 compared with 2007 which seems to have been more or less sustained in 2009.
  However, it needs to be noted that the 10 countries included in the time series are ones that were selected for the most part as having relatively stronger efforts in web accessibility, so that even the relatively limited progress in these countries may be less likely to be found across the full spectrum of EU countries.

When considering the issue of progress towards accessibility, even if full compliance (and then only at the most basic Level A yardstick) is not much in evidence, it is also useful to consider a wider spread of compliance levels than those included in Exhibit 1. One example of such a more differentiated approach would involve the following compliance categories:

· Fail – Websites that clearly fail in Level A conformance; site fails one or more automatic priority 1 checks

· Marginal Fail - Websites that fail automatic testing, but only in relation to check point 1.1 (Alt Text) at a level below specific quantitative thresholds
 

· Pass (Automatic only) – Websites that fully passed automatic testing, but fail subsequent manual testing  

· Pass (Automatic and Manual) – Websites that pass automatic testing and all checkpoints that were manually assessed as well.

When this approach is applied, about 15% of sites fall within the ‘marginal fail’ category in the 2009 measurement, with roughly similar percentages in the other years as well (Exhibit 2).  The combined results for automatic passes and marginal fails would suggest that perhaps around one-third of the websites assessed may have quite a degree of accessibility, even if not fully compliant (even at the lowest, single A, level).

Exhibit 2: Web accessibility WCAG 1.0 compliance levels,
 including 'marginal' fails

	Year
	% of sites that passed automatic & manual testing
	% of sites that passed automatic testing only 
	%. of sites that marginally failed automatic testing
	% of sites that failed (more then marginally)

	2009
	0.0
	22.5
	14.7
	62.8

	2008
	2.9
	20.0
	18.1
	59.0

	2007
	3.6 
	11.8
	15.5
	69.1


2.1.2 Churn in website accessibility

A closer look at the individual websites that have passed the automatic testing procedure against WCAG 1.0 single A criteria reveals a considerable 'churn' rate over time, where 'churn' is defined as movement of individual websites into and out of accessibility compliance over time.  As can be seen from Exhibit 3 below, only 14 of the 24 sites that had passed the automatic test in 2008 did so in 2009, whereas 9 new sites had reached this level of accessibility. 

This churn is something that has also been reported in earlier national research revealing significant churn rates as well.
  

Exhibit 3: Web accessibility churn rates

	Year
	Total sites passing automatic only and/or automatic and manual
	Number of sites which also passed in previous year
	Number of sited which newly pass

	2007
	17 
	n/a
	n/a

	2008
	24*
	13
	10

	2009
	23
	14
	9


* One site could not be tested in 2007 due to technical problem

Overall, the available evidence points to the need for more sustainable efforts towards achieving web accessibility and towards maintaining it once it has been achieved.  This is something that has been mentioned elsewhere by various commentators, particularly around the need for a cultural change amongst web designers and developers in relation to accessibility.  Also relevant is the fact that there can be many contributors of content to a website, which may present challenges to implementing a coordinated and sustained approach to accessibility.  This issue also arose in the discussions with officials in selected Member States conducted for the purposes of this study (see 3.1.and 3.2). 

2.1.3 Government sites perform better

As can be seen from Exhibit 4, performance of government websites is a lot better than that of ‘public interest’ websites, especially as regards passing automatic testing.  Also, almost all of whatever progress can be discerned in the last few years has come from this side.  Nevertheless, it should be noted that it is still the case that very few of the government websites surveyed were fully compliant even with Level A criteria.

Exhibit 4: Sectoral comparisons in levels of WCAG 1.0 compliance

	Type
	Failure Level 
	% websites

	
	
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Government
	Failed automatic testing (marginally)
	22.2
	28.6
	20.8

	
	Passed automatic testing
	18.5
	36.7
	43.8

	
	Passed automatic and manual testing  
	7.4
	2.0
	0.0

	'Public interest'
	Failed automatic testing (marginally)
	8.9
	8.8 
	9.3

	
	Passed automatic testing
	5.4
	5.4
	3.7

	
	Passed manual and automatic testing 
	0.0
	3.6
	0.0



Also, the more fine-grained assessment shows that government websites in the countries covered are considerably more likely to fail only marginally (20% or more in each year) in comparison to the ‘public interest’ sites (about 9% in each year). This suggests that up to two-thirds of the government sites in the covered countries may have quite a degree of accessibility, even if not fully compliant, and that such progress is not being picked up in the generally used ‘pass-or-fail’ metrics.

2.1.4 Conclusive summary

A number of core conclusions emerge from the evidence as follows:

· Overall, the low levels of full compliance with WCAG 1.0 that have been reported by earlier research still prevail

· However, more fine-grained analysis suggests that there may be progress being achieved that is not being captured when only full compliance (i.e. passing both automatic and manual tests) is considered from a 'pass/fail' point of view; such an analysis (at least for the covered countries) suggests that there may be a certain degree of hidden progress towards accessibility, especially in the case of government websites but less so in the case of 'public interest' websites more generally.

· A noticeable ‘churn’ rate can be observed over the time; a substantial proportion of websites that have achieved a certain level of accessibility in one year seem not to sustain this in subsequent years.

2.2 How compliance is being addressed in the different Member States

The information and analysis presented in this section comes from the Member States that were covered in the policy/practice survey conducted as part of this study.  Information from a total of 11 countries
 was received and the results reported in this section and also in sections 3.1 and 3.2 are based on the information from these. 

2.2.1 Whether and how assessment/monitoring is being conducted

In almost all of the countries covered at least some type of monitoring effort has been pursed in recent years with a view to keeping track of the accessibility situation in the web domain. However, there is wide diversity as regards both the general scope and particular methodological approaches that have been adopted for this purpose. Also the institutional context within which web accessibility monitoring is taking place varies quite a lot. Box 1 overleaf provides a summary of key conceptual / methodological characteristics of national sources of compliance data as they are currently available at the country-level (for details see Annex II).

Examples of both once-off and ongoing monitoring of web accessibility can be found across the countries surveyed.  Once-off studies may be carried out by government agencies themselves or by external parties on their behalf. Ongoing monitoring may take place as a dedicated exercise to address web accessibility, in particular, or may sometimes involve the integration of web accessibility criteria in mechanisms directed towards monitoring the implementation of national eGovernment strategies more generally. In the latter case ‘e-accessibility’ constitutes one dimension amongst others (e.g. the range of public services provided online) being monitored on a regular basis.  Apart from this, quite a number of national monitoring studies have been conducted by NGOs without any involvement of the government.
	Box 1: 
Key characteristics of national sources of currently available compliance data

	Type of approach
adopted
	Instances
found


	Type of monitoring approach

Once-off studies 
6

Ongoing eGovernment observatory 
2

Ongoing eAccessibility observatory 
4


Types of web sites covered

Central Government Websites 
12

Local Government Websites 
7

Other web sites of public interest 
4

Private web sites 
2


Sampling size

Maximum sample size 
1400

Minimum sample size 
11

Average sample size 
372


Independent of the institutional context within which web accessibility monitoring is currently taking place, there is wide variety in terms of scope and methodological approaches adopted. Although most current approaches put the focus on government web sites, there are varying degrees of coverage of the different governance levels (central, regional and local government). Other public sector web sites and services of public interest tend to be covered to a lesser extent, and commercial web sites seem to have only been covered occasionally as of today.

In terms of methodological approach adopted for the purposes of web accessibility monitoring, current efforts range from checking a larger number of sites with the help of automatic tools to in-depth assessment of a smaller number of sites through a combination of automatic/manual expert and end-user assessment. Accordingly, sample sizes vary a lot (from a low of 11 to a high of 1400) as regards the number of web sites sampled for evaluation purposes in different exercises across the countries.

Finally, the time intervals at which monitoring takes place also vary considerably, with relatively few examples of consistent and regular monitoring. Often, individual studies with varying scope and/or methodological approach have been conducted periodically, with time intervals ranging from one to several years.

