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The 'MeAC' study

eAccessibility
concerns disabled,
older people and
many others...

... and a diverse
range of ICTs.

Many millions are
affected today...

...and even more
will be as the
population ages.

Major socio-
economic
importance of
eAccessibility

eAccessibility
Communication
(2005)

This is the executive summary of the report from a study on "Measuring Progress of
eAccessibility in Europe" (henceforth referred to as the 'MeAC' study). The study
was commissioned by the European Commission in 2006 as a follow-up to the
eAccessibility Communication of 2005*. The basic aim was to provide an evidence-
base to support the future development of EU policy in the eAccessibility field.

The eAccessibility challenge

"eAccessibility" concerns the design of Information and Communication Technology
(ICT) products and services so that they can be used by people with disabilities,
whether of a permanent or temporary nature, and by older people with age-related
changes in functional capacities. For people with visual impairments, hearing
impairments and other disabilities, eAccessibility is a sine qua non as ICT products
and services become essential ingredients of everyday social and economic life. It
is a crucial component of elnclusion and one that will become even more important
as the European population ages. In fact, improvement of the accessibility of ICT
products and services can be beneficial to everyone, by making ICTs more usable
in general as well as facilitating their usage in a wide variety of situations (e.g.
hands-free usage, in noisy or poor lighting environments, and so on).

eAccessibility requirements arise across the full spectrum of ICT products and
services, including telecommunications services and equipment, TV services and
equipment, public and commercial websites, computer hardware and software, self-
service terminals such as bank machines, consumer electronics and so on.

The scale of the eAccessibility issue is enormous in terms of the numbers of
Europeans that are affected. Data suggests that up to one-in-five of the working
age population have such a degree of disability that eAccessibility provisions may
be needed for them to effectively use ICTs and that, overall, up to 60% would be
likely to benefit from eAccessibility provisions. There are also many children with
such disabilities and very many older people for whom eAccessibility is essential if
they are to be able to avail of everyday ICTs in the same manner as everyone else.

This already high level of demand for eAccessibility solutions will increase
substantially with the ageing of the population. Already there are more than 33
million Europeans aged 50 years or older with disabilities that are severe enough to
pose direct eAccessibility challenges and this is projected to reach 46 million by
2050. In addition, there are currently a further 69 million Europeans aged 50 years
and older who have some degree of disability that needs to be taken into account in
the design of ICT products and services, with this projected to grow to 94 million by
2050.

Apart from the implications for the large number of individuals concerned, there are
major socio-economic implications for Europe as a whole. For example, lack of
attention to eAccessibility could substantially inhibit the achievement of the
employment rate targets for older workers that have been established within
European employment policy. In addition, eAccessibility is crucial if the benefits
promised by developments in eGovernment and eHealth are to be realised and
reach those who are often the ones that could benefit the most.

The European policy context

Because of its social and economic importance, eAccessibility has been receiving
increased policy attention in Europe and internationally in recent years. In this
regard, the European Commission's eAccessibility Communication of 2005
provides the immediate policy context for the MeAC study. With this
Communication, the Commission highlighted the need for improving access to
Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) by people with disabilities.

! Communication on eAccessibility. COM(2005)425 final. Brussels 13.9.2005
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Three key approaches for EU-level policy intervention were identified: the
application of accessibility requirements in public procurement (utilising freedoms
given to Member States in transposing the Public Procurement Directives); the
introduction of a product and service certification scheme; and better use of existing
legislation (e.g. in telecommunications and employment).

Benchmarking to Depending on a benchmarking exercise to evaluate the status of, and progress in

inform policy relation to eAccessibility in Europe, to be presented two years after the publication
of the Communication, the Commission reserved the option to consider additional
measures including new legislation if deemed necessary. The evidence-base and
analysis presented in this report has been prepared as a key input to this.

i2010 eAccessibility is currently one of the priority themes within 'i2010', the European
Commission's strategic policy framework laying out broad policy guidelines for the
information society and the media in the years up to 2010. A Communication on
elnclusion is expected later in 2007 that will, inter alia, follow-up on the the
eAccessibility Communication of 2005. On the part of the Member States, at their
meeting in Riga in June 2006 the Ministers agreed on reinforced efforts to improve
levels of eAccessibility in Europe.

The benchmarking approach

Three key Against the background of the eAccessibility Communication, the evidence-base
questions generated by the MeAC study was intended to be used to answer three core
guestions:

e what is the current eAccessibility status situation in Europe as a whole
and across the Member States?

e how well-developed is current eAccessibility policy at EU-level and across
the Member States?

e what conclusions can be drawn in support of decision-making about
possible future needs for reinforced or new policy measures at EU-level?

Major data A major data gathering programme was implemented to compile the neccessary
gathering effort information for this purpose, including:

e survey of the policy situation in relation to eAccessibility in each of the
Member States and in selected comparison countries (Australia, Canada,
United States)

e measurement of the status of eAccessibility in each of these countries on
a common set of selected key indicators

o surveys of key stakeholders (ICT industry, user organisations, and public
procurement officials).

The dataset generated through these methods provides by far the largest and most
representative information on the eAccessibility field in Europe and internationally
that has been available anywhere in the world to date.

Highlight results

Three key Overall, the results show that whilst some progress towards eAccessibility can be
benchmarks detected in Europe, this has not been enough and further EU-level measures need
to be considered. Three key benchmarks underpin this conclusion:

o the eAccessibility 'deficit’
o the eAccessibility 'gap’
¢ the eAccessibility 'patchwork’.
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The eAccessibility ‘deficit’

A) The 'deficit' People with disabilities in Europe continue to be confronted with many barriers to
usage of the everyday ICT products and services that are now essential elements
of social and economic life. Such eAccessibility deficits can be found across the
spectrum of ICT products and services, for example telephony, TV, web and self-
service terminals.

Europe’s eAccessibility ‘deficit’ - some examples

e Textrelay services (essential for deaf and speech impaired people) are
only available in one-half of the Member States; emergency services are
directly accessible by text telephone in only seven Member States

e Mobile operators in only seven Member States provide dedicated
information for customers with disabilities on their websites

e On average, less than one-third of national language broadcasts of main
public broadcasters in Europe were provided with subtitling (for deaf
people) in 2006; there is wide variability (from 95% to none) in the amount
of subtitling across individual countries

e On average, less than one-tenth of national language broadcasts of main
commercial broadcasters in Europe were provided with subtitling in 2006;
most of this is provided in just a few countries

e Public broadcasters in only five Member States provided any of their
programmes with audio description (for visually impaired people) in 2006
and, where they did, the levels provided amounted to a very small
percentage of their overall programming; only in one country did any
commercial broadcaster provide any audio description

e Only a very small proportion of key government web sites in the Member
States meet the accepted minimum international standards on
accessibility (12,5% passed automated testing and only 5,3% passed both
automatic and manual examination)

e The share of key commercial/sectoral web sites (e.g. railways, TV,
newspapers, retail banking) providing this minimum level of accessibility is
even lower (only 3,9% passed automated testing while not a single site
passed both automatic and manual testing)

e Only in six Member States has one of the leading retail banks installed
ATMs with ‘talking’ output (enabling self-service for customers with visual
impairments); across countries, on average only 8% of all ATMs that have
been installed by the two main retail banks in the EU 25 Member States
provide such output, with the bulk of this provided in just a few countries.

Telephony In the case of telephony, the basic eAccessibility yardstick is ‘functional
equivalence', whereby disabled people have access to the same level and quality of
everyday telecommunications services (at the same price and with the same
choice) as everyone else. The evidence presented by the MeAC study indicates a
substantial lack of availability of key accessibility provisions and a range of factors
(e.g. lack of awareness, lack of information and high costs) that act as barriers to
take-up of solutions that are available, as well as a perception of limited and slow
progress overall. To take just two examples, text telephone relay services are still
only available in one-half of Member States and only seven Member States have
facilities in place to enable text telephone users directly access the emergency
telephone number.
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TV broadcasting In the case of television, the basic eAccessibility yardstick is the extent to which
disabled people (in so far as is technologically possible) have access to and can
enjoy the same choice of programming as everyone else. The evidence from the
MeAC study again indicates a substantial lack of availability of key accessibility
provisions and a range of factors (e.g. lack of awareness, lack of information and, in
some cases, high costs) that act as barriers to take-up of solutions that are
available, as well as a perception of limited and slow progress in general. On
average, less than one-third of the national language broadcasts (by the two main
public broadcasters) across the Member States are subtitled to ensure that they are
accessible for people with hearing impairments, with levels of provision varying
from almost none to more than 95% across countries. The comparable figures for
commercial channels are very much lower. Public broadcasters in only five
Member States provide any audio description to enable accessibility for people with
visual impairments and, where they do, the levels provided amount to very small
percentages of programming. Only in one country do any of the main commercial
broadcasters provide any audio description.

World Wide Web When the MeAC study tested a similar sample of key public and
sectoral/commercial websites in each Member State, only a very small percentage
were found to meet accepted international accessibility standards - 8.2% were
accessible based on automated testing and just 2.6% when subjected to a more
stringent follow-up manual testing. For government websites, percentages
accessible were 12.5% and 5.3% for automated and manual testing, respectively.
For sectoral/commercial websites, just 3.9% passed the automated test and none
passed the manual test. These results mean that only a small proportion of key
public websites (national government, national parliament, and key ministries such
as social, employment, health and education) meet the accessibility standards and
the situation is even worse for key sectoral/commercial websites (e.g. railways, TV,
newspapers, retail banking). In a few countries, the majority of the public websites
tested met the standards but in many none of them did.

Self-service The basic eAccessibility yardstick in relation to self service terminals concerns the

terminals extent to which people with disabilities (in so far as is technologically possible) can
have access to the same level of self-service as everyone else. The evidence from
MeAC indicates little progress in the deployment by the banking sector of the
accessible ATMs that are now available on the market and even less progress in
relation to other self service domains. Only in six Member States has one of the two
leading retail banks installed such machines at all and, where they have, in many
cases only a few machines have been deployed. Across countries, on average just
8% of all ATMs that have been installed by the two main retail banks in the EU 25
countries provide 'talking' output to ensure accessibility for people with visual
impairments, with most of these to be found in just three countries. User
organisations also report very limited availability of accessible versions of other
types of self-service machines, such as information kiosks and automatic ticket
machines.

The eAccessibility ‘gap’

B) The ‘Gap’... From a comparative perspective, the eAccessibility situation for people with
disabilities across Europe as a whole, in terms of both eAccessibility status and
eAccessibility policy, compares very unfavourably with that of their peers in the
comparison countries examined in the MeAC study (AU, CA and US). More
generally, according to the status and policy yardsticks employed in the MeAC
analysis, in absolute terms the overall European eAccessibility situation across the
Member States must be assessed as being weak and even very weak in many
respects.
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The eAccessibility Status Gap - overall and selected eAccessibility themes
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...shows what can  Although these ‘gaps’ show that Europe, as a whole, currently has a less well-

be achieved developed eAccessibility situation in comparison to key international peers, they
also show that it is neither unreasonable nor unrealistic to aim for a much stronger
situation in Europe, given that this has already been achieved in the other countries
(especially in the US) and in at least one EU country.

The eAccessibility ‘patchwork’

C) The ‘Patchwork’  Finally, the situation across Europe for both eAccessibility status and eAccessibility
policy is very much a patchwork at present. These patchworks present a picture of
many important ‘white spaces’, of uneven attention across the spectrum of
eAccessibility themes and of wide disparities across the Member States.

‘White’ spaces The patchworks indicate that there are domains that currently provide no or only a
very low level of eAccessibility in almost all EU countries (e.g. accessibility of
commercial web sites, provision of access services by commercial broadcasters,
self service terminals) and similar “white spaces” appear on the policy side. Such
“white spaces” are a lot less visible in the three comparison countries.

Uneven attention to  The patchworks also show that the scores for eAccessibility for some ICT domains

themes and for some eAccessibility policy themes tend to be higher than others. In relation
to eAccessibility status, for example, the telephony, public broadcasting and
computer domains tend to score better when compared with other domains, even if
yet far from satisfactory.

Disparities across Finally, there is wide variability across the Member States in overall eAccessibility
the Member States Status and policy scores, with very few countries achieving comparatively high
scores across many ICT sectors or policy approaches.

\Y
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The eAccessibility Status ‘Patchwork’
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The eAccessibility Policy ‘Patchwork’

Note: darker shading indicates stronger eAccessibility policy provisions
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...in status

...and in policy

The risk of
market
fragmentation

Policy can
work...
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Apart from the direct implications for disabled people because of the widely differing
eAccessibility situations across the Member States, these disparities are a source of
fragmentation that is not helpful when it comes to market functioning. Differing levels of
development of eAccessibility policy may result in differing levels of eAccessibility
requirements and obligations on ICT providers and ICT deployers in the different
European countries. This has been raised as an important concern by the ICT industry
and the need for a 'level playing field' across Europe and internationally has been
emphasised.

Policy implications

The results of the MeAC study clearly demonstrate the importance of policy for achieving
eAccessibility. In addition to this being suggested in the policy and status comparisons
between Europe and the US that were presented in the previous section, the more
detailed data and analysis provides clear evidence that well-developed and implemented
policies have a strong impact in terms of the achievement of eAccessibility, whether in
Europe or the other countries. For example, the following chart shows the strong
positive link between overall eAccessibility policy and overall eAccessibility status
scores’®. Similar patterns are found for each of the specific ICT domains.

% n = no. of countries. For purposes of this analysis, the 28 countries are grouped into categories according to their overall average
policy scores across the various fields outlined in the 'eAccessibility policy patchwork’; countries with an average score of 1.2 or

viii
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...strong policy
has good
impacts
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level measures

Impacts of EU
measures to
date

25
0
0 n=g8
2 4
2
©
3
(%]
2
=T 15
2 5
23
83
O ©
<E 14
3 (n=11)
s
g (n=9)
e} 0.5 L4
0
Low Medium High
Overall eAccessibility policy situation
(comparative policy score)

In addition to the evidence of eAccessibility gaps, deficits and patchworks, on the one
hand, and of the effectiveness of (good) policy, on the other, the MeAC evidence and
analysis also indicates the importance of the role of EU-level policies in progressing
eAccessibility in Europe. In this regard, although there is evidence that EU-level
measures can have positive impacts, the overall findings and analysis provide a clear
indication that further EU-level measures need to be considered if satisfactory progress
in eAccessibility is to be achieved within any reasonable timeframe. The following
sections outline the EU-level policy considerations that are raised in relation to a number
of major sectoral and policy themes.

Telecommunications services and equipment
On the positive side, the evidence from MeAC indicates that in relation to fixed telephony
services, at least, some reference to accessibility issues has been made in the
transpositions of the EU telecoms directives® in almost all countries (although there are a
few exceptions). On the negative side, however, in some cases the accessibility themes
that are mentioned have not yet been followed-up and implemented in practice.

Overall, the impact of EU policy across Europe as a whole has not been sufficient to
bring the ‘average’ policy situation on accessibility of fixed telephony services to the
same level as that in the comparison countries (US, Australia and Canada). Only a small
number of Member States compare favourably with these reference countries and the
majority compare unfavourably.

Of equal importance is the fact that the situation across the Member States is quite
uneven in terms of the strength of requirements implemented in national transpositions of
the EU measures and, also, in the dimensions of telecoms accessibility that are
addressed. The result is a patchwork of provisions, with differing mixes of accessibility
issues being addressed and many gaps.

Even if it can be expected that, if left alone, some improvements in eAccessibility policy
strength might be expected over time in some countries (especially in those where the
laws/regulations are very recent and have not yet been fully implemented in practice),
overall the evidence indicates that sufficient progress is unlikely to be achieved without
(further) EU-level intervention.

less are included in the 'low' group, those between 1.2 and 1.9 are included in the ‘'medium’ group, and those scoring 2 or above
are included in the ‘high' group; the graphs show the average overall eAccessibility status scores for each group of countries.