2.2.2 The standards/guidelines that are applied

	Box2:
Evaluation method and accessibility criteria applied in the framework of national monitoring efforts 

	Yardstick 
applied
	Instances
found


	Evaluation method applied

Automatic evaluation only 
2
Automatic & manual evaluation
9
Manual evaluation only 
1
Accessibility criteria applied

WCAG 1.0 level A criteria only
2
WCAG 1.0 level AA criteria only
5
WCAG 1.0 level AAA  criteria only
1
WCAG 1.0 and other criteria
3

WCAG 2.0 criteria 
1


Box 2 presents an overview of the different yardsticks that have been applied up to now in evaluation methods and accessibility criteria used in the various monitoring efforts pursued across the countries (for details see Annex II). So far, the main approaches have been based on WCAG 1.0. Within this study only one exception could be identified where WCAG 2.0 has been applied (AT) and, in that case, only to a small sample of government web sites in the context of a qualitative approach. Where WCAG 1.0 has been used as a yardstick the double A level of accessibility has been more commonly applied than the single A level, at least amongst the countries addressed in this study.  In some cases, however, the WCAG criteria have been augmented with criteria that were defined / selected nationally.

2.2.3 The compliance results that are available / being reported

In view of the wide variety of approaches that have been pursued in relation to web accessibility monitoring so far, it is not surprising that there is little consistency as regards reporting of outcomes (for details see Annex II).  In some cases, metrics used for reporting purposes are relatively ‘strict’ in terms of only indicating whether or not a web site fully complies with the accessibility criteria applied. In other cases the metrics that are used indicate relative levels of accessibility achieved in terms of percentages of accessibility requirements being met per web site. 

In some cases, also, more ‘pragmatic’ reporting practices can be found, for example, in terms of relative assessment categories such as 'perfect', 'good', 'average' and 'bad'. There are also examples of efforts to recognise positive achievements even if a site formally fails the yardstick that is applied e.g. in terms of categories such as 'fairly accessible'.

In view of the diversity of the monitoring approaches and reporting practices pursued at the national level, it is very difficult to derive a reliable overall picture on the current accessibility situation across countries on the basis of current nationally-produced data.

2.2.4 Conclusive summary

In summary the following key issues emerge from the evidence:  

· Compliance monitoring has so far focused on WCAG 1.0, with some variation as regards the level/checkpoints addressed (level AA has been more commonly applied in the countries covered in the study). First experiences have been gained in one country (AT) with assessment of a small sample of sites against WCAG 2.0 criteria (using an extensive methodological approach involving both expert and user assessment)

· Results from nationally available data are not comparable across countries due to variable samples and methods applied. The latter is reflected in various types of metrics used for assessment/reporting purposes. Some are strict in terms of ‘pass’ or ‘fail' while others are more pragmatic / generous in terms of indicating the situation in relative terms

· The scope of monitoring in terms of levels of government covered varies a lot;  all efforts seem to give some attention to central government sites but there is a lot more variability as to whether local government is addressed; very few examples were found of coverage of sites of 'public interest' more generally.

Note: Particular issues relating to transitioning to WCAG 2.0 are addressed in later sections. 

2.3 Exploration of compliance with WCAG 2.0

The focus of almost all policy and therefore of practical efforts towards achieving web accessibility to date has been oriented towards compliance with WCAG 1.0.  An important issue in relation to the transition to WCAG 2.0 thus concerns the degree of equivalence between achieved compliance with WCAG 1.0 and likely compliance with WCAG 2.0. As the newly adopted WCAG 2.0 guidelines represent not just an updated version of its predecessor (WCAG 1.0) but also an entirely new approach towards specifying accessibility requirements for web sites, a simple one-to-one matching of WCAG 1.0 and 2.0 requirements is however not possible. It is thus not surprising that no systematic evidence has yet become available on the extent to which additional effort may be required to bring a website with a given level of compliance with WCAG 1.0 to an equivalent level of compliance with WCAG 2.0.

Within the relatively limited scope of this study it was possible to conduct just a first, exploratory effort to gauge these aspects by assessing the same set of websites that were checked for WCAG 1.0 compliance also against WCAG 2.0 compliance (full methodological details are provided in Annex I).  In this regard, it must be noted that there were not yet available any tools for large-scale automatic testing of web sites against WCAG 2.0 so it was necessary to conduct the investigation manually for each website. The manual assessment consisted of selecting 3 pages within a given site: the Home Page, the Contact Page and the Search. Each of these pages was subjected to a Manual Assessment which was guided by a compiled worksheet
 which detailed the Success Criteria and defined the Pass and Failure Criteria at Level A.  

Based on this approach, it was found that none of the websites checked were fully compliant with WCAG 2.0 Level A criteria. This is perhaps not surprising given that none of the websites were fully compliant with WCAG 1.0 Level A criteria in the first place (none passed both automatic and manual testing).

Against this background it is useful to try to put some scale on the relative 'distance' the websites under investigation were from compliance with WCAG 2.0 level A criteria, and then to see how this maps to the different levels of progress towards WCAG 1.0 compliance that they have already achieved (pass automatic test, marginal fail against automatic test, and so on), as discussed in section 2.1.  This can help to provide some insight into whether those who have already apparently put some efforts towards achieving a degree of WCAG 1.0 compliance may have less to do to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance than those who are still very far from WCAG 1.0 compliance.  Such a finding is what might be expected given that WCAG 2.0 has evolved from WCAG 1.0, but the issue seems not yet to be have been examined 'in the field' in the manner discussed above and it seems to be a source of potential concern amongst the relevant stakeholders.

To do this, a relative 'WCAG 2.0 distance' indicator was developed and applied for purposes of this study.  In a first step, each instance of a checkpoint failure was assessed in terms of the estimated effort that would be required to correct it.  These estimates were made by an experienced web designer/developer familiar with WCAG2.0 Success Criteria and how they can be resolved
.  This was a substantial exercise as it required each of the more than 1,000 checkpoint failure instances that were found in the sample of websites to be assessed. 

In order to derive an overall score for 'distance' from WCAG 2.0 accessibility for each website, an index was constructed that aggregated the scaled effort indicator scores for each individual checkpoint failure that needed to be fixed on that site. Exhibit 5 presents the scoring system that was used for this purpose. A score of 1, 5 or 10 was assigned to each instance of required fix identified at a given web site, depending on whether it was judged to be of a 'minor', 'considerable', or 'major' type, respectively. An overall score was then calculated for the site by summing up the individual scores achieved across all fixes required for that site.

Exhibit 5:  'WCAG 2.0 distance indicator’ scoring system

	Sub-component 
	Sub-component scores
	Number of occurrences
	Sub-component indicator score

	Each ‘minor fix’ needed 
	ca = 1
	na
	na * ca 

	Each ‘considerable fix’ needed 
	cb = 5
	nb
	nb * cb 

	Each ‘major fix’ needed 
	cc = 10
	nc
	nc * cc 

	Total indicator score
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As can be seen from Exhibit 6, a clear pattern emerges from this approach in that, in general, websites that are nearer to WCAG 1.0 compliance are likely to require less effort to make them compliant with WCAG 2.0 criteria than are websites that are currently further away from WCAG 1.0 compliance
.

Exhibit 6: Average 'WCAG 2.0 distance' indicator score according to WCAG 1.0 compliance categories 

	
	Average score on 'WCAG 2.0 distance' index

	
	Government 
websites
	Public interest 
websites 
	All websites
combined

	Sites that passed automatic testing against WCAG 1.0
	12.3
	35.0
	14.3

	Sites that marginally failed automatic testing against WCAG 1.0
	20.6
	37.6
	26.3

	Sites that failed automatic testing against WCAG 1.0
	29.9
	36.7
	34.9


(n=102)

These patterns found for the overall 'distance' index are also replicated in terms of the average number of different types of failure 'fix' required for the different categories of website.  As shown in Exhibit 7, for example, the further a site is from WCAG 1.0 accessibility the higher the number of 'fixes' that would apparently be required, on average, to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance, and the greater the likelihood that the fixes required would include those of the more substantial kind.  Exhibit 8 shows that the pattern of better performance by government websites is also replicated
.

 Exhibit 7: Average no. of WCAG 2.0 related fixes required according to levels of WCAG 1.0 accessibility achieved 

	
	Average number of fixes (of different levels) needed

	
	Sites that passed WCAG 1.0 automatic testing 
	Sites that Marginally Failed WCAG 1.0 automatic testing
	Sites that Clearly Failed WCAG 1.0 automatic testing

	
Minor fixes


	5.4
	8.3
	9.5

	
Considerable fixes

	0.6
	1.9
	2.4

	Major fixes

	0.6
	0.9
	1.3


Exhibit 8: Average no. of WCAG 2.0 related fixes required according sector

	
	Average number of fixes (of different levels) needed

	
	Government Websites
	Public interest websites

	
Minor fixes


	6.3
	10.2

	
Considerable fixes

	1.3
	2.5

	Major fixes


	0.8
	1.4


As regards those sites that passed automatic testing against WCAG 1.0, a number of general observations can be made in relation to frequent types of fixes that would be required in order to fully comply with the web accessibility yardstick applied for the purpose of this study (for details on failure frequencies see Annex I).