® Directive 2002/22/EC on universal service and users’ rights relating to electronic communications networks and services.
(“Universal Service Directive”); Directive 2002/21/EC on a common regulatory framework for electronic communications networks
and services. (“Framework Directive”)



MeAC, October 2007

Policy options to
consider

Impacts of EU
measures to
date

In addition, the absence of EU-level provisions in relation to accessibility of mobile
telecommunications services and also in relation to the (fixed and mobile)
telecommunications equipment sectors” is reflected in the fact that very few Member
States have implemented any policies in these areas.

The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of)
possible measures at EU level, as listed in the following box.

Policy options for consideration at EU-level: Telecommunications

e Revision and strengthening of the eAccessibility dimension of the EU
telecommunications regulatory package

¢ Introduction of measures to address the accessibility of telecommunications
equipment (as well as services) and, in relation to services, to widen the scope
to include mobile services and beyond

o Wider, multi-sectoral measures to help ensure coherence across all relevant
policy sectors — telecommunications services, telecommunications equipment,
and social policy

e Measures that address affordability as a dedicated issue (including
encouragement of mainstreaming of eAccessibility features so that they are
provided as standard in popular products and services, and clarification of the
role of social policy in relation to issues of affordability and equipment provision)

e Accompanying measures to reach, mobilise and increase the capacity of the
various stakeholders (industry, users, policy) in this field.

Television services and equipment
Although there have been no EU measures of direct relevance in this field to date, the
political agreement on the new Audiovisual Services Directive (amending the Televison
Without Frontiers - TVWF - Directive) includes accessibility within its scope®. On the
positive side, the inclusion of accessibility within the Directive can be expected to
encourage more and better Member State activity on accessibility of TV broadcasts. On
the negative side, the new provisions in the Directive do not seem to require the
imposition of mandatory obligations nor do they establish specific targets or indicate a
sense of urgency for action.

Even if it can be expected that, over time, the introduction of accessibility in the
Audiovisual Services Directive will make a contribution to progressing this field, the
evidence from MeAC would suggest that (further) EU-level measures need to be
considered if sufficient accessibility of TV services is to be achieved across Europe
within any reasonable timeframe. The current absence of EU-level measures addressing
the TV equipment sector or the new opportunities and challenges posed by digital TV
also needs to be taken into account in this regard.

* There are (latent) provisions in the Radio & Telecommunications Terminal Equipment (R&TTE) - Directive 1999/5/EC, but these

have yet to be invoked.

® http://ec.europa.eu/avpolicy/docs/reg/modernisation/proposal_2005/avmsd_cons_may07_en.pdf.

X
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Policy options to
consider

Impacts of EU
measures to
date

Policy options to
consider

The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of)
possible measures at EU level, as listed in the following box.

Policy options for consideration at EU-level: Television

e Strengthening of the eAccessibility dimension of EU policies on TV services,
including measures to address both public and commercial broadcasters

¢ Introduction of measures to address accessibility of TV equipment (as well as
services)

¢ Introduction of measures to address new issues posed by digital TV

o Wider, multi-sectoral measures to help ensure coherence across all relevant
policy sectors — TV services, TV equipment and, where relevant, the social
policy sector which continues to play an important role in relation to affordability
and equipment provision in some countries

e Accompanying measures to reach, mobilise and increase the capacity of the
various stakeholders (industry, users, policy) in this field.

World Wide Web

In relation to public websites, the assessment indicates both positive and negative
aspects. On the positive side, there is clear evidence that EU-level policy initiatives are
being taken up in the policies of the Member States. Almost all countries have policies in
place, in many cases directly triggered by EU-level initiatives such as the Ministerial
Resolutions and eEurope®. On the negative side, there are still some gaps, with little
happening in a few countries, and overall there is quite wide variability in the nature and
strength of approaches across countries. Crucially, the evidence shows that the impacts
to date on levels of accessibility of key websites have generally been very modest.

In relation to other (commercial) websites, there is no direct EU-level policy currently in
place. The absence of leadership from the EU can be detected in the low levels of policy
activity across the Member States as well as in the diversity of approaches amongst the
countries where there is at least some relevant activity.

The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of)
possible measures at EU level, as listed in the following box.

Policy options for consideration at EU-level: Web

Public websites

e Accompanying measures to help Member States put the most effective policy
approaches in place (linked with wider inclusive eGovernment activity),
including use of certification

Other (commercial) websites

e Examination of the scope for introduction of horizontal measures in the
equality/anti-discrimination and/or other fields.

®com (2001) 529 Communication from the Commission eEurope 2002: Accessibility of Public Web Sites and their Content; Council
Resolution on "eAccessibility" - improving the access of people with disabilities to the Knowledge Based Society, 2-3 December,
2002, 14892/02; EP Resolution on eEurope 2002: Accessibility of Public Web Sites and their Content (2002 (0325))

Xi
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Other sectoral
themes

Policy options
to consider

Other sectoral themes

There are also a number of other sectors that need to be taken into account in considering
future policy options for the EU. These include:

e Self-service terminals

e  Computing and other specific ICT sectors

o Copyright exemptions and Digital Rights Management
e Assistive Technologies

e ICTs in education.

These need to be given appropriate consideration in the context of future eAccessibility
policy development at the EU level.

The challenges that are presented in relation to these sectors suggest a need to consider
(some combination of) possible measures at EU level, as listed in the following box

Policy options for consideration at EU-level: Other sectoral themes

Self-service terminals
e Introduction of legislative or other measures to encourage Member States (and
ultimately manufacturers and deployers) to ensure that self-service kiosks are
accessible to disabled people
0 equality/anti-discrimination approaches may provide useful models in
this regard; specific attention to accessibility of self-service terminals in
public procurement and, where relevant, within eGovernment policy
also can play an important role
e Accompanying measures to encourage and support accessibility initiatives by
other stakeholders, including both manufacturers and deployers of self-service
terminals

Computing and other important consumer ICT sectors

e Introduction of measures that encourage greater efforts by industry to
mainstream accessibility as a standard feature of computer hardware and
software, and other consumer ICTs, and to better communicate achievements
to disabled customers across the EU

e Development and implementation of consumer support measures to increase
awareness and information on available accessibility solutions, targeting both
the demand (user) and supply sides

o Development and implementation of appropriate EU-level initiatives to
encourage the development of (public) assistive technology services in the
Member States and/or other approaches to subsidising end-user costs (e.g.
through social policy)

Copyright exemptions and Digital Rights Management
e This policy area is of great importance for people with visual impairments and
others who have difficulties accessing printed materials; the specific provisions
for copyright exemptions and interactions with wider digital rights management
vary widely across Europe and warrant further attention at EU-level

Assistive Technologies
e Measures to encourage the provision of comprehensive (public) assistive
technology services in the Member States, including attention to affordability
e Clearer explication and leveraging of the linkages between assistive technology
policy and policies in other fields, such as employment equality
e Measures to support RTD and market development in the field of assistive
technology

ICTs in education

e eAccessibility in the educational context needs a high visibility and attention in
future EU-level policy on eAccessibility.

Xii
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Impacts of EU
measures to
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Impacts of EU
measures to
date

Public procurement
The revised EU public procurement directives offer the potential to significantly contribute
to eAccessibility if effectively implemented by the Member States and followed-up by
public procurers in their day-to-day work.

On the positive side, provisions in the revised Directives have at least introduced the
potential in many EU countries for eAccessibility to be addressed in public procurements
of ICTs. In addition, the planned EU standards and toolkit, when available, can be
expected to be very helpful as there is a strong reported need on the ground in the
Member States. On the negative side, it seems that the intent of the Directives on
accessibility has not been fully recognised / implemented in many cases, even if most
Member States may not necessarily be aware of this. In addition, there seems to be quite
wide variability across the Member States in the specifics of the implementation of the
accessibility provisions of the Directives.

Overall, the policy situation in the majority of Member States seems currently to be very
weak and the EU situation, as a whole, compares very unfavourably with (two of the)
reference countries.

The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of)
possible measures at EU level, as listed in the following box.

Policy options for consideration at EU-level: Public procurement

e The possibility of clarifying / reinforcing the accessibility provisions in the EU
Directives

e Consideration to making the provisions mandatory

¢ Introduction of efforts to build synergies with and leverage the eAccessibility
impetus being given from the public website accessibility field

o the procurement implications of accessibility requirements in public
website laws and regulations could be spelled out and made more visible

o in this context, however, there is also a need to raise awareness that the
scope covers both customer-facing and internal ICTs

e Synergies and leverage are also possible with equality legislation and with the
accessibility dimension now included in the Structural Funds; potential links with
public procurement for eAccessibility could be spelled out and made more visible

e Accompanying measures to support the Member States and procurers, including
actions directly linked to the EU Directives as well as a more general initiative to
put public procurement strongly and visibly on the agenda as a core vehicle for
encouraging and achieving eAccessibility in Europe:

o0 evidence reinforces the importance of the EU standards bodies work on
eAccessibility standards and toolkit for procurers

0 awareness-raising to include education of procurers about eAccessibility

0 measures to re-assure (demonstrate to) procurers that addressing
eAccessibility does not add more costs, need not be too complex/time-
consuming and so on; at the same time support measures to be put in
place to ensure that this is in fact the case

0 encouragement of supplier capacities in eAccessibility would also make a
useful contribution

Certification

There has not yet been any concerted EU-level effort to put into practical effect a
European-wide eAccessibility certification regime. Nevertheless, the policy attention given
to eAccessibility certification in the eAccessibility Communication of 2005, and in earlier
Resolutions and Declarations on eAccessibility and elnclusion, has led to some efforts in
relation to web accessibility certification by the European Standards organisations.
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More generally, the current situation in relation to availability of and utilisation of
eAccessibility certification in Europe poses a number of important challenges that warrant
attention at the EU-level. These include:

¢ the general lack of availability of an appropriate certification regime for use
across the Member States

¢ the fact that only a small number of countries are yet actively using accessibility
certification in the one field - web accessibility - where the evidence already
shows that 'official' certification schemes can lead to better accessibility
outcomes

¢ the lack of a commonly shared understanding of what accessibility may actually
mean in terms of testable criteria when it comes to particular ICT domains which
are to be made accessible to different user groupings

¢ the fact that awareness among users of current labelling practices seems to be
rather low and that existing labels are not unanimously perceived as reliable
indicators for accessibility at the users’ side

o the possibility (already evident in the web accessibility field) that a variety of
different national eAccessibility certification schemes, based on differing national
standards, will emerge, posing a strong risk of market fragmentation.

Policy options The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of)
to consider possible measures at EU level, as listed in the following box.

Policy options for consideration at EU-level: Certification

e The implementation of an accelerated and reinforced effort to develop and
introduce a comprehensive European eAccessibility certification regime
(covering all of the key ICT product and service sectors), backed by the
necessary European standards, and harmonised as appropriate with relevant
international standards

e Possible options to explore:

0 The possibility of addressing this through accelerating / expanding
the work of the European Standards Organisations under the
existing Mandate 376, in order to provide as soon as possible the
groundwork needed to underpin such a European certification
regime.

o Initiation of an additional, dedicated measure directed towards the
development of commonly agreed technical standards on
eAccessibility across the various ICT domains concerned and
implementation of a comprehensive European eAccessibility
certification regime linked to this.

Equality / anti-discrimination approaches

Impacts of EU  Although Article 13 of the Treaty of the European Union provides a broad legal basis for

measures to combating discrimination based on disability, EU-level measures in the disability field to

date date have only directly addressed the field of employment equality (through the
‘employment equality’ directive®).

Employment equality

The evidence from MeAC suggests that whilst the EU's 'employment equality’ Directive
has led to the establishment of a good potential to leverage eAccessibility benefits in the
Member States this potential is not yet being realised to any appreciable extent.

” Standardization Mandate 376 to the European Standards Organizations in support of European Accessibility Requirements for
Public Procurement of Products and Services in the ICT domain. M 376 - EN; Brussels, 7th December 2005

8 Directive 2000/78/EC of 27 November 2000 establishing a general framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation
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Policy options
consider

On the positive side, EU employment equality policy as presented in the Directive seems
to broadly be implemented in most, but not all Member States. On the negative side, the
MeAC evidence shows that the current implementations and follow-up activity in the
Member States have important limitations in relation to the achievement of eAccessibility
policy objectives, including:
e not much impact to date in terms of visibility of and attention to eAccessibility in
the Member States, probably at least in part due to the fact that this is not
directly emphasised in the current text

¢ it seems that the link in the Directives between reasonable requirements and
available public supports for employers is not yet being made in most Member
States in relation to public supports for assistive technologies for
employers/employees.

Equality of access to goods and services

This approach seems to offer good potential as a vehicle to reach producers and
deployers of ICT goods and services in relation to eAccessibility. However, there are no
direct EU-level measures addressing this as of yet. This is reflected in less overall
attention to this aspect in Member State legislation as well as in wide variability in the
extent to which there are equality/anti-discrimination laws addressing goods and services
in place at all, and in the strength and other characteristics of the laws that are in place.

The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of)
possible measures at EU level, as listed in the following box.

Policy options for consideration at EU-level: Equality / anti-discrimination

Employment equality

e Next revision of the Directive could incorporate more specific reference to
eAccessibility issues

e Direct linkage and fostering of synergies between employment equality policy
and policy in relation to assistive technologies

e Accompanying measures to better leverage existing legislation; these might
include stimulation of exchange of good practice amongst Member States and
implementation of targeted support measures such as awareness-raising,
technical support / guidance, etc.

e Development and implementation of more proactive approaches targeting
eAccessibility in employment

Goods and services equality

o Examination of the potential to invoke the equality provisions of Article 13 of the
Treaty of the European Union across all policy areas of relevance to
eAccessibility; possibilities to implement both rights of redress and positive
duties or other proactive actions to foster wider systemic change could be
considered in this regard; links with the concept of "services of general interest"
also could be examined in this context

e Development and implementation of an EU-level measure (Directive) on
equality/anti-discrimination in relation to access to goods and services, to
include a strong and explicit coverage of eAccessibility within this

e Accompanying measures to help support other relevant stakeholders to
address eAccessibility in the equality/anti-discrimination context (e.g. Member
State equality agencies, adjudicating bodies, and disability NGOs), including
technical guidance and support
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Three main
strands...

...better
leveraging...

...strengthen-
ing...

...and new
measures

Equality of
access to
goods and
services

An integrated approach

Overall, the evidence from the study suggest a need to consider an EU-level approach
that combines three main strands:

e better leveraging of existing EU-level measures
e strengthening of existing EU-level measures

¢ introduction of new measures.

An integrated approach involving a combination of these three elements would seem most
likely to be effective in achieving Europe's eAccessibility objectives within an acceptable
timeframe.

To begin with, there are various EU-level measures already in place (e.g. in relation to
telecommunications, public websites, public procurement and employment equality) where
the evidence suggests that efforts to better leverage their potential could be considered.
The evidence shows that, when well implemented, such approaches can have positive
impacts on the status of eAccessibility for people with disabilities.

In addition to this minimalist approach, the evidence suggests that strengthening of some
of the existing measures also warrants serious consideration. This applies especially in
the case of existing measures in relation to telecommunications and TV, and possibly also
in other areas such as public procurement and employment equality. Existing efforts in
relation to certification also need concerted attention and strengthening.

Finally, the evidence also suggests a need to give serious attention to the possibility of
introducing new measures. This may be warranted in order to address a number of
important challenges presented by the current situation, including:

e reaching the 'white spaces’, the ICT sectors and deployer sectors that are not
being reached by existing EU-level measures

e addressing the European 'patchwork' whereby there are wide disparities across
Member States in the strength of policy attention being given to different aspects
of eAccessibility

e achieving co-ordination and synergies across the different (and potentially
complementary) policy approaches.

In addition, a new concerted effort would seem to be required in order to close the
eAccessibility gap between the EU, as whole, and the reference countries.