More minor fixes that would frequently be required concerned to a large extent the ‘characteristic’ failing by websites on ALT Text (WCAG 1.0 & 2.0 Checkpoint). Other minor fixes frequently included issues associated with semantic mark-up (WCAG 1.0 & 2.0 Checkpoint), the declaration of the website language within a page (WCAG 1.0 & 2.0 Checkpoint) and the provision of a link to skip navigation and other page elements that are repeated across web pages (WCAG 2.0 Checkpoint).   

More considerable fixes that would be required often concerned HTML/XHTML validation/parsing errors, a dedicated WCAG 2.0 checkpoint that developers can however easily check themselves with the validator tool provided by the W3C (http://validator.w3.org/). It would appear that in many cases this tool had not been used. Also, considerable fixes concerned the incorrect use of tables for layout purposes (WCAG 1.0 & 2.0 Checkpoint).   

2.3.1 Conclusive summary

A number of core issues emerge from the evidence as follows:

· None of the sample of websites that were surveyed achieved WCAG 2.0 compliance in accordance with the (manual) method used in this study, but then none of them achieved full WCAG 1.0 compliance either (passing both automatic and manual testing)

· In general, and as might be expected, it seems that effort spent on working to achieve accessibility based on WCAG 1.0 compliance is likely to place websites in a position where less effort will be required to bring them to WCAG 2.0 compliance than would be the case for sites that have not made such progress towards WCAG 1.0 compliance already

· The better levels of progress towards WCAG 1.0 compliance found amongst government websites (in this survey) seems to be reflected in a shorter estimated 'distance' from WCAG 2.0 in terms of the effort that might be required to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance.

3 Approaches and issues in current Member State policies on web accessibility

This Chapter looks at the approaches to web accessibility currently being conducted in the Member States and issues arising in relation to this.  Section 3.1 addresses web accessibility approaches in general and section 3.2 looks at the situation as regards transition to the WCAG 2.0 guidelines.

3.1 Web accessibility approaches in general

This section looks at the general approaches to web accessibility in the Member States covered in the policy survey conducted for this study.  In order to set the scene, some empirical evidence on factors associated with better achievements as regards web accessibility across countries is first presented in section 3.1.1.  Subsequent sections then address the ways that obligations are imposed in law or other regulatory measures (section 3.1.2) and the types of measures adopted to implement the obligations (3.1.3).

3.1.1 Clear obligations plus practical supports yield best results

Evidence from earlier research shows that when policy in this field is well-developed and effectively implemented it has strong positive impacts on levels of public website accessibility in a country.
  

Exhibit 9: Impact of public policy on extent of accessibility of 
key government websites
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As shown in Exhibit 9 above, greater success is being achieved in countries where strong laws/regulations have been put in place that are also followed-up with strong supportive implementation actions.  It seems that even apparently strong laws, without accompanying support actions, are sometimes not (at least yet) having effective impacts.

The following sections look more closely at the types of legislation or other regulatory mechanisms that have been employed in the countries covered as well as the support measures that have been put in place in order to implement the obligations they impose.

3.1.2 Ways of imposing obligations

	BOX  3:

Key characteristics of national policy approaches adopted towards web accessibility

	Key 
characteristics
	Instances found


	Type of regulatory approach

Obligation imposed by hard law 
6

Obligation imposed by other

regulatory means
2


Types of web sites covered

Public administration web sites at

national governance level addressed
8

Public administration web sites at

regional governance level  addressed
7

Public administration web sites at

municipal governance level  addressed
6

Web sites of specific services of public

interest addressed
4

Intranets
2


Time frames set

Same time frame set for all web sites covered
5

Different time frames set for existing and newly 

to be established web sites covered by regulation
3




In all eight core countries covered by this study an obligation towards web accessibility has been imposed for public web sites. Box 3 provides an overview of the key characteristics of the policy approaches adopted in this regard (for details see Annex II).

In the majority of countries hard law has been introduced that makes provisions in this regard, while two countries (DK, NL) base their policy efforts in this field on parliament resolutions rather than legislation. Where legislation on web accessibility has been put in place, there is considerable variation in the sectoral context and type of legislative instrument utilized in different countries. Some countries make reference to web accessibility in the framework of specific sectoral legislation, e.g. eGovernment and/or public procurement legislation. Other countries address web accessibility, explicitly or implicitly, in the framework of anti-discrimination and equality legislation that is directed towards equitable access to goods and services by people with disabilities in more general terms. This approach can provide disabled people, individually or collectively, with the right to seek redress if a public service provided over the internet is not accessible to them. In some cases, such legislation may introduce a positive duty on public bodies to make the services they provide over the internet (and possibly by other electronic means) accessible in an anticipatory manner, i.e. even before a party seeks redress.

Independent of the type of regulative approach adopted, considerable variation can be observed in the scope of coverage across different types of websites concerned and in timeframes set for implementing the established obligations. Overall, accessibility of customer-facing public administration web sites has been most frequently regulated as of today, and explicit reference to intranets is made only in few cases. Web sites of services of ‘public interest’ have been regulated to a lesser extent so far and, where they are, codification tends to take rather generic forms without exhaustive listings of specific services that are covered. However, observations from the Member States suggest that quite a range of services would seem to be concerned, at least in principle (albeit not necessarily in a single country), including water supply services, educational services, financial services, postal services, broadcasting services, health services and public transport services.  This lack of focused attention on websites of public interest is reflected in the poorer accessibility performance of these types of websites that was already highlighted in section 2.1.1. 

As regards the time dimension of accessibility obligations, all eight countries selected for the purposes of this study have set concrete timeframes for implementing the obligations they have imposed. These range from 2005 up to 2012 across the different countries concerned. 

A number of countries have adopted a staged approach enabling already existing websites to take more time (e.g. one or two years) for implementation when compared with websites that are newly to be established. The adoption of staged implementation timeframes derives from the general assumption that it is more demanding to retrofit web accessibility to an existing website when compared with designing it into a web site right from the start.

3.1.3 Ways of implementing obligations

The diversity of approaches that can be observed in the ways that web accessibility obligations are imposed is reflected by a similar diversity in the concrete implementation measures that have been put in place.  Across Europe and beyond, within countries, web accessibility policies in place have sometimes tended to emerge in an evolutionary manner, with a greater or lesser degree of coordination
.  A certain fragmentation can therefore sometimes be observed, including overlapping measures pursued by different parties in a given country.

Nevertheless, the evidence collated across the eight countries selected for purposes of this study indicates a number of key elements that seem relevant for effective web accessibility policy implementation mechanisms. These are discussed in the following. Details on individual countries are provided in a summary table presented in Annex II.

Specifying official web accessibility guidelines and standards 

In all countries under investigation, the starting point for implementation of regulatory obligations towards web accessibility has been the development of official national guidelines, although formal involvement of national standardisation bodies has remained an exception in this. The requirements imposed are generally compliant with WCAG 1.0 guidelines, mainly single A and double A criteria. At least in two cases (SK, IT), however, additional criteria have been specified in the national guidelines/standard, derived from section 508 (36 CFR Part 1192.22 for the web) of the US Rehabilitation Act, ISO specifications or selected WCAG 1.0 triple A requirements. 

In some cases (e.g. IT, DK), an obligation has been imposed to keep track with international standards in the web domain, and update national guidelines if required.

Enforcing the implementation of web accessibility obligations

In some of the countries covered, dedicated mechanisms have been put in place to enforce the implementation of national web accessibility guidelines and/or standards, although there is considerable variation across countries in terms of the scope and strength of such mechanisms. In a few countries where hard law has been put in place specific powers to implement direct sanctions for non-compliance have been given to dedicated bodies (e.g. ES, SK). This may include the power to stop the service provided online entirely or to remove content/data from the website concerned. Direct sanctions may also include financial penalties. However, although direct sanctioning of non compliance is, in principle, possible in at least two of the covered countries, it seems that so far no such sanctions have actually been imposed. 