Possible new measures for consideration

As regards possible new measures to be considered, two (not necessarily mutually
exclusive) options might warrant more detailed examination. These are the introduction
of:

e an EU-level directive on equality of access to goods and services

e awider, overarching and cross-cutting EU-level eAccessibility instrument.

As noted earlier, there is currently no EU-level instrument addressing equality of access to
goods and services. Some countries have implemented legislation of varying forms but
many have not yet initiated anything in this regard. The evidence shows that this can be a
useful mechanism for reaching ICT and deployer sectors that may otherwise be difficult to
address through direct sectoral policies. For these reasons, an examination of the
possibility of introducing a Directive on equality of access to goods and services, to
include a strong eAccessibility component, seems warranted.
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Wider
eAccessibility
instrument

In addition, the evidence suggests a need to give serious consideration to the possibility of
introducing at EU-level a wider, overarching and cross-cutting eAccessibility instrument.
This would seem to be the most effective way of supporting the development of a coherent
approach across the Member States and of avoiding the emergence of unhelpful market
fragmentation in relation to eAccessibility. Linked to the equality/anti-discrimination
approach, it might also be an effective way to reach ICT sectors and deployer sectors that
may otherwise be difficult to directly address. It would also provide a mechanism for
effective policy co-ordination and for the identification and achievement of the potential
synergies that exist across policy approaches.

Policy option for consideration at EU-level: Qverarching, cross-cutting
instrument

e Outlining a comprehensive perspective on eAccessibility that will support a
shared view on eAccessibility (and all of its dimensions) across the Member
States and of the mix of policy approaches that can best support its
achievement

e Making the cross-policy linkages that are needed to ensure coherence across
EU-level (and, ultimately, Member State level) measures and foster the
achievement of the cross-policy synergies that are possible

e Instituting whatever specific legislative/regulatory measures that might be
needed, to include strengthening of existing measures and introduction of new
measures as appropriate

e Specifying accompanying measures to better leverage existing legislative /
regulatory measures and to help support the other stakeholders in their efforts
to address eAccessibility.
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1 Introduction

This report presents the first main results from a study on "Measuring Progress of eAccessibility
in Europe" (referred to as the 'MeAC' study throughout this report). The study was
commissioned by the European Commission in 2006 as a follow-up to the eAccessibility
Communication of 2005°. The basic aim was to provide an evidence-base to support the future
development of EU policy in the eAccessibility field.

The remainder of this Chapter provides an introduction to the report, organised into four
sections that present, respectively:

¢ a brief outline of what the 'eAccessibility’ challenge encompasses and of the scale
and importance of the issue for Europe

¢ an overview of the policy context within which the study is being conducted
e an overview of the approach and methods that were employed in the study

¢ an introduction to the analytic perspective that provides the framework for the
presentation of the results in this report.

1.1 The nature and scale of the eAccessibility challenge

"eAccessibility" concerns the design of Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
products and services so that they can be used by people with disabilities, whether of a
permanent or temporary nature, and by older people with age-related changes in functional
capacities. For people with visual impairments, hearing impairments and other disabilities,
eAccessibility is a sine qua non as ICT products and services become essential ingredients of
everyday social and economic life. It is a crucial component of elnclusion and one that will
become even more important as the European population ages. In fact, improvement of the
accessibility of ICT products and services can be beneficial to everyone, by making ICTs more
usable in general as well as facilitating their usage in a wide variety of situations (e.g. hands-
free usage, in noisy or poor lighting environments, and so on).

1.1.1 The spectrum of ICTs and of eAccessibility problems & solutions

eAccessibility issues arise when the content, functions or other features of ICT products and
services pose problems of access and usage for people with disabilities or older people. Exhibit
1 overleaf presents an indication of just some of the wide spectrum of ICT-based technologies
and services of relevance. Apart from the eAccessibility issues posed by already available
technologies there is also a need to keep pace with the fast moving developments in the
technology field. Exhibit 2 provides an illustration of the accessibility challenges that can be
posed by different aspects of ICTs for people with different impairments.

Visual impairments

People with visual impairments may experience barriers to using visual services, content and
features, for example: web sites; visual displays and visual status indicators on computers,
mobile phones, bank machines and other devices; paper telephone directories; the video
content of TV broadcasts / videocassettes / DVDs; teletext and subtitles on TV. eAccessibility
solutions include designing ICT products and services so that the visual presentation can be
adjusted by the user to meet their needs (e.g. font type and size, contrast, use of colours);
provision of speech, audio or other output modes as alternatives to visual displays and to visual
status indicators on ICT products; provision of an additional audio channel / track to narrate the

® Communication on eAccessibility. COM(2005)425 final. Brussels 13.9.2005
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visual content in TV broadcasts / videocassettes / DVDs; ensuring that ICT products and
services are designed so that they are compatible with the assistive technologies that many
people with visual impairments use (e.g. text-to-speech software and related products).

Exhibit 1 The spectrum of relevant ICT technologies and services
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Speech impairments

People with speech impairments may experience difficulties in using voice-based services, for
example, the voice telephone and interactive voice services. eAccessibility solutions include
provision of text telephone and text telephone relay services, and alternatives to speech input in
interactive voice systems.

Hearing impairments

People with hearing impairments may experience barriers to using voice-based and other
audio-based services, content and features, for example: voice telephony; the sound content in
TV broadcasts / videocassettes / DVDs; audio signals that indicate system status; interference
on hearing aids caused by mobile phones. eAccessibility solutions include ensuring that audio
outputs are adjustable in volume and quality; provision of visual or other (e.g. vibrating) output
modes as alternatives to audio signals; telecommunications services that enable real-time
communication in whatever medium is most suitable for the user (voice, text or video); provision
of text telephones to provide an alternative to voice telephony (or videophones to enable
communication by sign language for those who use this medium) and text telephone relay
services that provide an operator service to enable users of text telephones to communicate
with users of ordinary voice telephones; provision of text captions to enable deaf people to
follow the audio component of TV / videos / DVDs; design of mobile phones to minimise
interference on hearing aids; ensuring that ICT products and services are designed so that they
are compatible with the assistive technologies that many people with hearing impairments use
(e.g. hearing aids).
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Exhibit 2 eAccessibility issues arising with respect to particular impairments

IMPAIRMENT

Blind

Partially sighted*
Reduced vision*

Deaf - without speech
Deaf - with speech
Hard of hearing *

No speech

Reduced intelligibility*
Low speech volume*
Dyslexia

Language comprehension
Intellectually impaired*
Wheelchair dependency
Cannot use arms
Cannot use one arm
Cannot use fingers
Cannot lift or push
Reduced strength
Lack of coordination
Reduce Coordination*
Height

Access equipment
Locate commands/devices
Identify command/devices
Use switches

Lift/hold devices/handset
Use dial

Use numeric keypad

Write on keyboard """"“" -

Read with Braille bar 1 A T O
Read with Braille keyboard 0 O 0
Handle pointing device -- |||||||||||-

Usage of touch screen
Read text on screen
Select objects on screen
Receive graphics/viedo info
Receive audio info
Understand speech info
Receive acoustic alert/signal
Receive visual alert/signal

Receive tactile alert/signal
Insert card/coins/media

Read printed matter

I:IUsuaIIy no problem -Limited problems

|:|Very difficult mmmmllmpossible * Depends on level of impairment

Source: COST 219 (1995)*°
Mobility impairments

People who use wheelchairs or who have other forms of mobility impairment may experience
difficulties in gaining physical access to relevant services (e.g. public telephones, bank
machines). People with dexterity impairments may experience difficulties with interfaces
requiring fine manipulation (e.g. computer mouse, small keyboards or number pads).
eAccessibility solutions include design of public telephones, bank machines, ticket machines
and information kiosks so that they are accessible to wheelchair users; design of keypads,
touch screens and other interface devices to cater for people with dexterity problems (e.g. larger
and better spaced buttons, less sensitive keys); design of ICT products so that they are
compatible with the assistive technologies that are commonly used by people with dexterity
problems (e.g. alternative input devices).

Cognitive impairments

People with cognitive impairments as well as people with age-related changes in memory,
reaction speed or other areas may experience difficulties in understanding and using
inappropriately designed or unnecessarily complex online services and ICT-based products and
services. eAccessibility solutions include design of online services and other ICT-based

10 patrick R.W: Roe (Ed.) (1995): Telecommunications for all, p.22. A publication of the COST219 project “Future
telecommunication and teleinformatics facilities for disabled and elderly people”
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products and services so that they are understandable and usable by people with cognitive
impairments, and accommodate age-related changes in information processing abilities.

1.1.2 The state-of-the-art

As indicated above, the majority of eAccessibility barriers that exist today can be relatively
easily solved if the relevant stakeholders make appropriate efforts. The examples show that
such solutions can be 'mainstream’ ones that implement accessibility right from the start in the
design of the everyday ICT products and services of the Information Society or they can be
special 'assistive' solutions whereby people with disabilities must use 'add-ons' to the everyday
products and services used by everyone else. For reasons of economic efficiency, equality and
common sense, the priority must be to ensure that mainstreaming of eAccessibility is achieved
wherever possible.

Unfortunately, the reality in Europe to date, as reported by user organisations and documented
in various studies carried out prior to the MeAC study, has been that many of the key ICT
products and services in everyday life have continued to present eAccessibility barriers to
disabled and older people. Surveys have found that the majority of public and private web sites
have not been designed in ways that meet the needs of people with visual impairments. The
range and quality of provisions to ensure eAccessibility of telecoms services have been found to
vary widely across the EU Member States so that many people with hearing or speech
impairments have only had access to a much inferior service or even, in some cases, not been
able to use basic telephone services at all. A similar situation has been reported in relation to
TV accessibility, seriously affecting many people with hearing and visual impairments.
Accessibility of bank machines and other kiosks in public places has also been identified as a
major problem for people with visual impairments and for many wheelchair users. Very little
attention seems yet to have been given to the needs of people with cognitive impairments.

1.1.3 The scale of the issue

The scale of the eAccessibility issue is enormous in terms of the numbers of Europeans that are
affected. Data suggests that up to one-in-five of the working age population have such a degree
of disability that eAccessibility provisions may be needed for them to effectively use ICTs and
that, overall, up to 60% would be likely to benefit from eAccessibility provisions (Exhibit 3).**
There are also many children with such disabilities and very many older people for whom
eAccessibility is essential if they are to be able to avail of everyday ICTs in the same manner as
everyone else.

This already high level of demand for eAccessibility solutions will increase substantially with the
ageing of the population (Exhibit 4). Already there are more than 33 million Europeans aged 50
years or older with disabilities that are severe enough to pose direct eAccessibility challenges
and this is projected to reach 46 million by 2050.** In addition, there are currently a further 69
million Europeans aged 50 years and older who have some degree of disability that needs to be
taken into account in the design of ICT products and services, with this projected to grow to 94
million by 2050.

Apart from the implications for the large number of individuals concerned there are major socio-
economic implications for Europe as a whole. For example, lack of attention to eAccessibility
could substantially inhibit the achievement of the employment rate targets for older workers that
have been established within European employment policy. In addition, eAccessibility is crucial

1 C 1. Forrester Research and Microsoft Corporation (2003): The Wide Range of Abilities and Its Impacts on Computer Technology,
pp 7-9.

2cf. empirica and WRC (2005): Various Studies on Policy Implications of Demographic Changes in National and community
Policies — LOT7: The Demographic Change — Impacts of New Technologies and Information Society, p 54.

7



MeAC, October 2007

if the benefits promised by developments in eGovernment and eHealth are to be realised and

reach those who are often the ones that could benefit the most.

Exhibit 3 Percentage of adults of working age likely to benefit from eAccessibility

Percentage of adults of working age (18-64) with disabilities that make
them likely or very likely to benefit from eAccessibility
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Source: Forrester Research / Microsoft Corporation (2003)

Exhibit 4 Projected growth in the numbers with particular disabilities (EU adults aged 50+)
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(Own calculations based on data available from SeniorWatch, 2002 and demographic projections from Eurostat, 2005)
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1.2 The policy context

Because of its social and economic importance, eAccessibility has been receiving increased
policy attention in Europe and internationally in recent years. In Europe, the European
Commission has stated that eAccessibility is “a social, ethical and political imperative™® as well
as having a high economic and market importance.

The eAccessibility Communication of 2005 provides the immediate policy context for the MeAC
study. With this Communication, the Commission highlighted the need for improving access to
Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) by people with disabilities. Three key
approaches for EU-level policy intervention were identified: (1) the application of accessibility
requirements in public procurement (utilising freedoms given to Member States in transposing
the Public Procurement Directive), (2) the introduction of a product and service certification
scheme, and (3) better use of existing legislation (e.g. in telecommunications and employment).

Depending on an evaluation of the status of, and progress in relation to eAccessiibility in
Europe, to be presented two years after the publication of the Communication, the Commission
reserved the option to consider additional measures including new legislation if deemed
necessary. The evidence-base and analysis presented in this report has been prepared as a
key input to this.

eAccessibility is currently one of the priority themes within 2010, the European Commission's
strategic policy framework laying out broad policy guidelines for the information society and the
media in the years up to 2010. It promotes an open and competitive digital economy, research
into information and communication technologies, as well as their application to improve social
inclusion, public services and quality of life. elnclusion is one of the three main pillars of i2010
and a Communication on elnclusion is expected later in 2007 that will, inter alia, follow-up on
the eAccessibility Communication of 2005.

On the part of the Member States, at their meeting in Riga in June 2006 the Ministers agreed on
reinforced efforts to improve levels of eAccessibility in Europe®. Aspects highlighted include full
implementation of existing EU legislation as well as all other instruments available, from
voluntary industry commitments to new legal provisions; with special attention to be given to the
review of the electronic communications directives, strengthening the public procurement
approach, fostering the application of common requirements or standards, including
conformance demonstration, and efforts to mainstream accessibility and design for all.

1.3 The MeAC research approach and methods

1.3.1 Basic data gathering and analytic perspective

The basic data gathering and analytic perspective adopted by the MeAC study is indicated in
Exhibit 5 overleaf.

¥ Communication on eAccessibility. COM(2005)425 final. Brussels 13.9.2005
4 Ministerial Declaration, 11 June 2006, Riga, Latvia
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Exhibit 5 Basic data gathering and analytic perspective

Data gathering methods

o EU-level measures International dimension - Desk research
Quantitative
metrics
eAccessibility policy . . - National correspondents
indi f t Member State-level measures Measure in comparison
indices for country countries (US, CA, AU) - Desk research
comparison
e / o (- National correspondents
eAccessibility status eAccessibility status: - Survey of disability organisations
indicators for overall Current Levels of eAccessibility & Progress 4 Y 0rg
domain assessment Stakeholder - Survey of ICT companies
Readiness .
Availability Facmtators / < - Su_r\{ey of public procurement
eAccessibility status of Accessibility[" Barriers to officials
indicators for country Take“p - Expert assessment
comparison (e.g. selected web sites)
\ . \_- Desk research
Correlation between
eAccessibility policy Policy impact assessment & recommendations
& status indices

Source: MeAC 2007 ©

The main focus of the data gathering and hence of the empirical evidence-based generated by
the MeAC study was on the shaded components in the schema. Thus, the focus has been on
generating two main types of indicator - policy indicators and eAccessibility status indicators -
that, taken together, enable an assessment to be made of the status of, and progress in relation
to eAccessibility in Europe.

On the policy side, the main focus was on legislative/regulatory measures, that is, on 'hard'
policy approaches as opposed to 'softer' approaches such as research. In this regard,
extensive effort was directed towards assessing the current policy situation and progress in
relation to eAccessibility across the EU Member States™ and also in selected comparison
countries (US, Canada and Australia)*®. This covered the core themes addressed in the 2005
Communication - certification, public procurement and the broad range of other relevant
legislative / regulatory approaches referred to in the Communication. A fuller listing of the policy
themes that were addressed is provided in section 1.4.

Extensive effort was also directed towards assessing the current eAccessibility situation and
progress in the EU Member States and in the comparison countries. The aspects of
eAccessibility to be measured were selected to give a broad representation across ICT domains
and disability groups, as well as to include dimensions that could be expected to be impacted
upon by policy efforts in the Member States. A fuller listing of the eAccessibility dimensions that
were addressed is provided in section 1.4.

!> The 25 Member States at the end of 2006
'® These were deemed to be the most useful countries against which to compare the EU situation
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1.3.2 Data gathering methods
The data on these indicators has been gathered through a number of different methods.

For the policy indicators, the main methods were:

¢ policy survey conducted through national correspondents in each of the Member States
and other countries

¢ supplemented by extensive desk research to develop as complete a picture as
possible.

For the status indicators, a number of methods were used:

¢ data gathering on specific aspects of the eAccessibility status in each country by the
team of national correspondents

e systematic assessment of the accessibility of a sample of key public and private
websites in all 28 countries

e surveys of key stakeholder groups: user organisations, ICT industry, public
procurement officials.

Details of the data gathering methods and instruments can be found in the Annex.

Overall, the dataset generated through these methods provides by far the largest and most
representative information on the eAccessibility field in Europe and internationally that has been
available anywhere in the world to date.

Considerable efforts were spent to ensure that the data generated by the research was of a
high reliability and robustness, especially for key indicators to be used in policy impact
assessment. Extensive validation and verification procedures were employed to ensure this for
both the policy and the eAccessibility status indicators.

For the policy indicators, of course, the implementation of definitive rating systems and
assessments of policy across a wide range of countries is a challenging task even when applied
to a single policy domain. In the MeAC study the scope of the policy analysis was much
broader than this, covering nine or more policy domains. Nevertheless, on the basis of the
methods that were used and the validation/verification efforts that were employed, it can be
taken that the overall patterns emerging from the policy assessment work are reliable and
robust, and that they provide a sound basis for input to decision-making about future EU policy
in the eAccessibility area®’.

1.4 Analytic perspective

Against the background of the eAccessibility Communication, the evidence-base generated by
the study was intended to be used to answer three core questions:

o what is the current eAccessibility status situation in Europe as a whole and across the
Member States?

o how well-developed is current eAccessibility policy at EU-level and across the Member
States?

It is possible and indeed likely, of course, that in an exercise like this the individual scores assigned to a given country in a given
policy area might sometimes understate or overstate the actual situation in that country, because of lack of information and/or mis-
interpretation of local nuances. The possibility of such occurrences does not detract in any significant way from the reliability and
robustness of the overall results but does introduce a caution that the results are neither intended for or necessarily suitable for
any type of 'naming and shaming' exercise

11
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¢ what conclusions can be drawn in support of decision-making about possible future
needs for reinforced or new policy measures at EU-level?

1.4.1 Policy assessment

For purposes of policy assessment a series of policy indicators were constructed based on the
data gathered on eAccessibility policies across Europe and the comparison countries.

1.4.1.1 Policy themes addressed

Indicators were developed for specific policy themes that were highlighted in the eAccessibility
Communication of 2005 and/or that have currently a high importance on the policy agenda:

Sectoral policies
o Websites (public; commercial)
e Telecommunications (services; equipment)
e TV (services; equipment)

Horizontal policies (not linked to specific ICT sectors)
¢ Public procurement
¢ Equality / Anti-discrimination (Employment and Goods & Services).

The indicators on these themes are developed in a rigorous manner, based on systematically
gathered information on the policy situations in the 28 countries and systematic assessment of
this using transparent scoring systems developed to be appropriate to the characteristics of
each policy theme.

The other theme highlighted in the Communication - eAccessibility certification - has a
somewhat different set of characteristics that cross-cut both the policy and the eAccessibility
status levels. It is therefore addressed in the analysis both as an element of policy (e.g. in
reinforcing the effectiveness of policies on website accessibility) and as an element of
eAccessibility status (the extent to which eAccessibility certification is currently being used with
products and services, and the perceptions of stakeholders on its role and importance). A
number of indicators are developed and applied in relation to these aspects.

In addition, the study has also generated information on some other policy themes that are also
addressed in the report, although more briefly than the other themes mentioned above. These
include assistive technology services, copyright legislation (and related policies addressing
accessible print / eBooks), cross-sectoral eAccessibility policies that encompass a range of
sectors and/or types of measure, and eAccessibility in educational contexts.

These also need to be taken into account in the consideration of possible future policy
development at the EU level.

Exhibit 6 presents a schematic modelling of some key features of the relevant policy space,
indicating some of the more important mechanisms of influence of the various policy
approaches, including those highlighted in the eAccessibility Communication of 2005.

12
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Exhibit 6 Schematic modelling of policy space and its relationship to eAccessibility market
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1.4.1.2 Setting the 'bar' - the yardsticks for policy assessment

In interpreting the policy assessments that are presented in this report it is important to
understand the level at which the yardsticks against which to measure policy performance in the

countries were set.

For purposes of this study, a pragmatic approach was taken with the

yardstick for a given policy area generally set at the level that has been reached by 'best of
breed' approaches that already can be found in one or more European or other country. This
means that the assessments have been made relative to what can be considered to be policy
approaches that are readily achievable across the Member States.

In fact, it could be argued that the 'bar’' might have been set higher in each of the policy areas so
as to represent the 'ideal' policy situation, one that covers all aspects of eAccessibility for all

levels and types of disability

and that would be of such a strength that it might be expected to

ensure complete achievement of eAccessibility within a short timeframe. Although it was felt
that imposition of such idealised yardsticks would be unrealistic and not very helpful at this point
in time, nevertheless, the question of where to set the 'bar' is an important issue to be

considered in future EU-level

policy formulation.
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1.4.2 eAccessibility status assessment

1.4.2.1 Dimensions addressed

The analysis in the report addresses three core aspects of the eAccessibility status situation:
o extent of accessibility of a range of ICT products and services in the Member States
o barriers to or facilitators of take-up of available eAccessibility solutions
o stakeholder readiness and response.

Particular attention is given to developing indicators on the extent of eAccessibility in five core
domains that are crucial in everyday life for disabled people:

o telephony

e TV

e web

e computing

o self-service terminals.

Indicators are developed for each domain, again based on systematically generated data from
28 countries and systematic assessment of this using transparent scoring systems developed to
be appropriate to the nature of the eAccessibility issues in each domain.

As well as examining the eAccessibility situation, the analysis also looks at factors that present
barriers to or facilitate take-up of available solutions by disabled people who can benefit from
them, including awareness, information and costs. In addition, the analysis also focuses not
just on the current status quo but also on the extent to which there has been progress in relation
to the experience of eAccessibility by people with disabilities in recent years. Here the
perspective of users is presented and analysed, based on the results of a European-wide
survey of user organisations.

Stakeholder readiness and response

Finally, the analysis also addresses the important issue of stakeholder readiness to contribute
to improving the eAccessibility situation. Based on representative surveys, the current situation
is analysed in relation to attitudes and capacities of three key stakeholders:

e public procurers
e |ICT industry
e user organisations.

1.4.2.2 Setting the 'bar' - the yardsticks for eAccessibility status assessment

As in the case of the policy assessments (see section 1.4.1.2), in interpreting the eAccessibility
status assessments that are presented in this report it is important to understand the level at
which the yardsticks against which to measure performance in the countries were set. In
general, the range of possible indicators in this field is very wide and considerable complexity is
added by the sheer range of ICT products and services of potential relevance and the wide
range of disabilities and associated requirements that these raise.

Against this background, careful selection and focus was needed to keep the analysis to
manageable proportions and produce results that are comparable across countries. To address
this, a number of criteria were applied when selecting indicators for the eAccessibility status
measurements, including measurability, policy linkage, suitability for benchmarking purposes
and, not least, feasibility in relation to data gathering within the methodological scope of this
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study. Again, a pragmatic approach was taken with the yardstick generally set with reference to
'best of breed' approaches that can be found today in one or more countries.

1.4.3 Assessment of policy impacts and possible need for additional measures

This part of the analysis addresses first the question of whether policy works (i.e. has
measurable impacts on eAccessibility status) and what policies work best, by bringing together
the data on the policy situation and the eAccessibility status situation, and examining their
relationships. The analysis then moves on to an overall synthesis of the results of the different
measurements and analyses. This provides a basis for making an assessment of what the
overall evidence-base suggests in regard to the question of whether or not a need for further
EU-level measures is indicated and, if so, what types of measure seem most relevant for
consideration.

1.4.4 Key metrics used in the assessments and analysis

As described in section 1.3.2, a multi-method approach was adopted to gather the empirical
evidence required for the purposes of this study. The data and information yielded by this
approach are presented in various types of table and chart throughout the report. For instance,
data gathered in relation to the perceptions of the current eAccessibility situation by different
stakeholder groups (disability organisations, ICT companies, public procurement officials) are
presented by means of pie charts and bar charts. Methodological details on the data gathering
process (e.g. survey design and data gathering instruments) can be found in the Annex to the
main report (section 3).

In addition to this, various comparative analyses across Europe (EU25) and selected
comparison countries (AU, CA, USA) are presented in the report. These rely on three key
metrics:

¢ the current eAccessibility policy situation in a given country measured in terms of
indicators concerning different policy themes

¢ the current eAccessibility status situation in a given country measured in terms of
indicators concerning different ICT domains

e impacts of eAccessibility-related policy on the status of eAccessibility measured in
terms of correlation patterns between policy scores and status scores.

These metrics are explained in more detail in the following subsections.

Indicators reflecting the current eAccessibility policy situation in a given country

Indicator scoring system:
For each of the main sectoral and horizontal policy themes set out in section 1.4.1.1 a separate
scoring system was developed to be appropriate to its particular characteristics. Details on the
construction of each individual scoring system are presented in the relevant thematic chapters
of the report. For each scoring system, individual country policy scores can range from 0 to 5
reflecting the strength and comprehensiveness of relevant policies that are in place in the
country. The  detailed policy
situations underpinning the individual
thematic policy scores assigned to a
given country can be found in the . I
MeAC policy inventory (available at: 3s R
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/a | @ s nin'nizin®
ctivities/einclusion/index_en.htm). 5%

Comparative policy situation on broadcast TV programme accessibility

scores assigned to the individual :
countries by means of the scoring
systems enable indicative

Patterns across countries: The policy |
Al
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comparisons of the eAccessibility policy situations across Europe and the comparison countries
to be made in relation to both individual policy themes and the overall policy situation. As an
example, the chart above shows the comparative situation in relation to policies directed
towards eAccessibility of TV broadcasting services. As can be seen, country scores can range
from very low to very high, depending on the nature and strength of their policy approaches.

It should be noted that the main purpose of such comparative charts is to show the patterns that
exist across Europe and the other countries, and not to provide judgemental benchmarking of
any individual country. In this regard, as already noted earlier, the overall benchmarking picture
presented in the charts can be taken to be sufficiently reliable and robust for purposes of EU-
level policy-making, but it is possible that in some cases the score for an individual country
might understate or overstate the policy strength in the country. In addition, the highest point on
the scoring system does not necessarily represent the ideal policy situation but, instead,
generally reflects the current 'best of breed' situation that can be found in Europe or
internationally.

Indicators reflecting the current status of eAccessibility achieved in a given country

Indicator scoring system: As in the case of the eAccessibility policy situation, a set of indicators
was developed to reflect the status of eAccessibility (i.e. the tangible levels of eAccessibility
available to disabled people in various ICT domains in each country). Again, separate scoring
systems where developed for each of the ICT domains to be appropriate to their particular
characteristics. Details on the construction of the individual scoring systems are presented in
the relevant thematic chapters of the report. According to the scoring systems used, individual
status scores can range from 0 to 5 reflecting the level of eAccessibility currently achieved in
relation to a particular ICT domain in a given country. The detailed data set underpinning the
individual eAccessibility status scores for each country can be found in the Annex to this report
(Section 1), available at: http://ec.europa.eu/information society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm.

Patterns aCFOSS Cou ntrles Share of national language broadcasts with subtitles by two main public broadcasters

The status scores assigned to the s M
individual countries by means of the
scoring systems enable comparison of .
the eAccessibility status situation 1
across Europe and the three
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Finally, to examine what impacts
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strength is associated with substantially
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purposes of this type of analysis, the 28 countries are grouped into categories according to their
policy scores and the graphs show the average eAccessibility status scores for each of the
groups of countries (n = no. of countries falling in each of the categories).

1.5 Structure of this report and related documents

Main Report

The remainder of this document presents the main outcomes of the analyses conducted in the
framework of the overall study. It is structured into four main sections.

Section A presents the data and analysis in relation to specific ICT sectors:

Telephony

Television

e Web

Computing

Self-service terminals

Other sectors and cross-sectoral eAccessibility approaches.

Section B presents the data and analysis on horizontal and cross-cutting themes:
Public procurement

Certification

Goods and services equality

Employment equality.

Section C presents the data and analysis on stakeholder readiness and response.

Section D presents the overall synthesis and conclusions.

Annex

Data underpinning the eAccessibility status scores as reported in the main report as well as
methodological details on the data gathering process are presented in a dedicated
methodological Annex which is available at:

http://ec.europa.eu/information society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm

Policy Inventory

A comprehensive inventory of eAccessibility-related policies identified in the 28 countries
covered by this study is presented in a further document. This information underpins the
eAccessibility policy scores reported in the main report. The policy inventory is available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm

Executive summary

An executive summary of the main report summarising the aims and objectives of the overall
study as well as key findings is available as a dedicated document at:
http://ec.europa.eu/information society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm
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Section A

Data and Analysis on

Specific ICT Domains
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2 Telephony

Accessibility of telephony is a crucial issue for people with disabilities in order to be able to
participate in the social and economic life of society. It is therefore essential that telephony
services and equipment take into account the accessibility requirements of people with hearing,
speech, visual, mobility, dexterity and other disabilities. This Chapter presents the data and
analysis in relation to the telephony theme, organised into three main sections:

¢ policy situation
o eAccessibility status
e policy impacts and implications.

2.1 Policy situation

2.1.1 EU-level context

Historically, eAccessibility provisions for disabled users, where offered, were part of the public
service remit of the (then) monopoly public telephone operators. Many operators gave some
attention to the special needs of disabled users or were, at least in principle, receptive to the
idea that provisions for these groups was part of their public remit. In practice, however,
provisions were typically very limited in many European countries.

With the liberalisation of the telecommunications market in the 1990s, concerns were raised that
the existing provisions, limited as they were, as well as the more general receptivity to the idea
of meeting the needs of disabled users, would reduce or disappear. In addition, in the
European context the introduction of a common regulatory framework to support liberalisation
and at the same time harmonisation of the European telecommunications market, whilst
avoiding market distortion, raised the concerns that this might even disallow the imposition of
regulatory requirements on accessibility at the Member State level. These considerations led to
the inclusion of references to provisions for disabled users in the Directives of the EU’s
Regulatory Framework®®. The Framework Directive requires that national regulatory authorities
promote equal choice, price and quality and access to universal service for all users, including
disabled users. The Universal Service Directive addresses a number of relevant themes, such
as access and affordability for all, where appropriate; access to operator and directory services;
access to emergency calls; availability/access to public payphones; and special tariffing. Some
can be interpreted as compulsory provisions and others as being non-compulsory, to be left to
the discretion of the national regulators to determine.

Although the strength and clarity of the provisions and references in these Directives to meeting
the needs of disabled users has been ctiticised'®, the underlying intent of the EU approach can
be considered to be one of trying to ensure that disabled people have equality with other
consumers and citizens as regards access to basic telephony services, including considerations
of choice, costs and quality. The importance of such a goal has been given a renewed impetus
through the publication of the Commission's Communication on eAccessibility?®, by responses

'8 Directive 2002/22/EC on universal service and users' rights relating to electronic communications networks and services.
(“Universal Service Directive”); Directive 2002/21/EC on a common regulatory framework for electronic communications networks
and services. (“Framework Directive”)

®n particular, it has been suggested that from an eAccessibility policy point of view, the current provisions in the regulatory
framework are 'legacy' provisions from a time when liberalisation and avoidance of market distortion were the key concerns and
eAccessibility did not have the high policy priority that it has come to have today

% Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament and the European Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions - eAccessibility. COM(2005) 425 final
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to this by the European Economic and Social Committee?* and others, and in the initial
proposals from the Commission in relation to changes in the regulatory framework to address
the concerns of disabled users®.