Another enforcement mechanism that is pursued by relevant government bodies in some countries is the so-called ‘comply or explain’ approach (e.g. DK, NL), whereby those responsible for government websites which are found not to comply with national accessibility guidelines within the framework of a systematic assessment procedure need to provide reasoning for this.

Apart from legislation enabling direct sanctioning of non-compliance, in other cases legislation has been put in place where a breach may give rise to civil liability and so enables an individual to pursue an action where it has legal standing. In some cases, anti-discrimination legislation may enable complaints to be submitted to a specific tribunal in the case of alleged discrimination (e.g. UK). An individual may also pursue an action in accordance with the common law in the ‘normal’ way, e.g. by going to court (e.g. UK, IT).  However, as in the case of direct sanctioning of non-compliance, user-driven enforcement does not seem to have happened to a large extent in the countries covered, as reflected by the absence of extensive case law under existing anti-discrimination legislation.

Another form of user-driven enforcement of web accessibility concerns legislation that formalizes what can be termed a ‘structured negotiation process’.  An example is legislation that stipulates the right of registered disability organizations to call upon non-governmental web site owners such as commercial enterprises or relevant sectoral umbrella organizations to enter into structured negotiations with the aim to generate a "target agreement" that defines technical measures to be undertaken by the respective party to implement web accessibility (e.g. DE). Key elements that have to be addressed include: specification of the parties concluding the “target agreement” and of its scope and duration; specification of minimum requirements on how relevant offerings are to be changed so that they are accessible to disabled people; a deadline or time plan by when the minimum requirements must be fulfilled. All “target agreements” that are under negotiation or have been concluded under the legislation are published on a dedicated web site. 

Establishing a central source of expertise that can be consulted by parties responsible for implementing web accessibility

In all countries under investigation, some type of central source of expertise has been set up in order to support parties that are required to implement web accessibility. Relevant expertise may for instance be located within a national Ministry or a dedicated government agency. There are also examples where cooperation with relevant NGOs has been formalised in one way or another, e.g. in the development of supportive materials/measures or monitoring activities (e.g. NL, DE, FR, SK).

In some instances these entities seem to play a mainly reactive role, providing on-demand advice to parties that seek guidance, for instance by means of help desks or WIKIS. In other cases, they may take a more pro-active role, e.g. by pursuing dedicated capacity-building and/or awareness-raising programmes among relevant actor groupings or by conducting monitoring activities.

In countries with decentralised governance structures examples were found where such agencies have played a central role in promoting the implementation of web accessibility policies at the regional and municipal governance levels, e.g. by coordinating the establishment of regional centres of excellence, or by coordinating awareness-raising and capacity-building measures specifically addressing actors at sub-national governance levels (e.g. DE, IT, SK).

Providing practical support to procurers of web related services

Various measures can be identified that are directed towards providing practical assistance to public authorities to incorporate web accessibility into their procurement practices.

One approach concerns the development of public procurement ‘tool kits’ to be used when a public authority is purchasing ICT goods or services. Such software tools have become available in Europe (e.g. DK) and beyond (e.g. USA) and are intended to assist procurers in determining the relevant accessibility requirements for public sector ICT-procurements, including procurement of web-related services. The purchasing public authorities can for instance use the tool when they are preparing the performance specification for their procurement. Usually, the user answers a set of specific questions on the functionalities of the system that they are about to purchase and the toolkit then automatically generates a performance specification that can then be used in their procurement material.

Apart from procurement related support, similar software tools have become available or are planned to be made available with the intention to support relevant parties such as web site managers in the development and maintenance of accessible web sites (e.g. ES). 

More generally, in some cases codes of practice or other forms of practical guidance have been developed to help web owners build and maintain accessible websites, including guidance on procurement related issues (e.g. UK, NL). Here the focus is on providing guidance on process rather than on technical and design issues, including the management of the process of upholding existing accessibility guidelines and specifications.

Building web accessibility capacities among relevant parties

In all countries under investigation the issue of web accessibility related capacity building among relevant actor groupings such as web masters and web developers is receiving particular attention. In this regard, a range of measures could be identified in the countries under investigations. These may include the development of specifically tailored information packages for distribution among different target groups or the setting-up of a central online resource providing guidance on web accessibility issues, e.g. annotation of national web accessibility guidelines, good practice examples and video show cases. Apart from providing passive information for retrieval, in one instance (ES) a specifically tailored online training courses has been made publicly available, involving:

· a 10 hours online course for users

· a 35 hours online course for web managers 

· a 60 hours online course for programmers / web designers.

Apart from online supports for capacity-building, onsite training is provided in several countries as well although with some variation in relation to the target groups being addressed (e.g. ES, IT, FR, SK, DE). Some countries seem to primarily target those parties that are directly concerned by relevant legislation/regulation, such as managers of central government web sites; other countries address wider target populations, including parties that are not covered by relevant legislation such as commercial web site owners and the national web designer community more generally. 

This situation is reflected in the different organisational frameworks within which such measures tend to be organised.  Some countries seem to have implemented onsite training in the framework of intra-administrative educational programmes. In other countries, government bodies or agencies cooperate with external parties such as occupational umbrella organisations, industry associations and universities in planning and conducting onsite web accessibility training for a wider audience.

In one instance (IT), more general capacity building measures have been augmented by a sectoral approach targeting the educational sector in particular. Here a specific project was funded by which schools across the country were provided with dedicated tools and training courses in order to support the development of accessible web sites.

Raising awareness among web site owners more generally

When compared with the web accessibility capacity building measures described in the previous section, more general awareness raising among public and/or commercial web site owner communities seems to have received less attention as of today. 

Nevertheless, some measures were identified in this regard as well (e.g. DK, FR, SK, IT, NL), including the launching of dedicated awareness raising campaigns directed towards local web masters and decision makers in the public sector. More practically, such awareness raising measures may take the form of newsletters or dedicated seminars and/or hands-on demonstrations of how a person with disabilities can utilise the web for their purposes, provided relevant guidelines and/or standards have been properly implemented. Observations made in the context of the policy survey in this study suggest that lack of enthusiasm about the implementation of web accessibility on the part of local decision-makers is very often rooted in a lack of knowledge about why – and in what way - web accessibility is important for users with disabilities.

Another approach that was identified concerns awareness-raising about the relevance of web accessibility in the context of more general eGovernment strategies at regional and local governance levels. Here, an example (NL) was found where dedicated expert teams support regional and local governments in developing a local plan on how to implement a national eGovernment programme, including awareness-raising of the importance of proper implementation of national web accessibility guidelines.

In one case (NL) the programme to promote national web accessibility policies includes awareness-raising to highlight the advantages connected with the implementation of national web guidelines for public web site owners. With a view to addressing commercial web site owners, in particular, a demonstration business case for implementing web accessibility is also under development in order to show the return on investment that can potentially flow from implementing national web accessibility guidelines.

Enabling mutual exchange of knowledge and experiences 

Measures directed towards mutual exchange of knowledge and experiences among parties responsible for implementing web accessibility has received some attention as well (e.g. DK, ES, FR, IT, NL, SK, UK).

Examples of approaches that can currently be found include the launching of interactive portals, online communities of practice and mailing lists to encourage knowledge-sharing and mutual exchange of experience gained on web accessibility matters among relevant experts from across government, private and third sectors. 

In a similar manner, dedicated working parties or advisory boards on web accessibility have been set up in some countries. Again, these may involve different parties such as government representatives, web developers, ICT suppliers and the like.

An approach specifically geared towards the government sector was found as well. Here a cross-government accessibility network was set up with a view to building a common approach to delivering accessible IT systems more generally (UK). It has been observed that the network also acts as a useful forum of knowledge exchange concerning web accessibility related matters. 

Putting certification or labelling schemes in place 

It seems that none of the countries covered have yet put a mandatory certification or labelling scheme in place although in two cases the relevant legislation makes reference to certification/labelling on a voluntary basis.  Sometimes web accessibility is included as part of more general quality auditing of government web sites, with accessibility being just one criterion among others being monitored, such as usability more generally.

There are however quite a number of dedicated web accessibility certification/labelling schemes in place that operate on a voluntary basis (e.g. IT, NL, SK, UK, DE).  Often their operation seems to be driven by NGOs rather than government action although in one case a certification scheme is offered by the national standardisation body (ES). The latter includes an audit of the intra-organisational process put in place to ensure maintenance and continuous improvement of levels of accessibility actually achieved.

3.1.4 Conclusive summary

A number of core issues emerge from the evidence as follows:

· Although an obligation towards accessibility of web sites has been introduced in all the countries covered, there is considerable variation in terms of the types of legislative/regulative approaches that are adopted and in the types of web sites that are addressed. To a large extent, legal/regulatory obligations seem primarily to be directed towards web sites of public administration at the upper governance levels, with a lot of variation as regards the extent to which lower levels of governance are also addressed. Web sites of services of public interest are addressed to a much lesser extent and, where they are, it tends to be more a general reference rather than precise specification of the particular services that fall within the scope of the legislation. 

· All of the countries covered have specified national web accessibility guidelines that rely upon WCAG 1.0 criteria, although there is some variety in terms of checkpoints actually considered and sometimes additional criteria have been added that are derived from other sources (e.g. section 508 of the US Rehabilitation Act and ISO). In some cases a formal obligation been put in place to keep track with developments in international standards and to update national guidelines in the light of these.  The desirability of a common set of criteria to be applied across all European countries was mentioned by some commentators.

· Across the countries, there is a diversity of time frames in place for implementing national web accessibility obligations, which seems to derive from the different points in time when national policies were developed. The adoption of staged approaches enabling existing web sites to take more time for implementing national guidelines/standards than ones that are being newly established reflects the general assumption that less effort would be required to design accessibility into a web site right from the start, when compared with retrofitting it into existing sites. However, there seems to be little hard evidence on costs actually involved in the implementation of national web accessibility guidelines/standards. Generally, it was felt that such evidence is very difficult to generate given the complexities of the matter and the variety of web sites that are potentially concerned.

· Lack of awareness of the importance of web accessibility for disabled users and a lack of expertise and knowledge about how to implement existing guidelines was felt to be a core barrier towards meeting web accessibility targets. Most of the covered countries have thus implemented measures to address these aspects. To date, most effort seems to have been directed towards awareness and knowledge about technical specifications. The establishment of intra-organisational processes to maintain accessibility in the longer run seems to have received less attention so far, although some examples of efforts in this regard were identified.

· Enforcement mechanisms – where they exist - vary quite a lot in terms of scope and strength, and this reflects to some extent the administrative/legal context within which web accessibility obligations have been imposed. The absence of any extensive body of case law in the field of web accessibility in European countries and the apparently limited use of direct sanctioning by authorised bodies would suggest that enforcement practices have not so far been a key driver towards web accessibility in most countries as of today. This seems also to be the case in relation to certification/labelling, which has largely been implemented on a voluntary basis up to now.

3.2 Transitioning to implementation of WCAG 2.0

This section looks at the current status of transitioning to implementation of the WCAG 2.0 guidelines in the Member States covered in the policy survey.  Four main aspects are addressed:

· the current situation in terms of activity towards transitioning

· operational implications, issues and challenges arising in the Member States

· timeframes for transition

· suggestions from the Member States for EU-level actions.

3.2.1 Current situation in the Member States

Official attention is being given to the issue of transitioning to WCAG 2.0 in most of the countries surveyed.  In some countries (e.g. AT, DK, IT, NL) the issue is automatically on the agenda because of the way that the relevant legislation or policy measures have been framed.  The reference to web accessibility in legislation/policy in these countries is a dynamic one, whereby accessibility requirements are to be linked to the latest international standards / guidelines or are expected to be updated whenever relevant and internationally acknowledged progress is registered in this field.  In some countries (e.g. DE, SK, UK) specific commitments have been made to review current approaches and update requirements to incorporate WCAG 2.0 in particular.  In France the relevant web accessibility regulations linked to the underpinning legislation are currently being implemented and they will start from WCAG 2.0.  In other countries (e.g. CH, ES), the issue has been put on the agenda in the context of official expert groups and/or standards bodies working on accessibility standards.  Most countries have also seen the issue come onto the agenda in less official forums such as in the activities of NGOs and academic institutions.

Translation

Translation of the WCAG 2.0 guidelines is mentioned as a practical action that has already been completed or is underway/planned in a number of countries (e.g. DE, DK, EL, ES, FR, NL), generally based on the WAI rules/recommendations for translation.  In some cases the translation is being conducted through a formal, official process whereas in a few cases it has a more quasi-official nature, for example, where translation is by an NGO or academic institution with established credentials in this field.

Revision of standards / guidelines

Activity around revision of standards / guidelines has commenced in a number of countries.  

In some cases (e.g. IT), the best approach to addressing WCAG 2.0 requirements in national standards/guidelines is currently under consideration, including the alternatives of referring directly in the law to an official translation of the WCAG 2.0 guidelines, transforming the WCAG 2.0 guidelines into (new) national guidelines to replace the existing ones annexed to the law, or extending/adapting the currently annexed national guidelines to make them more or less compliant with WCAG 2.0.

Integration of WCAG 2.0 into existing national standards/guidelines is being conducted (or planned) by the relevant agencies, committees or working groups in a number of countries (e.g. DE, AT, CH, ES, FR, NL, SK).  In one case (UK) the national guidelines have already been updated to allow either WCAG 1.0 or 2.0 to be used.  In some cases (e.g. ES) it is expected that the new national standard will be more or less identical with WCAG 2.0 so as to enable international uniformity of requirements and avoid a similar situation to that which exists in relation to the current national standard which differs in various respects from WCAG 1.0.  It is not yet clear, however, whether such a direct one-to-one mapping between national standards/guidelines and WCAG 2.0 will be the outcome in all countries.  One issue here is the desire in many Member States to keep as much content from the old national standards as possible, given that web owners have already put a lot of effort into addressing these.  The possibility that full implementation of WCAG 2.0 guidelines might introduce additional costs for web owners is also being examined in some cases (e.g. SK).

Finally, in some cases (e.g. DK, FR, NL), the work is addressing not just the national standards/guidelines but also other components of the overall package of guidelines and tools, including norms for web accessibility testing, public procurement toolkits, and so on.

Other actions

Various other actions are reported from some countries, including:

· initial efforts to measure WCAG 2.0 accessibility of government websites (e.g. AT) 

· training courses for public administration staff with a focus towards transitioning to WCAG 2.0 (e.g. AT)

· awareness-raising by NGOs, academic institutions and others (several countries).

3.2.2 Operational implications, issues and challenges posed by transitioning

In general, the transition to WCAG 2.0 is not expected to require much in the way of change to the existing primary web accessibility legislation or regulations in the Member States covered in this study.  Nevertheless, the situation is not yet entirely clear in all countries and it may be that some changes in the law will be required in some cases.  Overall, however, impacts at this level can be expected to be a lot less consequential than impacts on existing standards/guidelines/tools to support the legislation/regulations and on the efforts required by web owners in relation to accessibility.

More generally, there seems be quite a lot of variability across the Member States in terms of the extent of scrutiny being given to the implications of introducing WCAG 2.0 requirements.  

Changes to standards/guidelines/tools and other support measures

As indicated already in section 3.1, the majority of countries already have national standards/guidelines in place that address the existing (typically WCAG 1.0 based) accessibility requirements, and often various other tools as well (e.g. for conformance measurement, to support public procurement and so on).  Integrating WCAG 2.0 requirements with these is thus an important operational challenge in the respective Member States.  In some cases (e.g. UK) the current approach is to allow conformance with WCAG 1.0 or 2.0 criteria for a transitional period and, for this, the specification of equivalent compliance is an important requirement.

In regard to updating or otherwise changing existing standards/guidelines/tools, a variety of practical challenges or relevant issues were mentioned in the countries covered, as outlined below.  

Compliance assessment

A number of the observations related to issues of compliance assessment, including:

· lack of automatic test tools for WCAG 2.0

· lack of a harmonized, EU standard process for WCAG 2.0 accessibility assessments

· methodological challenge - how to compare previous measurements from web accessibility monitoring (against WCAG 1.0) with next measurements (against WCAG 2.0) 

· challenge to accurately define conformance criteria for WCAG 2.0 that are as close as possible to current equivalent target based on WCAG 1.0.

Increased complexity

More generally, some observations pointed to a perceived increase in complexity that comes with WCAG 2.0.  Issues mentioned included:

· interpretation of the recommendation is not easy and it is challenging to align existing documentation / guidelines to this

· need to provide guidance to web owners on how to update (taking into account that how to do it will change as technology changes)

· expectation of an increased requirement for support to web owners because WCAG 2.0 is more complex than 1.0.