The Directives mentioned above refer to the fixed telecommunications services sector. In
addition to this, there are also some (latent) EU-level provisions on accessibility of
telecommunications equipment, addressed in a clause in the Radio and Telecommunications
Terminal Equipment (R&TTE) Directive?®. This enables the EU to introduce accessibility
requirements in relation to telecommunications equipment, if deemed to be needed, but has not
yet been invoked.

The available evidence prior to the commencement of the MeAC study has suggested that the
current EU-level measures have not had the necessary impact to date®, with widely varying
attention and efforts across the Member States in relation to accessible telecommunications,
lack of essential provisions in many countries, and important gaps in what is being addressed.
The fact that the current EU-level accessibility provisions in relation to telecommunications
services are limited to fixed (voice) telephony has also been raised as a central issue, given the
importance of mobile telecommunications, as well as issues of broadband access, end-to-end
text communications across different networks and between different terminals, and so on.

2.1.2 Policy situation in the Member States and other countries

The MeAC assessment and analysis of the policy situation in the Member States and other
countries gives separate consideration to policies addressing (or 'speaking to') the fixed
telecommunications services sector, the mobile telecommunications services sector, and the
telecommunications equipment sector, respectively. In fact, the vast bulk of current policy
attention has focused on the (fixed) services side, with little or no direct focus on the equipment
sector to date in Europe.

2.1.2.1 Fixed telecommunications services

The main focus of the policy survey was on policies in relation to fixed telephony services as
these are what currently fall within the scope of the EU-level eAccessibility measures.

Policy assessment dimensions and indicator scoring system

Two core dimensions were used in the assessment of the policy situation in this field:

e general strength of the legislative/regulatory framework addressing accessibility of fixed
telecommunications services

o the specific aspects of eAccessibility covered in legislation/regulations or other relevant
policies.

Details of the scoring system are presented in the following table (Exhibit 7). The detailed policy
situations underpinning the scores for each country can be found in the MeAC policy
inventory?>.

Z Opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee on the Communication from the Commission to the Council, the
European Parliament and the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions - eAccessibility.
(2006/C 110/05)

# Commission Staff Working Document on proposed regulatory changes. SEC (2006) 816.
% Radio & Telecommunications Terminal Equipment (R&TTE) - Directive 1999/5/EC.

2 COCOM (2006) Electronic Communications Package: implementation of the provisions related to disabled users in the Member
States. INCOMO06-02 FINAL. Brussels, 12 September 2006; COCOM (2004) Report from the inclusive communications subgroup.
COCOMO04-08 of 27 January 2004; http://www.tiresias.org/cost219ter/pubs.htm.

% Available at: http:/ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm
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Exhibit 7 Scoring system: (Fixed) Telecommunications Services policy

Dimension Scoring for Sub-components FifEmifE]
score
Nature and scope of the attention | 0= no reference to disabled in laws/regulations
to eAccessibility in national 0.5 = reference to disabled in laws/regulations, but only very
telecommunications legislation / general / restricted to general affordability (social tariffs)
regulations 1= reference to provisions for disabled, but restricted
scope/focus (e.g. focus only on payphones) 2
1.5 = reference to provisions for disabled has (at least in
principle) a broad scope & specific obligations have been
imposed for at least one theme
2= wide scope / strong statement of provisions for disabled &
specific obligations imposed for more than one theme
Specific provisions covered in For each:
telecoms or other 0= not covered
legislation/regulations (6 items): 0.5= covered
- Accessible terminal equipment
(provision / financing)
- Tariffs (financial support for 3
accessibility-related usage
costs)
- Payphones accessibility
- Text relay service
- Directory service accessibility
- Emergency service accessibility
Total possible score 5

Comparative policy situation

Exhibits 8 and 9 present the comparative policy situation across countries and for the EU as a
whole.

Exhibit 8 Comparative policy situation across Europe and other countries - fixed telecoms

services
Comparative policy situation on telecoms services accessibility
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Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©
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Exhibit 9 Classification of countries in terms of strength of eAccessibility policy - fixed telecoms

services

Policy strength ‘ Nurr;tc)’irn?rfieESUZS ‘ EU 25 Average ‘ Other countries
Very strong 4 Us, CA
Strong 4 AU
Moderate 12 EU25

Weak

Very weak

Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©

By way of example, the UK?" and Sweden?® are considered to be very strong because their
telecommunications legislation/regulations, and other relevant social legislation/regulations, are
well-developed and impose requirements that address all of the six aspects (provision /
financing of accessible terminal equipment, financial supports for accessibility-related usage
costs, payphone accessibility, text relay services, accessible directory services, and accessible
emergency services). Details of the policy situations in these and all the other countries can be
found in the MeAC policy inventory?®.

More generally, some of the main patterns that can be observed include:

the strength of legislative/regulatory policy on accessible telecommunications varies widely
across the Member States; 12 are rated as 'moderate’, 8 as 'strong’ or 'very strong', and 5 as
'‘weak' or 'very weak' on the MeAC overall indicator

the 'average' policy situation across the EU25 as a whole is rated as 'moderate'; this compares
unfavourably with the reference countries (US, CA and AU); in addition, only a minority of EU
countries are at the same policy level as these

most (but not all) countries have some specific reference to addressing needs of disabled
people in telecommunications services law / regulations and indicate responsibilities for the
telecoms sector in this regard

in most countries the approach is through imposing obligations on one or more
telecommunications operators, although often a general statement of requirements in the
relevant laws has not yet actually been implemented as a specific obligation on one or more
named operators; in a few countries a different approach is taken (e.g. in Sweden the approach
is through public procurement of the required services, in Finland the state lottery fund pays for
a number of the provisions)

the clarity / strength of the provisions addressing the fixed telecommunication services sector
vary; some are general/vague but the majority make reference to at least one or more concrete
themes

in a number of countries, policy provisions are quite recent and have not necessarily been
implemented yet in practice

approaches are typically not very coherent or complete - they are generally not underpinned by
a clear statement of a requirement for equivalent access for disabled users (in terms of
functionality, costs and choice) as for other users, supported by specification and
implementation of the concrete provisions that must be made to ensure this.

% 'policy strength' is based on the policy score attained by a country according to the scoring system in Exhibit 7. A score of 4.5 or
5 is considered to be 'very strong’, 3.5 or 4 to be 'strong’, 2.5 or 3 to be 'moderate’, 1.5 or 2 to be ‘weak’, and 1 or lower to be ‘very

weak'

% Communications Act (2003) and associated universal service obligations; Disability Discrimination Act (1995); funding for special
equipment under assistive technology services

8 Electronic Communications Act (2003) and other relevant ordinances; funding for special equipment under assistive technology

services

# Available at: http:/ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm
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Specific aspects of accessibility addressed in fixed telecommunications services policy

Exhibit 10 presents data on the patterns across the Member States in terms of the specific
aspects of eAccessibility that are addressed in their fixed telecoms laws/regulations®.

Exhibit 10 Coverage of specific themes in Member States laws/regulations

eAccessibility themes addressed in Telecoms services laws/ regulations in the
Member States

24
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# of countries
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Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©

Some of the main patterns that can be observed include:

there is wide variability across the Member States as regards the specific themes covered in
legislation/regulations addressing the fixed telecoms services sector

accessibility of payphones is the most frequently occurring theme, being mentioned in the
laws/regulations of about two-thirds of the Member States; wheelchair access is the most
commonly mentioned in this regard, but sometimes also text telephones, handset volume,
provisions for visually impaired and so on

just under one-half of Member States mention accessibility of directory services in their
laws/regulations and a similar number mention accessible emergency numbers

two-in-five address provision/pricing of accessible/special terminal equipment in their telecoms
laws / regulations; social sector supports are also available in a number of countries (through
assistive technology services)

just over one-quarter of countries address equivalent tariffs as a general principle (e.g. to ensure
that text telephone users do not have greater costs than voice telephone users because their
calls take longer) **, and a number of others address the tariff issue in relation to ensuring that
disabled users do not have higher costs because they must call directory enquiries as they
cannot use a paper directory

only one-in-five countries seem to explicitly require text telephone relay services in their telecoms
laws / regulations.

2.1.2.2 Mobile telecommunications services

There is a lot less policy attention being given to accessibility of mobile telecom services across
the Member States. In fact, the MeAC policy survey identified just a small number of countries

30

The data here is intended to present an indicative view and should not be interpreted as a definitive legal interpretation of the

coverage of the various legislative texts and regulations

31

Laws/regulations in the telecommunications area and/or from the social sector in some countries also address more general

affordability of basic telecommunications for low income disabled and other users (e.g. subsidised line rental and/or tariffs -
'social tariffs'), but this is not the focus of this study as it is not directly linked to accessibility, per se
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where direct policy attention to accessibility issues for this sector was found. In ES®, legislation
has provided the basis for a decree that will require mobile operators to make available
accessible mobile handsets, such as phones that provide talking output of text messages,
menus and so on. In the UK®, the equality legislation makes direct reference to the
telecommunications sector and includes mobile operators within its scope, and some provisions
within the mainstream telecommunications legislation also have relevance; these have been a
stimulus for mobile industry initiatives on accessibility. More generally, 'social tariffs' for mobile
telephony are addressed in some countries, either in policy or in voluntary provisions by
operators and in some countries operators have taken voluntary initiatives to address
accessibility of mobile services. In one case (AT), recent policy has implemented a requirement
to provide personalised price information through voice messaging for blind or visually impaired
users (if requested) for purposes of international roaming.

As regards the comparison countries, both the US and AU have policy provisions that directly
address accessibility of mobile telecommunications services. In the US*, there are quite strong
provisions for accessibility of mobile telephony in the legislation and regulations and in the AU*®
there are requirements in relation to provision of information about accessibility of handsets
offered by the mobile operators.

2.1.2.3 Telecommunications equipment sector

None of the Member States appear to have laws that directly address eAccessibility issues for
the telecommunications equipment sector. Internationally, only the US appears to have such
laws/regulations®.

2.2 eAccessibility status

Utilising standard telephone services can pose a variety of accessibility challenges to different
disability groups.

To begin with, many people with disabilities need or would benefit from the inclusion of a variety
of accessibility features in standard telephone handsets. Which feature or combination of
features is needed will vary from individual to individual, depending on type and severity of their
impairments such as visual, hearing and dexterity. At least in principle, a range of eAccessibility
solutions are now available to address the needs of disabled telephone users®’.

However, a key issue is whether these are actually available to people with disabilities in terms
of products that are offered on the market, and if so, whether these are available to the same
extent and under the same conditions when compared with average standard products, e.g.
when it comes to choice and purchase costs. Also, availability of information to disabled
consumers on which of the products that are available on the market actually do provide
required accessibility features is a precondition for being able to use telephone services on an
equal footing with non-disabled consumers.

Whilst the needs of some disabled people in relation to voice telephony can be met by
accessibility features included within standard handsets, some people (especially those with
hearing and speech impairments), need to be able to communicate in a medium other than

2 51/2003 Act on Equal Opportunities, Non-Discrimination and Universal Accessibility of People with Disabilities and associated
draft decree

# Communications Act (2003), Disability Discrimination Act (1995)

% Telecoms Act (1996) and various FCC regulations

% ACIF C625:2005 - mandatory industry code

% Hearing Aid Compatibility Act (1988); Section 255 of the Telecoms Act (1996)

" An extensive list of design features addressing the user requirements of people with disabilities is, for instance, available at the
RNIB Scientific Research Unit's (SRU) web site: http://www.tiresias.org/guidelines/pots.htm
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voice. For them, interactive text communication (or sometimes video communication) offering
the same set of features in terms of conversationality as voice does for hearing people (e.g.
information flows in real time, possibility to interrupt at any stage in the conversation) is
necessary if they are to be able to have the equivalent to a voice converastion over the
telephone. Therefore store-and-forward text communications such as email or SMS, although
useful, cannot be regarded as a full equivalent to voice telephony, despite being popular among
people with disabilities as well. Also, access to common telephony services such as emergency
numbers is a crucial issue for those who rely on text telephony for the purpose of interpersonal
communication. In addition, people who rely on sign language as their first language may need
or prefer signing with help of video telephony. In both cases, the availability of a relay service
enables communication with voice telephony users.

Another key theme concerns the availability of public telephone facilities that are accessible to
people with disabilities (e.g. accessible to wheelchair users, provision of text telephones, and so
on). Public payphones will continue to play an important role in the foreseeable future for people
who do not possess a mobile phone - for whatever reason - or those who do not have a fixed-
line phone at home.

Against this general background, in the following sections the current status of eAccessibility in
the telephony domain is presented in relation to mainstream telephony equipment and access
to standard telephony services by people who rely upon text telephony and video telephony.

2.2.1 Mainstream telephony equipment

2.2.1.1 Landline telephone handsets

The MeAC indicators (Exhibit 11) suggest that availability of accessible landline telephone
handsets to people with disabilities has only progressed to a rather low extent during the last
five to ten years in the European Member States (Exhibit 12). A clear majority of user
organisations (86%) report no or just some progress at most having happened over that time
span. In addition, they report that handsets with suitable accessibility features tend to be more
expensive when compared with standard models, with some 40% reporting that accessible
handsets are even a lot more expensive.

Exhibit 11 eAccessibility indicators on mainstream land line telephone hand sets to people with
disabilities

e Progress in the availability of accessible handsets during the last 5 to 10 years as perceived by disability
organisations

e End user costs of accessible landline handsets when compared with standard handsets as perceived by
disability organisations

e Availability of public telephone booths which are accessible to wheelchair users as estimated by disability
organisations

e Offering of landline handsets that are explicitly labelled as being hearing-aid compatible on the web sites of the
two main landline operators in the country

e Provision of any other eAccessibility related customer information on the web sites of the two leading landline
operators in the country

e Factors that have contributed to progress in the availability of accessible landline handsets (if any) as perceived
by disability organisations

e Barriers to having an accessible landline handset as perceived by disability organisations

e Barriers to making own products accessible as perceived by companies engaged in manufacturing of
telecommunications equipment

Where any progress is perceived, this tends to be attributed more to general technological
progress rather than market forces, actions taken by industry/providers or dedicated policy
intervention. Clearly the main barrier towards wider availing of accessible landline telephones as
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perceived by the disability organisations concerns lacking market information (Exhibit 13). The
majority considers this factor as representing a main barrier, while general availability of suitable
models and high purchase costs, although important, are considered as a main barrier to
somewhat lesser extent.

The perception of the disability organisations is supported by the finding that, in most Member
States, customers with disabilities have to rely on the main landline telephony operator when
looking for an accessible mainstream telephone handset. Oftentimes, this is the former public
telecoms provider looking back to a certain history of addressing disadvantaged customer
groups as part of its former remit. For instance, while in 13 Member States the main landline
operator does offer at least some product-related information directed towards people with
disabilities via its online sales channel, the second largest market player does so in only 2
countries (Exhibit 14). When it comes to models that are explicitly indicated as being hearing-aid
compatible a similar pattern emerges, with a ratio of 14 to 1 respectively.

Exhibit 12 eAccessibility of land line telephone hand sets as perceived by European user
organisations

Progress in the availability of accessible land line Estimated costs of accessible land line telephones when
telephones during the last 5 to 10 years compared to standard models
No progress Copﬁf,igfg:: e About the

Lot more same
12%

33% 14%

expensive
41%

Little more

expensive

progress 4%
53%

n=21 n=17

Availability of public telephone booth accessible to wheel chair users
Wide

availability
23%

Little or no
availability
54%

Some
availability
23%

n=13

Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).
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Overall, the landline handset market can be considered to be a relatively mature one today, and
a number of accessible solutions seem to have in principle become available, for instance,
models which provide additional amplification, or which are hearing aid compatible as well as
phones with additional relevant features such as tone controls and connections for a headset or
inductive neck loop (small induction loop worn around the neck of the hearing aid user).
However, our survey data suggest that levels of provision of such solutions seems to vary a lot
across the European Union.