In regard to the latter point, it was mentioned that one possibility might be to adopt a simpler national standard that refers to (at least parts of) WCAG 2.0 but that it would probably be preferable to embrace WCAG 2.0 in full (to achieve international compatibility) and accept the need to provide greater support to web owners as a consequence.

Finally, in one country (EL) it was observed that immediate transition and adoption of WCAG 2.0 could delay project selection under publicly funded programs (given the requirement for accessibility as a pre-condition for funding of projects under the national development strategy).  However, most projects might also fail if WCAG 1.0 criteria were applied, so the issue is not necessarily specific to WCAG 2.0.

Costs

In general, the issue of administrative costs associated with the introduction of WCAG 2.0 seems not to have a very high visibility in the Member States surveyed.   Available examples of allocated/anticipated effort include teams of 2-4 people working part-time on adaptation of guidance and other documentation to WCAG 2.0 (DK, ES).  

In addition, as already noted above, in some countries the likely need to put in place quite extensive accompanying support measures to help web owners address the new requirements of WCAG 2.0 was mentioned.  These might cost more than previous support measures that have been implemented because WCAG 2.0, even if it can be considered to be an excellent and powerful reformulation of already known accessibility principles, is more complex, less straightforward, and more difficult to understand and fully master.  However, the current political climate in some countries seems not very receptive to any costly new measures.

Web owners must move to WCAG 2.0 compliance

The challenge for web owners to move to WCAG 2.0 compliance (having generally already been working to WCAG 1.0 based criteria) was typically seen as the biggest issue in most of the Member States surveyed.  However, it was commonly observed that, even if WCAG 2.0 introduces new complexities and challenges, the issue of achieving and sustaining compliance with web accessibility against any criteria (even WCAG 1.0) remained a more general overarching concern above and beyond any issues linked specifically to WCAG 2.0, per se.

Issues linked to WCAG 2.0 transition

As noted above, in a number of countries it was anticipated that the WCAG 2.0 guidelines will be more complex and challenging for web owners to address than existing national guidelines based on WCAG 1.0.   Adequate time and appropriate supports will be needed to address this.

In addition to this, a key issue mentioned in a number of countries was the need to take into account the fact that many web owners have already invested resources to comply with the existing law and its (typically WCAG 1.0 based) accessibility criteria.  The importance of minimizing the impact of transition to new guidelines was mentioned as an important priority in a number of Member States (e.g. IT, SK, UK) and any suggestion that earlier efforts were wasted would be likely to be received unfavorably.  

Against this background, there is a perceived need to avoid simply introducing a completely different set of requirements that would replace the existing ones but, instead, to seek to keep as much continuity with existing requirements as possible.  More generally, complaints from web owners about cost of implementing new requirements can be expected, especially under the currently unfavorable economic circumstances which will make web owners want to keep costs of web presence as low as possible. 

This is linked to a more general desire in a number of Member States to implement accessibility requirements in a cost-neutral manner, with the web accessibility law in some cases being established on an understanding that this would be the case.  In fact, in most Member States it seems that a priori cost assessments have not generally been made in relation to possible web owner costs for achieving web accessibility.  The assumption has been that costs will be minimal and/or that they are not excessive in the context of achieving the public duty to reach all citizens.  In a few countries it was observed that resistance from the law-makers could emerge if any substantial additional costs for web owners were to be anticipated with the change to WCAG 2.0 criteria, especially in the current economic climate.   

However, some commentators suggested that the possibility of any substantial extra costs can be avoided if the approach to web accessibility is integrated with natural web lifecycle processes, such as re-launches, servicing and implementation projects.  More generally, it was observed that costs can be avoided by giving sufficient time to web owners to achieve compliance with whatever requirements are imposed, including allowing alternative compliance options (e.g. against WCAG 1.0 or WCAG 2.0) for a transitional period.

In general, it seems that changing existing websites from WCAG 1.0 to WCAG 2.0 is expected to be a slow process in many countries and timing of the imposition of requirements is a key issue.  In a number of countries, website developers in the covered sectors are already working to specified timeframes to complete conformity with existing nationally established requirements and the transition to WCAG 2.0 needs to be carefully considered against this background.

Finally, in one case (SK) the specific issue of the WCAG 2.0 media content requirements was raised as an expected source of cost problems given that many municipalities are now providing audio-visual records of weekly meetings.

More general issues relating to achieving and sustaining web accessibility

As mentioned already above, although achieving accessibility based on WCAG 2.0 criteria brings new challenges, it was observed in a number of Member States that many of the issues and challenges are not to do with WCAG 2.0, per se, but equally apply to WCAG 1.0.  Issues mentioned included:

· lack of awareness and limited skills (amongst web developers, content producers...)

· many people producing content, with little coordination

· costs (initial costs of training developers)

· lack of good practice examples

· methodology / metrics - strict 'black-or-white' not appropriate 

· need sustained effort over time (a 'culture change'), law just gives starting point

· focus not only on WCAG but also on usability.

3.2.3 Timing the transition

No clear picture emerges as regards a potentially suitable common timeframe for transition to WCAG 2.0 across the Member States.  One aspect concerns the estimated time for completing the administrative processes to underpin the transition, which seems to vary considerably across the countries covered.  For the 'paperwork' (i.e. the updating of laws / regulations) the estimated timeframe across the Member States varies from 6 months to 24 months from now (even longer in countries such as EL, where formalization of web accessibility policy more generally has not yet occurred), although the process seems to be more or less automatic in the few countries where the new standard has been automatically implemented by the existing laws or regulations.   A similar range of estimates was observed for the updating of national standards/guidelines and other technical aspects.  This means that the timing of administrative 'readiness' for WCAG 2.0 implementation may range from more or less immediately to the end of 2010 or even later.

As regards the timing of the actual requirement to achieve compliance by websites, the situation seems to be similarly variable across the Member States.  This is linked not just to the variations in timing of the administrative processes but also to the already very mixed situation that applies in relation to timeframes imposed for compliance with existing standards/guidelines.

In a few countries, the obligation on websites is more or less immediate, given the automatic updating of the law/regulations to incorporate WCAG 2.0.   Across the others, some have a timeframe in place that applies to WCAG 2.0 conformance (e.g. 2011 in France) whereas others do not.  In general, for most countries the issue is interwoven with existing deadlines and other related considerations. For example, as is already often the case for WCAG 1.0 compliance, the obligation deadline may be sooner (even immediate) for new sites but for existing sites may be longer and/or be linked to next technical development, major release, or re-launch.

More generally, as noted already above, quite a number of countries have observed a need to give sufficient time for the achievement of compliance and also the importance of taking into account the efforts that web owners may already have invested in working to WCAG 1.0 and the timeframes they have already been working to.  Against this background, for example, and as already noted earlier, the UK has put in place a dual system (compliance with either WCAG 1.0 or 2.0 to be acceptable for a transitional period), and will put appropriate deadlines in place for when websites must be WCAG 2.0 compliant.
Against this background, there does not seem to any obvious, commonly shared 'natural' transition point that can be suggested as a 'switchover' date for implementation of an EU-wide obligation on WCAG 2.0 compliance for websites.  One date on the agenda, of course, is the 2010 target established in the Riga Ministerial Declaration of 2006.  However, it seems that relatively few Member States have directly aligned their own (typically WCAG 1.0 based) timeframes with this.  Anyway, the available evidence to date suggests that the extent of achievement of WCAG 1.0 compliance across the EU by the 2010 deadline will fall considerably short of the targets set in 2006.

A further issue to consider in this regard is the observation in more than one country that the economic situation may reduce the political will and/or resources available to dedicate to the achievement of web accessibility.  All this points to a need for careful consideration as to how best to address the specific issue of transitioning to WCAG 2.0 against the background of significant challenges to the achievement of high levels of web accessibility (by any criteria) across Europe as a whole.  WCAG 2.0 is not a 'solution' in this regard but rather adds another layer of complexity.

3.2.4 What EU-level actions would help

Quite a number of suggestions were made as regards EU-level actions that would help in the achievement of web accessibility in general, as well as WCAG 2.0 implementation in particular, across the Member States.  

The most commonly mentioned included:

· awareness-raising and training

· standard, EU procedure for evaluation of WCAG 2.0 compliance and benchmarking

· mechanism / forum for exchange of experiences between Member States.

Awareness-raising and training

The value of EU-supported promotional efforts involving awareness-raising and training on web accessibility was mentioned in a number of countries.  This could include videos that illustrate the necessity to have a website accessible for all, including people with disabilities, and show where the barriers are when using a website.

More generally, it was suggested that stimulating an eAccessibility culture is probably the key requirement rather than focusing on new requirements, per se. This is where the EU investment could be made rather than only focusing on and giving over-emphasis to the implementation of WCAG 2.0, as such.  

Common benchmarking approach for EU Member States

The benefits of a common benchmarking approach to be developed/endorsed by the EU and applied by the Member States was mentioned in a number of countries.  Having a standard EU procedure for evaluation of WCAG 2.0 compliance would promote the development of testing- and authoring-tools, and assistive technology, as well as facilitating better benchmarking and fostering improved accessibility more generally.  It would enable more consistent benchmarking of web accessibility at national, EU and international levels.

Mechanism/forum for exchange of experiences amongst Member States

A number of countries mentioned the value of an EU-supported mechanism or forum for Member States to exchange experiences in relation to web accessibility.  This could take the form of a wiki or other such online environment.  The lack of opportunities to share experiences and learn from others, especially in relation to technical and other aspects of implementation is felt to be an important limitation at the moment.

Other suggested measures

Finally, a range of other measures were also mentioned, including

· standardizing work tools to support accessible website development, so that Member States could use and exchange such tools

· provision of (or encouragement of MS to provide) financial incentives to web owners for implementation of WCAG 2.0 compliance

· political pressure towards the implementation of appropriate legislation on web accessibility

· financial support for a pilot at European level on good practices and monitoring of web accessibility

· financial support for renewal of old websites

· defining the WCAG 2.0 equivalent of WCAG 1.0.

3.2.5 Identification of good practice

Against the background of quite variable national contexts as presented above, it is difficult and perhaps inappropriate to attempt to identify specific examples of good practice as regards the transition to WGAG 2.0 at present.  Nevertheless it is possible to identify some examples of 'interesting' practice that merit attention at EU level and perhaps also by other Member States.

These include:

· practical experiences in seeking to incorporate WCAG 2.0 into existing national standards/guidelines/tools (AT, CH, ES, FR, NL, SK)

· consideration being given to different options for incorporation of WCAG 2.0 in national law/regulations (direct reference to official WCAG 2.0 translation, transformation of WCAG 2.0 into new national requirements to be annexed to law, extension of existing national requirements to include as much of WCAG 2.0 as possible) (IT)

· implementation of a (transitional) dual compliance approach (UK)

· efforts to evaluate WCAG 2.0 compliance (AT)

· training on WCAG 2.0 for public administration staff (AT)

· updating of public procurement toolkit to include WCAG 2.0 criteria (DK)

· detailed scrutiny of WCAG 2.0 implications, including financial aspects to the extent that these can be defined (SK).

3.2.6 Conclusive summary

· The issue of transitioning to WCAG 2.0 is officially on the agenda in most countries, although the ways that this is being addressed vary 

· Whilst the need to move to WCAG 2.0 seems to be accepted, in practical terms this is not being seen as a (long-awaited) 'solution' to the web accessibility challenge; it adds additional complexity that must be dealt with against the backdrop of the overarching challenge to achieve and maintain web accessibility more generally, and the implementation process must be carefully interwoven with existing efforts on the part of web owners who are working to earlier standards

· The most common transitional activities at present are translation of the WCAG 2.0 recommendations and revision of existing national standards/guidelines

· There seems to be considerable variability across the Member States in the extent of  a priori scrutiny being given to the implications of transition to WCAG 2.0 

· There is no clear picture as regards a potentially suitable common timeframe for transition to WCAG 2.0 across the Member States

· The biggest and/or most commonly mentioned transitioning issues and challenges in the Member States at present include:

· compliance assessment against WCAG 2.0, given the absence of agreed tools for this

· dealing with the challenges posed by the perceived increased complexity associated with WCAG 2.0 and the difficulties expected for web owners to implement the new guidelines; including the need to provide more extensive accompanying measures to support web owners

· concerns to ensure that efforts already directed towards achieving WCAG 1.0 compliance will not be wasted, as well as concerns to ensure that WCAG 2.0 implementation will not increase the costs of achieving web accessibility (especially against the background of an unfavorable economic situation)

· linked to this, the need to maintain as much continuity with existing national standards/guidelines a possible whilst moving to WCAG 2.0 based standards

· the need to allow sufficient time for websites to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance and to recognize that this may be a slow process in many cases

· the need to take into account existing timeframes for WCAG 1.0 compliance when seeking to set timeframes for WCAG 2.0 compliance

· Various EU-level measures that could help were mentioned, most commonly:

· support for awareness-raising and training

· development of a common benchmarking approach for the Member States

· establishment of mechanism/forum for Member States to exchange experiences.

4 Overall conclusions and possible EU actions

This Chapter presents some overall conclusions and outlines some possible EU level actions that could be considered to address the various issues and challenges discussed in previous Chapters.

4.1 Overall conclusions

The key overall key overall conclusions that can be drawn from this study are as follows:

· Levels of full compliance with existing web accessibility guidelines (generally WCAG 1.0 based) remain very low and, at current rates of progress, the web accessibility situation across the EU seems set to fall far short of the targets set for 2010 in the Riga Declaration; however, some more hidden progress towards accessibility (for government websites at least) seems to be detectable which is not being picked up by metrics that simply apply a 'pass/fail' logic

· Web sites often fail to maintain compliance over time - sites that pass the accessibility tests at one time often fail when measured at another time

· The scope of coverage of existing web accessibility legislation/regulations varies across the Member States: in most countries, central government websites are covered but there is a lot more variability as regards coverage of other levels of governance; also, coverage of websites of non-governmental services of 'public interest' is a lot more limited

· WCAG 2.0 may well ultimately bring positive benefits in terms of the levels of accessibility that are supported but the process of implementing the new guidelines is seen in many Member States to give rise to new challenges

· Careful consideration needs to be given to developing an effective transitioning process and timeframe, that interweaves as un-problematically as possible with existing efforts and timeframes associated with the current standards/guidelines that have been applied in the Member States

· A variety of actions at EU-level that have been suggested by the parties concerned in Member States could help in the transitioning process as well as in supporting the achievement of web accessibility goals more generally. 

4.2 Possible EU actions

4.2.1 Compliance assessment

· As regards compliance assessments conducted by the Member States, there is scope for supporting the development of a common approach at the European level in terms of samples covered (including levels of governance addressed) and methods employed, with a view to enable coordinated tracking of progress across countries. This was something that was explicitly suggested by some of the Member State officials that were consulted as part of this study

· Consider establishing an EU-supported exercise (study/working group, for example) to examine the scope for more refined metrics in this field, with a view to enable tracking of useful progress over time even if full and exhaustive compliance may not have been achieved by a web site.  Such an approach could be a pragmatic one, geared towards better recognising and documenting positive achievements in terms of improved accessibility for users even if the achieved level of accessibility is still not 'perfect'.  The need for more EU-level attention to the metrics used in this field is reinforced by the finding that some Member States are already adopting more pragmatic approaches in a variety of ways and the issue has also emerged in public web owner discourse in some countries.

· Give more attention and visibility to the 'churn' issue in policy - raise awareness and support dialogue on how sustainability of accessibility achievements can be maintained over time

· Engage in dialogue with Member States with a view to arriving at a common view on which types of non-government web sites can be considered as being of key ‘public interest’, and on how to better reach these in web accessibility efforts at the national level. The evidence suggests that, in general, such sites are making less progress towards accessibility than are government websites (at least in the countries covered). There may also be merit in directly involving umbrella organisations representing relevant actor groupings at the European level, e.g. the media industry, the banking industry, the transport industry, the retail industry, the internet services industry, the telecommunications industry, the educational sector and other such players.

· Provide support for a larger-scale exercise to assess the extent of additional effort required to achieve WCAG 2.0 compliance given the current baseline situation as regards WCAG 1.0 compliance levels. In the meantime, the findings from this study that, as might be expected, effort spent on working to achieve compliance with WCAG 1.0 is likely to place websites in a position where less effort will be required to bring them to WCAG 2.0 compliance are important. Even if necessarily only of an indicative value for now, this could be helpful in the context of concerns to ensure that existing efforts by web owners towards WCAG 1.0 will not be wasted when WCAG 2.0 criteria are introduced. 