Exhibit 13 Barriers and facilitators towards eAccessibility of landline handsets as perceived by
European disability organisations

Factors contributing to progress in relation to Main barriers towards wider deployment of accessible land line
accessible land line telephones telephones
100 100% -
90 + 80% -
No/
80 | 60% - misor
70 1 40% - barrier
60 20% -
50 0% N
40 - 20% -
30 4 40% - Major
20 + 60% - barrier
10 - 80% -
0 . ! : 100% - J
General Consumer  Actions taken by Laws, regulations No or few Lack of info on  Too expensive
technological  actions / market industry or and official f
developments forces providers policies products available for end users
available products

\l Minor barrier ®Major barrier ' No barrier\

n=21
n=18

Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).

Exhibit 14 Online provision of customer information relevant to people with disabilities by the tow
main land line operators according to country

Online provision of Online provision of any Online provision of Online provision of any
information on hand other customer information information on hand sets other customer information
sets that are hearing directed towards people that are hearing aid directed towards people
aid compatible by 1* with disabilities by 1% main compatible by 2" main with disabilities by 2™ main

main land line land line telephony land line telephony land line telephony
telephony operators operators operators operators
EU (#‘Of 14 13 1% 2
countries)
USA v v R v
CA v v - -
AU v v v v

: Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).

When it comes to the availability of public payphones that are accessible to people with
disabilities a similar picture emerges. For instance, more than half (54%) of the responding
organisations report little or no availability of public phone booths in their country that are
accessible to wheelchair users, while almost another quarter (23%) report only some (and not
enough) availability.

% Note: in six countries the second main operator does not sell any hand sets at all and for two countries data are not available.
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2.2.1.2 Mobile telephones

When it comes to mobile telephony a somewhat mixed picture emerges across different
disability groups. With regard to hearing impaired users, our indicators suggest that at least
some progress is reported to have been achieved during recent years in relation to the
availability of accessible mainstream mobile phones (Exhibit 16). Explanatory statements
provided by the disability organisations suggest, for instance, that the quality of some hearing
aids seems to have improved to a certain extent. In particular, digital hearing aids have become
available that seem to have better capabilities to cope with interferences. Over the past decade,
efforts have been made by the hearing aid industry in meeting the challenge — partly by careful
wiring, internal metallic screens and avoidance of unnecessary apertures through which radio
signals could gain access — but especially through the move to digital processing. This, coupled
with the ongoing migration of mobile communications towards 3G technology (which results in
lower tonal interference), means that the problem seems to gradually lessening. Nevertheless,
for many who rely on a hearing-aid for communication, interference seems to have produced a
barrier to using a mobile phone in the regular way.

Exhibit 15 eAccessibility indicators on mobile telephones to people with disabilities

e  Progress in the availability of mobile phones with good inductive coupling during the last 5 to 10 years as
perceived by disability organisations

e  Progress in the availability of mobile phones with no or minimal interference for hearing-aid users during
the last 5 to 10 years as perceived by disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of mobile phones with voice output options during the last 5 to 10 years as
perceived by disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of mobile phones with good adjustable displays during the last 5 to 10 years as
perceived by disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of mobile phones with accessibility features for dexterity impaired during the last
5to 10 years as perceived by disability organisations

e End user costs of mobile phones that are hearing-aid compatible when compared with standard handsets
as perceived by disability organisations

e End user costs of mobile phones that provide good accessibility to visually impaired people when
compared with standard handsets as perceived by disability organisations

e End user costs of mobile phones that provide good accessibility to dexterity impaired people when
compared with standard handsets as perceived by disability organisations

e  Offering of mobile telephones that are explicitly labelled as being hearing-aid compatible on the web sites
of the two main mobile operators in the country

e Provision of any other eAccessibility related customer information on the web sites of the two leading
mobile operators in the country

e Factors that have contributed to progress in relation to accessibility of mobile phones to hearing impaired
users (if any) as perceived by disability organisations

e Main barriers to having a mobile phone that is compatible with hearing aids as perceived by disability
organisations

e Factors contributing to progress in relation to accessibility of mobile phones to visual impaired users (if any)
as perceived by disability organisations

e Main barriers to having a mobile phone that is accessible to people with visual impairments as perceived
by disability organisations

e Factors contributing to progress in relation to accessibility of mobile phones to dexterity impaired users (if
any) as perceived by disability organisations

e Main barriers to having a mobile phone that is accessible to people with dexterity impairments as perceived
by disability organisations

This anecdotal evidence is supported by the fact that general technological progress is
perceived by the overwhelming majority of disability organisations (92%) as a key driver of
progress in the field (Exhibit 17). Despite this, only a minority of the disability organisations
(Exhibit 16) report considerable progress in relation to the availability of models that provide
good inductive coupling with hearing aids (9%), and in relation to availability of models with no
or minimal interference with hearing aids as well (23%). This outcome points in the direction
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that technological solutions that are in principle available do not seem to have spread to a

sufficient extent.

Exhibit 16 eAccessibility of mobile telephones as perceived by European disability organisations

Progress in the availability of mobile phones of good
inductive coupling with hearing aids

Some
progress
82%

No progress
9%

Considerable
progress
9%

n=11

Costs of hearing aid compatible phones when compared
to standard models

About the
same
33%

Lot more
expensive
45%

Little more
expensive
22%

n=9

Progress in the availability of mobile phones with voice
output options

Some
progress
55%

Considerable
progress
45%

n=20

Progress in the availability of mobile phones with
accessibility features for dexterity impaired

No progress
36%
‘ T
Some

progress
46%

hings got
worse
9%

Considerable
progress
9%

n=11

Progress in the availability of mobile phones with no or
minimal interferences with hearing aids

No progress
8%

Considerable
progress
23%
Some

progress
69%

n=13

Progress in the availability of mobile phones with good
adjustability of visual displays

No progress
11%

Considerable
progress
progrecs 39%
50%

n=18

Costs of mobile phones accessible to visual impaired
when compared to standard models

About the
same
6%

Lot more
expensive
61%

Little more
expensive
33%

n=18

Costs of mobile phones accessible to dexterity impaired
when compared with standard models

Lot more
expensive
1% Little more
expensive
29%

n=7

Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).
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As in the case of landline telephony, models that provide good levels of accessibility tend to be
more expensive when compared with standard models. Nearly one half (45%) of the disability
organisations report that models with good hearing-aid compatibility are even a lot more
expensive, while about one-fifth (22%) state that they are at least a little more expensive. This
outcome is supported by the fact that the majority of the user organisations (64%) consider high
costs as a major barrier to wider availing of such models. However, other factors, including
lacking availability of suitable models (62%) and lacking information on models that are actually
available on the market (58%), rank at the same level of importance.

In relation to people with visual impairments, a similar pattern emerges (Exhibit 16). All disability
organisations have observed at least some progress during the last 5 to 10 years in relation to
voice output for menus and/or text messages, and a majority reports considerable or at least
some progress (39% and 50% respectively) in relation to the availability of models with good
adjustability of visual displays (e.g. font size, colours). Again, general technological progress
was mentioned by most organisations (75%) as a key factor driving eAccessibility-related
developments in the field (Exhibit 17). According to explanatory statements received from the
user organisations, for instance, the emergence of the “smart phone” segment seems to have
opened up possibilities to increase accessibility of mobile telephones by the utilisation of
appropriate software.

However, when compared with other factors such as availability of suitable products on the
market and related product information, high purchase costs seems to act as the strongest
barrier towards wider availing of mobile phones that are accessible to people with visual
impairments. The latter factor is mentioned by 68% of the disability organisations as a main
barrier, while the former factors are reported as a main barrier only by 29% and 37%
respectively (Exhibit 17). In line with this finding, explanatory commentaries that were given
highlight the mainstreaming of accessibility features across different price ranges as an issue
that would deserve priority attention.

Progress in relation to accessibility of mobile phones to people with dexterity impairments is
again assessed by the disability organisations as having occurred only to a rather limited extent
over the last 5 to 10 years (Exhibit 16). A majority states that there has been only some
progress (46%) or no progress at all (36%) in the field, while some organisations (9%) state that
things have even got worse. Again, explanatory comments received suggest that new
technological developments (e.g. again smart phone technology) have in principle opened up
new possibilities to design mobile phones that are more accessible to people with dexterity
problems. However, models that do actually provide adequate levels of accessibility are
assessed as being a lot more expensive (71%) when compared with mainstream standard
models although, when it comes to factors that act as main barriers towards wider deployment
of mobile phones that are accessible to people with dexterity impairments, purchase costs
(58%) do not rank highest according to the disability organisations. Here, lacking availability of
suitable products on the market (78%) and lacking market information (78%) have been
mentioned even more often as a main barrier. This finding corresponds with the fact that actions
taken by industry/providers were not at all mentioned when it comes to factors perceived by
user organisations as having contributed to progress in the field (Exhibit 17). All in all, these
findings point in the direction that people with dexterity impairments may have been least
addressed by mainstream market players up to now when compared with other types of
impairments.
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Exhibit 17 Barriers and facilitators towards wider utilisation of accessible mobile telephones as
perceived by European disability organisations

Factors contributing to progress in relation to
accessible mobile phones for hearing impaired
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Main barriers towards wider deployment of mobile phones
accessible to dexterity impaired
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Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).
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The MeAC indicators also suggest that in general there is only limited attention being given by
mainstream vendors to the needs of mobile telephony users with disabilities. For instance, only
in seven EU Member States do the main mobile operators offer any disability-related product
information via their online sales channels, and only in five countries does the second largest
market player do so as well (Exhibit 18). The corresponding figures for models offered on the
main operator's web sites that are explicitly stated as being hearing-aid compatible are even
lower, i.e. five and four operators respectively. Although this may not necessarily mean that
none of the models they have on offer are compatible with hearing aids, it points to the fact that
hearing aid users — and people with disabilities in general — face disadvantages in terms of a
lack of market transparency and choice.

Turning to factors reported by telecommunications equipment manufacturers to pose barriers
towards practically addressing eAccessibility, a clear hierarchical pattern emerges from the
MeAC data (Exhibit 19). The majority (71%) of enterprises engaged in the manufacturing of
such equipment perceive the complexity of eAccessibility requirements as a main barrier to
making their products accessible to people with disabilities rather than additional development
time (29%), lacking knowledge about eAccessibility (14%) and additional costs that would be
involved (0%)

Exhibit 18 Online provision of customer information for people with disabilities by the two main
mobile telephony operators according to country

Online provision of Online provision of any Online provision of Online provision of any
information on handsets other customer info. information on han sets other customer info.
that are hearing-aid directed towards people that are hearing-aid directed towards people
compatible by 1% main with disabilities by 1% main compatible by 2™ main with disabilities by 2" main
mobile telephony operator mobile telephony operator | mobile telephony operator mobile telephony operator
in the country in the country in the country in the country
EU (# of 5 7 4 5
countries)
USA v v v
CA - v -
AU v v -

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1)
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Exhibit 19 Main barriers to eAccessibility as perceived by companies engaged in manufacturing
telecommunications equipment
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100% -
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application

\l Minor barrier B Major barrier = Not a barrier\

n=7
Source: MeAC Survey of ICT Companies, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).

2.2.2 Relay services for text telephone and video telephone users

In about one half (12) of the 25 Member States included in the investigation people with
disabilities who rely upon interactive text communication (text telephony) for purposes of
interpersonal communication have no possibility to communicate with ordinary voice telephony
users due to lacking availability of a text relay service (Exhibit 21). In most of the countries
where a relay service is available it is operated as a fully up-and-running service offering (10),
although in one-quarter on a pilot basis (3) (Annex, section 1). Also, the majority of the text relay
services are accessible 24 hours, seven days a week (9) and at no extra services costs (11)
beyond the immediate costs for the telephone line.

When it comes to direct access to emergency services, text telephone users tend to be even
more restricted. Today, such services can be accessed directly by text telephone users only in
seven EU Member States (Exhibit 22).

As regards progress in the availability of text telephones as perceived by the disability
organisations a mixed picture emerges from the MeAC data (Exhibit 23). While equal shares of
the responding organisations report some (37%) or no (36%) progress at all having happened
during the last 5 to 10 years, a minority states that things have even got worse (19%). Beyond
this, a small minority (9%) reports considerable progress.

Where any progress is stated, this is rather equally assigned to diverse factors including general
technological developments (41%), legislation and policy (33%) as well as consumer actions
(33%), whereby actions taken by industry are viewed as having played a smaller role (8%)
(Exhibit 24).

As regards key factors hindering a wider deployment of text telephones, more than half (60%) of
the disability organisations report lacking product information as a main barrier, while smaller,
but still substantial numbers report lacking availability of products (33%) and purchasing costs
(40%). (Exhibit 24)
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Exhibit 20 eAccessibility indicators on mainstream telephony to users of text telephones and
video telephones

e Availability of text relay service

e 24h/7d availability of text relay service

e Auvailability of text relay service without additional service costs beyond the immediate call connection costs
e Availability of video relay service

e 24h/7d availability of video relay service

e Availability of video relay service without additional service costs beyond the immediate call connection
costs

o Direct accessibility of emergency service to text telephone users

e Progress in the availability of text telephones during the last 5 to 10 years as perceived by disability
organisations

e Factors that have contributed to progress in the availability of text telephones (if any) as perceived by
disability organisations

e Barriers to having a text telephone as perceived by disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of video telephones during the last 5 to 10 years as perceived by disability
organisations

e Factors that have contributed to progress in the availability of video telephones (if any) as perceived by
disability organisations

e Barriers to having a video telephone as perceived by disability organisations

To people preferring or needing video telephony for interpersonal communication (e.g. for
signing or lip reading) access to an equivalent to mainstream voice telephony is even more
restricted. Across the European Union, a video relay service is only available in seven Member
States and most of these are currently operated on a pilot basis (4) and at confined services
hours (Exhibit 25 and Annex, section 1).

When it comes to the availability of video telephones, the majority of user organisations (64%)
report no progress having occurred over the last five to 10 years, and none report considerable
progress (Exhibit 23). Clearly, high purchasing costs are perceived as a key barrier towards
wider utilisation of such terminals among disabled people who would benefit. Unanimously, all
organisations consider this factor as a main barrier, followed by lacking market availability of
terminals that are suitable for signing and lip reading (77%) and lacking product information
(55%).

In general, the feedback received from the European disability organisations is supported by the
outcomes of an exploratory review of video telephones that are available on the market today.
In essence, video technology is capable of providing a much needed telecommunication
channel for deaf and hard of hearing people. In practice, however, only some videophones that
are on the market seem to be suitable to fulfil this need. For instance, only few videophones are
incorporating non-audio alarms and this suggests that the industry has largely not considered
the deaf and hard-of-hearing consumer base. A non-audio alarm is a small adjustment but one
that makes a big difference for users with disabilities. Beyond this, there are various other
design aspects that would need to be kept in mind when creating a 'deaf aware' videophone.
These include, for instance, a sufficiently large screen size, a lens angle suitable to capture the
whole of the signing space utilised by sing language users, video codecs capable of coping with
low bandwidth capacities, open connectivity (some videophones operate in a closed network
and cannot connect to videophones outside this network) and intuitive interfaces that are
suitable to support those sign language users who have difficulties with written instructions (e.g.
some of those who use national sign language as their first language).
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Exhibit 21 Availability of a text relay service, service hours and additional service fees according
to country

No additional service fee beyond the

OIS VRN O immediate telephone line connection

Text relay service available

service P
cgtjn(t#:igg) 13 9 1
USA
CA
AU

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).

Exhibit 22 Direct access to emergency service numbers to text telephone users according to

country
I E——
EU (# of .
countries)
USA
CA
AU

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).

Exhibit 23 eAccessibility of mainstream telephony to users of text telephones and video
telephones as perceived by European disability organisations

Progress in the availability of video telephones Progress in the availability of text telephones
Th\i\?(?rsseg o Considerable

18% progress
9%

Some
progress
36%

No progress
64%

No progress

36% Some

progress
37%

n=14
n=11

Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).
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Exhibit 24 Barriers and facilitators to the wider deployment of text telephones and video telephones among
those who could benefit

Factors contributing to progress in relation to text Main barriers towards wider deployment of text telephones
telephones
100% q
100 - 80% 1 ]
60% -| No/
901 40% - minor
80 1 barrier
70 | 20% -
60 0% 1
50 4 -20% -
40 4 -40% Major
30 | 60% barrier
20 - -80% -| )
10 A 100% -
0 ; ; ; ) No or few products Lack of info on Too expensive for end
General Laws, regulations Consumer Actions taken by available available products users
technological and official actions / market industry or . - - . -
developments policies forces providers \l Minor barrier @ Major barrier © No bamer\
n=9
n=12
Factors contributing to progress in relation to video Main barriers towards wider deployment of video
telephony telephones
100 - 100% +
90 - 80% -
80 - 60% - No /
minor
70 A 40% 1 barrier
60 1 20% -
50 - 0% 1 ]
40 -20% -
30 1 -40% - Major
barrier
20 1 -60% -
10 4 -80% -
0 : : 100% -
General Consumer  Laws, regulations Actions taken by No or few products Lack ofinfo on — Too expensive for end
technological  actions / market and official industry or available available products users
developments forces policies providers

\l Minor barrier B Major barrier " No barrier\

n=10
n=14

Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).

Exhibit 25 Availability of a video relay service, service hours and additional service fees according
to country

No additional service fee beyond
the immediate telephone line
connection costs

24hour/7day availability of text
relay service

Video relay service available

EU

countries 7 ) 5
USA 4 4 v
CA v N _
AU - - -

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).
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2.2.3 Comparative eAccessibility status situation

For the purposes of a comparative analysis of the eAccessibility status across the EU and the
three comparisons countries, two indices are utilised as set out in the table below (Exhibit 26).
These address:

e provision of eAccessibility-related product information by the two main landline/mobile
telephony operators® through their online sales channels (company web sites)

o availability of a text relay service.

Exhibit 26 Scoring system: telephony eAccessibility status indices

Index name Scoring for Sub-components Potential
score
Online provision of 1% mobile telephony operator in the country:
accessibility-related product - offering of models on web site that are explicitly labelled as
information by main national hearing aid compatible [1] _ _ 2
telephony operators - provision of any other product related customer information

dedicated to people with disabilities on web site [1]
2" mobile telephony operator in the country:
- offering of models on web site that are explicitly labelled as

hearing aid compatible [1] 2
- provision of any other product related customer information

dedicated to people with disabilities on web site [1]

1* fixed telephony operator in the country:
- offering of models on web site that are explicitly labelled as

hearing aid compatible [1] 2
- provision of any other product related customer information

dedicated to people with disabilities on web site [1]
2" fixed telephony operator in the country:
- offering of models on web site that are explicitly labelled as

hearing aid compatible [1] 2
- provision of any other product related customer information

dedicated to people with disabilities on web site [1]

Total possible score 8
National availability of text Availability of a text-relay service in the country:
relay service - in terms of a pilot implementation [1] 2

- in terms of a regular service [2]

If pilot service, service hours of the text-relay service:
- 24h a day, 7 days per week [2] 2
- less than 24h/7d [1]

If regular service, service hours of the text-relay service:

- 24h a day, 7 days per week [4] 4
- less than 24h/7d [2]
Total possible score 6

Note: For the analysis presented below the overall index values are standardized to a maximum value of 5 in order to
allow comparison across domains and with policy scores. For details on the computation of the index values see
also Annex, section 4

The evidence shows (Exhibit 27) that levels of provision of eAccessibility-related product
information by the main operators tends to be rather low across the EU and the situation within
the EU, as a whole, compares unfavourably with the situation in the three comparison countries.
Only one EU country outreaches the index values achieved by the three comparison countries.

* For each country the two main landline operators and the two main mobile telephony operators have been identified according to
available business statistics (c.f. Annex, section 10)
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When it comes to the provision of text relay services, a very mixed picture emerges (Exhibit 28).
While some countries show a maximum level of provision, in other countries no service is
provided at all.

Exhibit 27 Provision of accessibility-related product information by selected national mobile and
landline operators

Provision of accessibility-related product information by selected national mobile and landline operators

4,5 4

35 4 —

Status score

Lo HEN

BE F LT LU LV DE EE SI CZ HU N PL SK EBU25 AT CY FR T MI PT SE DK E [E UK CA US AU ES

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).

Exhibit 28 Availability of text relay service

Availability of text relay service

45 I HHHHHH

35 R

Status score

15 R

05 R

AT‘CY‘ EE‘ FR‘ LT‘ LU‘LV‘MT‘PL‘PT‘ SI‘SK‘CZ DE EU25 ES‘CA‘ BE‘ IT‘DK‘ EL‘ Fl ‘HU‘ IE‘NL‘SE‘UK‘US‘AU‘
Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).
2.3 Policy impacts and implications

The policy assessment in this section brings together the evidence from the policy side and the
eAccessibility status side in order to first assess whether impacts of policy can be detected.
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Some key implications of the evidence-base for possible future policy making at EU level are
then identified.

2.3.1 Impacts of policies

The analysis here focuses on two different levels - impacts of EU-level policy and impacts of
policies at the country level.

2.3.1.1 EU policy impacts

Assessment of the nature and extent of EU policy impacts in the telecommunications
accessibility domain primarily concerns the impacts that are being achieved through influencing
the (fixed) telecommunications legislation and regulations in the Member States. The main
mechanism for this is the national transpositions of the EU's telecommunications regulatory
package. On the basis of the data gathered by the MeAC study and presented in Section 2.1,
the assessment includes both positive and negative aspects.

On the positive side, the evidence from MeAC indicates that in relation to fixed telephony
services, at least, some reference to accessibility issues has been made in the transpositions of
the EU telecoms directives in almost all countries (although there are a few exceptions). On the
negative side, however, in some cases the accessibility themes that are mentioned have not yet
been followed-up and implemented in practice.

Overall, the impact of EU policy across Europe as a whole has not been sufficient to bring the
‘average' policy situation on accessibility of fixed telephony services to the same level as that in
the comparison countries (US, Australia and Canada). Only a small number of Member States
compare favourably with these reference countries and the majority compare unfavourably.

Of equal importance is the fact that the situation across the Member States is quite uneven in
terms of the strength of requirements implemented in national transpositions of the EU
measures and, also, in the dimensions of telecoms accessibility that are addressed. The result
is a patchwork of provisions, with differing mixes of accessibility issues being addressed and
many gaps.

It must be concluded, therefore, that the current EU provisions do not appear to be sufficiently
driving consistency, coherence and completeness in the approaches to eAccessibility of fixed
telecommunications services across the Member States. In addition, the absence of EU-level
provisions in relation to accessibility of mobile telecommunications services and also in relation
to the (fixed and mobile) telecommunications equipment sectors is reflected in the fact that very
few Member States have implemented any policies in these areas.

2.3.1.2 Impacts of policies at the country level

Overall, the assessment of the eAccessibility status in relation to telecommunications provides
clear evidence that there is not enough impact yet being achieved by existing policies in the
Member States. The evidence presented in section 2.2 indicates a substantial lack of
availability of key accessibility provisions and a range of factors (e.g. lack of awareness, lack of
information and high costs) that act as barriers to take-up of solutions that are available, as well
as a perception of limited and slow progress overall.

Despite this relatively negative picture, however, the evidence does show that when policy in
this field is well-developed and effectively implemented it has strong positive impacts on the
eAccessibility status in a country. Such impacts can be identified, for example, in levels of
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industry attentiveness (Exhibit 29) and in the tangible levels of eAccessibility in the country
(Exhibits 30)*.

Exhibit 29 Impact of telecommunications policy on telecoms operators attentiveness to
eAccessibility
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Exhibit 30 Impact of telecommunications policy on availability of text relay services
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“°_In Exhibits 29 and 30, the 28 countries are grouped into categories according to their policy scores (see Exhibits 15 and 16 for
details) and the graphs show the average eAccessibility status scores for each group of countries. (n = no. of countries)
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2.3.2 Implications for future EU policy

Overall, the evidence and analysis in relation to telecommunications accessibility indicates a
number of important challenges that warrant attention at the EU-level. These include:

¢ the eAccessibility policy and status disparities across the Member States and Europe's
lower average policy strength and eAccessibility status in comparison to the reference
countries

¢ the fact that very few countries have the necessary set of measures in place to ensure
anything close to real service equivalence for disabled users today (even if only in
relation to fixed telecommunications services), in terms of service quality, costs and
choice

¢ the lack of provision of accessibility for key services, such as emergency numbers, in
many countries

¢ the much lower levels of attention to accessibility of mobile telephony in comparison to
fixed telephony and the absence of almost any direct policy attention addressing the
equipment sector.

Even if it can be expected that, if left alone, some moderate improvements in eAccessibility
policy strength might be expected over time in some countries (especially in those where the
laws/regulations are very recent and have not yet been fully implemented in practice), overall
the evidence indicates that sufficient progress is unlikely to be achieved without (further) EU-
level intervention. In addition, the absence of EU-level provisions in relation to accessibility of
mobile telecommunications services and also in relation to the (fixed and mobile)
telecommunications equipment sectors*' is reflected in the fact that very few Member States
have implemented any policies in these areas.

The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of) possible
measures at EU level, including:

e revision and strengthening of the eAccessibility dimension of the EU
telecommunications regulatory package

¢ introduction of measures to address the accessibility of telecommunications equipment
(as well as services) and, in relation to services, to widen the scope to include mobile
services and beyond

¢ wider, multi-sectoral measures to help ensure coherence across all relevant policy
sectors - telecommunications services, telecommunications equipment, and social
policy

e measures that address affordability as a dedicated issue (including encouragement of
mainstreaming of eAccessibility features so that they are provided as standard in
popular products and services, and clarification of the role of social policy in relation to
issues of affordability and equipment provision)

e accompanying measures to reach, mobilise and increase the capacity of the various
stakeholders (industry, users, policy) in this field.

“* There are (latent) provisions in the Radio & Telecommunications Terminal Equipment (R&TTE) - Directive 1999/5/EC, but these
have yet to be invoked.
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3 Television

Accessibility of TV broadcasts is another crucial issue for people with disabilities in order to
participate in the social, cultural and economic life of society. It is therefore essential that TV
services and equipment take into account the accessibility requirements of people with hearing,
visual and other disabilities. This Chapter presents the data and analysis in relation to the
television theme, again organised into three main sections:

¢ policy situation
o eAccessibility status
e policy impacts and implications.

3.1 Policy situation

3.1.1 EU-level context

Historically, accessibility provisions for disabled users, where offered, were part of the public
service remit of the (then) monopoly public TV broadcasters. Although little systematic data has
been available to date, it has been generally the view that levels of provision in relation to key
accessibility services (text captioning/subtitling and/or signing of the audio content for people
with hearing impairments; audio description of the visual content for people with visual
impairments) have been very variable and generally quite limited across Europe. Although
there have been no EU measures of direct relevance in this field to date, the political agreement
on the new Audiovisual Services Directive (amending the Televison Without Frontiers - TVWF -
Directive) includes accessibility within its scope*. The text recognises that "the right of persons
with a disability and the elderly to participate and integrate in the social and cultural life of the
Community is inextricably linked to the provision of accessible audiovisual media services" and
notes that "the accessibility of audiovisual media services includes, but is not restricted to, sign
language, subtitling, audio-description and easily understandable menu navigation”. In addition,
it includes a clause stating that "Member States shall encourage media service providers under
their jurisdiction to ensure that their services are gradually made accessible to people with a
visual or hearing disability".

3.1.2 Policy situation in the Member States and other countries

The MeAC assessment and analysis of the policy situation in relation to television gives
separate consideration to three themes: accessibility of TV broadcast programming,
accessibility features in TV equipment, and new issues arising with Digital TV.

3.1.2.1 Accessibility of TV broadcast programming

Two core dimensions were used in the assessment of the policy situation in this field:

e general strength of the legislative/regulatory framework addressing accessibility of TV
services

e the specific aspects of eAccessibility covered in legislation/regulations or other relevant
policies.

“2 http://ec.europa.eu/avpolicy/docs/reg/modernisation/proposal_2005/avmsd_cons_may07_en.pdf.
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Details of the scoring system are presented in the following table (Exhibit 31). The detailed
policy situations underpinning the scores for each country can be found in the MeAC policy
inventory®,

Exhibit 31 Scoring system: Television services policy

Potential

Dimension Scoring for Sub-components
score

Form of accessibility requirement on 0= no requirement or assumed role
public service broadcasters 0.5 = only a voluntary/assumed public service role 1
1= required by law/regulations or license/contract

Form of accessibility requirement on 0= no requirement
other (commercial) broadcasters 0.5 = loosely defined obligations / expectations 1
1= required by law/regulations or license/contract

Subtitling requirements 0= none
0.5 = public broadcasters only 1
1= public and other broadcasters

Sign language requirements 0= none
0.5 = public broadcasters only 1
1= public and other broadcasters

Audio description requirements 0= none
0.5 = public broadcasters only 1

1= public and other broadcasters

Total possible score 5

Comparative policy situation

Exhibits 32 and 33 present the comparative policy situation across countries and for the EU as
a whole.

Exhibit 32 Comparative television services accessibility policy situation across Europe
and other countries

Comparative policy situation on broadcast TV programme accessibility
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Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©

“® Available at: http:/ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm
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Exhibit 33 Classification of countries in terms of policy strength on TV broadcast accessibility*

Number of EU25

Policy strength EU 25 Average Other countries

countries
Very Strong 2
Strong 4 CA, US
Moderate 7 AU
EU25
Weak 8
Very Weak 4

Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©

By way of example, the UK* and Ireland*® are considered to be very strong because their TV
broadcast legislation/regulations impose requirements that address both public and commercial
broadcasters and include specific requirements in relation to each of the three accessibility
themes (text captions, signing, audio description) for both sectors. Details of the policy
situations in these and all the other countries can be found in the MeAC policy inventory™’.

More generally, the strength of legislative/regulatory policy relating to accessible TV broadcasts
varies widely across the Member States: 6 are rated as being 'strong' or 'very strong', 7 as
'moderate’ and 12 as 'weak’' or 'very weak' . Overall, the 'average' policy situation across the
EU25 as a whole is rated as 'weak-to-moderate'; this compares unfavorably with the reference
countries (US, CA and AU); and only a minority of EU countries are at the same level as these.

Specific aspects of accessibility addressed in TV services policy

Exhibit 34 presents data on the patterns across the Member States in terms of the specific
aspects of accessibility that are addressed in their TV services policies.

Some important patterns that can be observed include:

¢ the majority (but not all) of Member States have some level of policy addressing accessibility of
public TV broadcasts, typically referring to the main public broadcaster; sometimes this is not
specifically enshrined in legislation/regulations but taken up as (an assumed) public broadcaster
responsibility

o fewer than one-half of countries have public policies on accessibility that address commercial
broadcasters and, where they exist, they are often very limited or loosely stated

e captioning (subtitling) for hearing-impaired is the most common theme addressed, being found
in more than eighty per cent of countries; however, the extent to which there are defined targets
in percentages / hours of programming, and the level of such requirements, varies considerably

e provision of some signing of programming is also a common requirement, although only a few
countries have specified targets in terms of the type / amount of programming to be covered

¢ |ess than one-third of countries give any direct attention in their policies to audio description
and, where such provisions are addressed, they are often very limited and/or provided on a
voluntary basis as part of the public broadcaster role; only a few countries have specified targets
in terms of percentage / hours of programming.