4.2.2 Progressing web accessibility in general

· Initiate consultation with the Member States on (as far as appropriate in coordination with work currently conducted under Mandate 376 to the European Standardisation Organisations) on:

· the types of web sites to be covered by national obligations at a minimum

· realistic time frames that can be achieved by the various website owner groupings concerned
· a common approach towards accessibility criteria that could be taken up in national guidelines/standards

· a common approach towards the provision of accessibility information (e.g. web accessibility statement and guidance) on public and other websites
· Consolidate experiences gained in the Member States in relation to awareness-raising and capacity-building geared towards specific actor groupings such as decision-makers at policy level, web managers/masters, the web designer community and the like in order to bring these experiences into the process of dialogue with Member States.

· There is scope for supporting the development of guidance and tools to support relevant stakeholders in putting intra-organisational processes in place that enable implementation and sustained maintenance of web accessibly over time. This concerns both the public sector (e.g. relevant government agencies) and the commercial sector (e.g. industries that can be considered as being of ‘public interest’).

4.2.3 Transitioning to WCAG 2.0 guidelines

· Initiate consultation with the Member States on:

· how to achieve a common approach in relation to technical aspects of the transition to WCAG 2.0 (updating of national standards/guidelines, compliance assessment and benchmarking approaches to be adopted, etc.)

· establishment of common compliance targets and timeframes to be imposed.

· Implement measures to support progress on specific technical aspects:

· support for the development of a common European WCAG 2.0 compliance assessment and benchmarking approach

· support for the development of an agreed mapping between WCAG 1.0 and WCAG 2.0 criteria for given levels of compliance.

· Implement a programme of practical accompanying measures:

· EU-level driven awareness-raising and support for training of the relevant stakeholders across Europe

· establish and operate a mechanism/forum for Member States to exchange experiences: both an online environment and a regular face-to-face forum could be considered in this context.

� 	COM(2008) 804 final, 1st December 2008


� 	Council Conclusions on accessible information society, 2935th Transport, Telecommunications and Energy Council meeting, Brussels, 31 March 2009


� 	The MeAC study was conducted on behalf of the European Commission between 2006 and 2008. Its focus was on empirical research and subsequent analysis of eAccessibility policy measures as well as the current status (i.e. availability) of eAccessibility in the European Union, but also in Australia, Canada and the United States of America. For details see  MeAC - Measuring Progress of eAccessibility in Europe Assessment of the Status of eAccessibility in Europe, Annex, 2007 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/library/studies/meac_study/index_en.htm


� 	In terms of country coverage, this sample includes web sites from AT, DE, ES, FR, IE, IT, PT, UK, SE and the US. A defined sampling framework was employed for the selection of websites in each of these countries with a view to ensuring that websites of relevance for the widest possible range of citizens were included and that the same types of sites in each country were compared. The websites to be tested were classified into two domains - governmental websites (including the main web portal of the national government and the website of the national parliament as well as of several national ministries: social affairs, health, education, employment/labour, as applicable) and websites of services of 'public interest', which may be provided by various private / sectoral players (including in this category were the websites of the main national daily newspaper, the main free-on-air broadcasting TV channel, the main national retail bank, the main national railway service and the main national operator for mobile and fixed-line telecommunication, respectively). For details see: MeAC - Measuring Progress of eAccessibility in Europe Assessment of the Status of eAccessibility in Europe, Annex, 2007


� 	The tool was developed by the Spanish Fondacion CTIC http://www.tawdis.net/taw3/cms/en.


� 	The targeted sample of 120 government ministries and providers of services of public interest addressed in 2009 were exactly the same as those targeted in the MeAC study for its measurements in 2007 and 2008.  The same target sample and methods were used in order to ensure direct comparability over the years and thus to allow the type of time series results that are presented in the report. Essentially the approach was to survey the same 6 government ministries/ministerial functions and 6 services of public interest in each country. At each of the three measurement points the total number of URLs tested was between 10 and 18 fewer than the maximum of 120.  One reason is that in some countries two of the targeted ministries (e.g. the Ministry for Labour and the Ministry for Social Affairs) actually share a single URL. Another reason is that at each of the three measurement points, some web sites were not testable in technical regard, meaning that the TAW software - our testing tool - could not evaluate these sites during the testing period according to the defined testing criteria. 


� The sample that was examined against WCAG 1.0 in 2007, 2008 and 2009 included sites in the US. The general outcome reported for 2009 does not change when looking at the European web sites only.


� 	A ‘marginal fail’ was assigned where the website only failed the automatic test in relation to checkpoint 1.1 (which relates to provision of text ALT Attributes for images and image map hotspot areas) and where the number of images lacking the ALT Attribute is less than or equal to 10 or (including image map hotspots) is less than or equal to 5% of all the images found; if a site failed any other checkpoint it was classified as ‘failed’.


� 	In the UK (c.f. Soctim 2008: 10th annual 'Better connected' review) and also in ES   (http://www.discapnet.es/documentos/infoaccesibilidad/Tema_10/english/html/Inter_sector_Study_on_Web_Accessibility_2007.htm)


� 	The core focus was on eight core countries - DE, DK, ES, FR, IT, NL, SK and UK - selected because they have relatively well developed web accessibility policy efforts in place and also to reflect a variety of approaches as regards how standards are referenced and the particular standards that are referenced; the other Member States and relevant third countries on the eInclusion Sub-group were also invited to participate by contributing information on their national situations, and responses from a number of these were received (AT, CH, EL) and are included in the analysis.


� 	The figures presented here refer to 12 instances of dedicated monitoring efforts as they have been reported from 2004 onwards across the core countries covered by this study (and countries from the eInclusion Subgroups that have provided input), whereby observatories tracking the web accessibility situation across different measurement points (e.g. annually) according to a consistent methodological/conceptual approach are considered as one single instance. Also, studies/reports addressing only particular sub-topics, e.g. an assessment of three selected online forms, have remained unconsidered for the purpose of the overview presented here. For details see Annex II.


� 	Note: More than one category may apply to an individual instance.


� 	The figures presented here refer to 12 instances of dedicated monitoring efforts as they have been reported from 2004 onwards across the core countries covered by this study (and countries from the eInclusion Subgroups that have provided input), whereby observatories tracking the web accessibility situation across different measurement points (e.g. annually) according to a consistent methodological/conceptual approach are considered as one single instance. Also, studies/reports addressing only particular sub-topics, e.g. an assessment of three selected online forms, have remained unconsidered for the purpose of the overview presented here. For details see Annex II. 


� 	Note: More than one category may apply to an individual instance


� 	The Worksheet was built based on the WCAG 2.0 Checklist � HYPERLINK "http://www.usability.com.au/resources/wcag2-aaa-worksheet.doc" ��http://www.usability.com.au/resources/wcag2-aaa-worksheet.doc�, the  � HYPERLINK "http://webaim.org/standards/wcag/checklist" ��http://webaim.org/standards/wcag/checklist�, the approach developed by the eAccessibility of Public Sector Services in the European Union available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/e-government/eaccessibility" ��www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/e-government/eaccessibility� and the MEAC Study. 


� This task was carried out by specialist staff at EWORX, the partner organization in the overall study team specializing in web design and accessibility monitoring. Three levels of ‘repair‘ effort were used in the estimations of the extent of fix that would be needed to correct a given failure instance – ‘minor fix‘ (an hour or two up to a day or so maximum), ‘considerable fix‘ (considerably more effort likely to be needed, possibly 3-5 days) and ‘major fix‘ (a lot more effort likely to be needed, may be more than 5 days and could be considerably more in some cases).  


� 	This pattern is apparent and statistically significant for all websites combined and for government websites, but not for websites of public interest.  The reasons for the latter finding are not immediately clear and require further examination to determine what if anything this may signify.


� 	The patterns shown in both Tables 7 and 8 are statistically significant.


� http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/library/studies/meac_study/index_en.htm


� 	The figures presented here refer to the core countries - DE, DK, ES, FR, IT, NL, SK and UK - selected for the purposes of this study


� 	Note: more than one category may apply to an individual instance


� 	Accessibility of ICT products and services to Disabled and Older People - Evidence-based analysis for a possible co-ordinated European approach to web accessibility.	 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/docs/access/comm_2008/coordinated_approach.doc
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