“4'policy strength' is based on the policy score attained by a country according to the scoring system in Exhibit X. A score of 4.5 or
5 is considered to be 'very strong’, 3.5 or 4 to be 'strong', 2.5 or 3 to be 'moderate’, 1.5 or 2 to be 'weak’, and 1 or lower to be
‘'very weak'

> Communications Act (2003) and regulator's (Ofcom) Code on Television Access Services
“¢ Broadcasting Act (2001) and regulator's (BCI) Access Rules
4" MeAC eAccessibility Policy Inventory

44



MeAC, October 2007

Exhibit 34 Dimensions addressed in TV broadcast laws / regulations /
public broadcaster responsibilities

eAccessibility themes addressed in TV laws / regulations / public broadcaster
responsibilities in the Member States

24 4
22 4

20 -
18
16
14
12

Public sector Commercial sector Captions Signing Audio description

# of countries

o N A O

Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 © (c.f. MeAC Policy Inventory).

3.1.3 Accessibility of end-user TV equipment

In comparison to the broadcast services area, very few countries have laws/regulations that
directly address accessibility of end-user TV equipment (TV sets, set-top boxes, remote
controls, recording equipment such as VCRs and so on). In fact, only one EU country (UK) and
one other country (US) appear to have addressed any aspects of this theme. In the US, there is
a law that imposes obligations on manufacturers or importers of TV sets to ensure that they
have built-in caption decoding features®. In the UK, legislation imposes some obligations in
relation to the development of accessible digital TV equipment®.

3.1.4 New issues arising with the roll-out of digital TV

The introduction of digital TV introduces both new opportunities (e.g. in principle it should be
easier and cheaper to implement accessibility features such as captions and audio description)
and new challenges (e.g. accessibility barriers that can be presented by electronic programme
guides).

On the basis of the MeAC survey, only four of the Member States appear to be actively
addressing the new challenges in a policy context, mainly through establishment of working
groups / studies to examine the issues. Eight Member States have measures addressing
exploitation of the positive opportunities, such as development and implementation of automatic
media translation (e.g. text-to-speech and vice versa) as well as imposing higher targets and/or
guality standards for subtitling and/or audio description in the digital environment.

3.2 eAccessibility status

To ensure that people with disabilities can access and enjoy TV broadcast programmes in the
same manner as everyone else, a variety of accessibility provisions need to be made available.
These include subtitling and sign language interpretation for people with hearing impairments

“8 Television Decoder Circuitry Act (1990) and updated regulator's (FCC) rules.
49 Communications Act, 2003.
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and audio description for people with visual impairments. Subtitling provides an on-screen text
based representation of what is being said in a broadcast programme, and sometimes includes
descriptions of background sounds. It can be visible continuously (open subtitles) or the user
can select to include with the picture as desired (closed subtitles). Signed TV programmes
provide a real-time signed interpretation of the spoken content, which is a key requirement for
those who depend on sign language. Audio description involves provision of an additional
narration track for blind and visually impaired viewers, where the description narrator talks
through the presentation, describing what is happening on the screen during the natural pauses
in the audio (and sometimes during dialogue if deemed necessary). Beyond the availability of
such access services that are broadcast together with TV programmes, the end user needs to
have terminal equipment (e.g. TV sets, receivers) available that support the reception of such
services.

The MeAC data on the indicators listed in Exhibit 35 suggest that people with disabilities who

rely on access services when watching TV programmes face considerable barriers to access
and enjoyment of TV content across Europe.

Exhibit 35 eAccessibility indicators on TV service accessibility

e Provision of TV content provided with access services (subtitling, sign language interpretation, audio
description) by two main public broadcasters in the country in 2006

e Provision of TV content provided with access services in 2006 (subtitling, sign language interpretation, audio
description) by two main commercial broadcasters in the country in 2006

e Progress in the availability of TV programmes with subtitling/signing over the last 5 to 10 years as perceived by
disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of TV programmes with audio description over the last 5 to 10 years as perceived by
disability organisations

e Main barriers to having TV equipment required for utilising subtitling/signing as perceived by disability
organisations

e Main barriers to having TV equipment required for utilising audio description as perceived by disability
organisations

e Factors that have contributed to progress in relation to TV broadcasts for hearing impaired
e Factors that have contributed to progress in relation to TV broadcasts for visually impaired

Although some programmes with subtitling are available from the main broadcasting stations in
many European Member States, the amount of content actually broadcasted with subtitles
varies considerably, ranging from almost all programmes in a few countries to merely a single
news programme per day in others (Annex, section 1). In addition, although subtitling of
programmes in foreign languages is relatively common, there is often considerably less
subtitling of national language programming. Where this is the case, people who rely on
subtitling (e.g. deaf people) face a very unequal situation as regards access to national
language programmes. While some national language programmes with subtitling are available
from public broadcasters in 19 Member States, the same holds only for 10 countries when it
comes to commercial broadcasters (Exhibit 36 and Exhibit 37).

The data also suggests that in the European Union public broadcasters tend to provide
considerably larger volumes of programmes with subtitles when compared with commercial
channels. The average share of national language programmes broadcasted in the EU
Member States with subtitles in 2006 by the two main public channels reaches for instance
between 27% and 31%, respectively, while the share for the two main commercial broadcasters
amounts to only 9% and 7% respectively (Exhibit 38).
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Exhibit 36 Provision of TV programmes with access services by the two main public broadcasters

1* main public broadcaster 2" main public broadcaster™

Subtitling of Subtitling of
national sign language audio national sign language audio
language interpretation description language interpretation description
programmes programmes
EU (¥#of 19 16 3 16 15 5
countries)
usa®! v - v n.a. n.a. n.a.
CA v - v v - v
AU v - - v - -

Note: For some broadcasters no clear evidence on the share of their overall programme in national language that has been
broadcasted with access services (subtitling, signing, audio description) is available in terms of percentages. In this
table, positive entries are included only for those broadcasters for which such evidence is available.

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).

Exhibit 37 Provision of TV programmes with access services by the two main commercial broadcasters

1* main commercial broadcaster 2" main commercial broadcaster

Subtitling of sign language audio Subtitling of sign language audio
national interpretation description national interpretation description
language language
programmes programme
EU (#of 10 6 1 8 5 1
countries)
USA v - - v - -
CA v - v v R v
AU v - - v - -

Note: For some broadcasters no clear evidence on the share of their overall programme in national language that has been
broadcasted with access services (subtitling, signing, audio description) is available in terms of percentages. In this
table, positive entries are included only for those broadcasters for which such evidence is available.

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).

% Note: In three Member Sates there is only one public broadcaster that broadcasts a nation wide free on air programme (cf.

Annex, section 1).

' Data provided refer to the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS). All public television organizations are linked nationally through
three national organizations: the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), created by Congress in 1967 to channel federal
government funding to stations and independent producers; the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS), formed in 1969 and which
today distributes programming and operates the satellite system linking all public TV stations; and the Association of Public
Television Stations (APTS), which helps member public TV stations with research and planning.
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Exhibit 38 Average % of national language programmes broadcasted in 2006 with subtitles in the
EU Member States by the two main public and commercial broadcasters

100,00 -
90,00 -
80,00 -
70,00 A
60,00 -
50,00 A
40,00 -
30,00 -
20,00 4
10,00 A

0,00 \ \ \

1st public 2nd public 1st commercial 2nd commercial
broadcaster broadcaster broadcaster broadcaster

Source: MeAC Survey of ICT Companies, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).

When compared with users who rely on subtitling, those preferring their national sign language
have considerably lower access to TV content. Although some signed content is available in
many Member States, the amount of signing currently broadcasted is much lower when
compared with subtitling, not exceeding 5% of the overall programme in any of the Member
States (Annex, section 1). As in the case of subtitling, levels of provision differ considerably
between public and commercial broadcasters - some programmes with sign language
interpretation are available from the main public broadcaster in 16 Member States but from the
main commercial broadcaster only in 6 Member States (Exhibit 36 and Exhibit 37).

TV programmes broadcast with audio description are rarely available in the European Union
(and beyond). Only in five Member States do the two main public broadcasters provide any TV
content with audio description, while the same holds only for one country when it comes to
commercial broadcasting. Also, volumes of programmes broadcast with audio description are
much lower when compared with subtitling (cf. Annex, section 1).

Against this background, it does not come as a surprise that the responding disability
organisations report less progress having happened over the last 5 to 10 years in relation to
audio description when compared with subtitling (Exhibit 39). While at least 15% of the
responding organisations report considerable progress in relation to subtitling, none do so in
relation to audio description. As regards the latter, one half of the user organisations report
moderate progress at best, while the other half report no progress at all having happened during
that time span.
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Exhibit 39 eAccessibility of broadcasting programmes as perceived by European disability
organisations

Progress in the availability of subtitling/signing of TV Progress in the availability of audio description of TV
programmes programmes

Considerable
progress

15% No progress
50%

No progress
38%

Some
progress
50%

Some

progress
47%

n=22

n=13

Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).

When it comes to factors driving progress in relation to accessibility of TV programmes to
people with hearing impairments, technological developments are assessed as a main driver by
a large share (some 61%) of the responding disability organisations (Exhibit 40). This
assessment is supported by explanatory comments referring for instance to the availability of
subtitling in live broadcasts enabled by new speech to text technology. When it comes to
access services directed to people with visual impairments, progress seems less dynamic.
Neither technology developments nor any other factors are assessed as being key drivers by
the majority of user organisations. Rather, barriers are highlighted by the user organisations. In
addition, when it comes to the wider utilisation of TV equipment supporting audio descriptions
among those who could benefit, high purchase costs and lacking availability of suitable products
are perceived as main barriers by a majority (71% and 63 % respectively).
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Exhibit 40 Barriers and facilitators to eAccessibility of TV equipment accessible to people with
disabilities as perceived by European disability organisations

Factors contributing to progress in relation to TV Main barriers towards wider deployment of TV equipment
broadcast for hearing impaired required for utilising access services for hearing impaired
100 + 100% 4
90 1 80%
/
80 - 60% - rr’ngor
70 A 40% barrier
60 1 20% 4
50 ] o | r
40 1 ¢ 20% A
30 - 40% Major
20 - 60% A barrier
10 4 80% A
0 } } } 100% -

General Actions taken by Laws, regulations  Consumer No or few products  Lack of info on  Too expensive for
technological industry or and official actions / market available available products end users
developments providers policies forces [m Minor barrier B Major barrier = No barrier]

n=11
n=13
Factors contributing to progress in relation to TV Main barriers towards wider deployment of TV sets
broadcast for visually impaired supporting audio description for visually impaired
100 - 100% - A
90 1 80% - -
0
80 - 60% - minor
70 - 40% - barrier
60 1 20% 4
50 - o%
40 1 20% 4
30 A 40% 4
4 Major
20 A 60% barrier
10 - 80% 1
0 ; ; : 100% -

General Consumer  Actions taken by Laws, regulations No or few products  Lack of info on  Too expensive for
technological  actions / market industry or and official available available products end users
developments forces providers policies

‘l Minor barrier B Major barrier  No harrier‘
=20 n=16

Source: MeAC Survey of Disability Organisations, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 3).

3.2.1 Comparative eAccessibility situation

The comparative analysis relies on two indices that have been developed for the purposes of
this study (Exhibit 42). These address the following two measurement dimensions:

e The average share of national language programmes broadcasted with subtitles by the
two main public broadcasters®

e The average share of national language programmes broadcasted with subtitles by the
two main commercial broadcasters®.

*2 For each country, the main public broadcasters have been identified for each country according to available media statistics (c.f.
Annex, section 12)

*% For each country, the main commercial broadcasters have been identified for each country according to available media statistics
(c.f. Annex, section 10)
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Exhibit 41 Scoring system: television eAccessibility status indices

Index name Scoring for Sub-components Aol
score
1) Share of national language Share of overall national language programme broadcasted with 0% -100%
programmes broadcasted subtitles in 2006 by the two main public broadcasters °
with _subtitles by two main Total possible score 100%
public broadcasters
2) Share of national language Share of overall national language programme broadcasted with 0% -100%
programmes broadcasted subtitles in 2006 by the two main commercial broadcasters °
with subtitles by two main Total possible score 100 %

commercial broadcasters

Note: Index values are standardized to a maximum value of 5 in order to allow comparison across domains and with
policy scores. For details on the computation of the index values cf. Annex, section 4.

In relation to public TV broadcasting, a very mixed picture emerges across the countries
included in the investigation, with a few countries showing close to 100% provision and others
where no subtitling of national language programmes is provided at all. On average, the EU
compares poorly with the comparison countries. When looking at commercial broadcasters,
levels of provision tend to be considerably lower, with only three countries reaching provision
level that are comparatively close to the optimum. (Exhibit 42 and 43) When looking at the EU
as a whole, again, the situation compares very unfavorably with the comparison countries.

Exhibit 42 Share of national language broadcasts with subtitles by two main public broadcasters
Share of national language broadcasts with subtitles by two main public broadcasters

45

35 i F

Status score

15 I HEHHH -

0,5
0 . . . . . . Ell:ll:lﬂ
PL FI

CY EE LT LV MI N PT EL HU AT DE LU EU25 m SK DK SI BE ES FR AU SE CZ [E US UK CA

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).
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Exhibit 43 Share of national language broadcasts with subtitles by two main commercial
broadcasters

Share of national language broadcasts with subtitles by two main commercial broadcasters

4,5

35 .

Status score

15 -

05 -

o e e

AT Cy C DE EE FH HU LT LV MI N PL PT SI SK EH BE DK IT EU25 ES LU SE I[E FR AU US UK CA

Source: MeAC National Correspondents Investigation, 2007 © (c.f. Annex, section 1).

3.3 Policy impacts and implications

The policy assessment in this section brings together the evidence from the policy side and the
eAccessibility status side in order to first assess whether impacts of policy can be detected.
Some key implications of the evidence-base for possible future EU-level policy making are then
identified.

3.3.1 Impacts of policies

3.3.1.1 EU policy impacts

Although there have been no EU measures of direct relevance in this field to date, the political
agreement on the new Audiovisual Services Directive (amending the Televison Without
Frontiers - TVWF - Directive) includes accessibility within its scope®. On the positive side, the
inclusion of accessibility within the Directive can be expected to encourage more and better
Member State activity on accessibility of TV broadcasts. On the negative side, the new
provisions in the Directive do not seem to require the imposition of mandatory obligations nor do
they establish specific targets or indicate a sense of urgency for action.

3.3.1.2 Impacts of policies at country level

Overall, the information presented in section 3.2 on the eAccessibility status in relation to TV
broadcasts provides clear evidence that there is not enough impact yet being achieved by
existing policies in the Member States. Nowhere near full coverage of programming with
access services is provided, even in the case of the most common provision, subtitling.

* http://ec.europa.eu/avpolicy/docs/reg/modernisation/proposal_2005/avmsd_cons_may07_en.pdf.
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However, the evidence does show that when policy in this field is well-developed and effectively
implemented it has strong positive impacts on the eAccessibility status in a country. Such
impacts can be identified on the tangible accessibility provisions by both public (Exhibit 44) and
commercial broadcasters (Exhibit 45)°.

For public broadcasters, it is clear that increasing policy strength leads to substantially
increased provisions of subtitling for hearing impaired people (Exhibit 44). Apart from subtitling,
the evidence also shows that audio description is beginning to appear in countries where it is
specifically included in broadcasting policy and that higher levels are being provided where
higher targets are set. The situation for signing is more variable and, in fact, is not a policy
theme in the three reference countries (US, CA, AU) and thus seems not to be provided to any
significant extent in these.

For commercial broadcasters, likelihood of providing accessibility services and amount of
provision is also strongly linked to presence and strength of laws/regulations (Exhibit 45). In this
regard current policy and provision, where they exist, focus mainly on subtiting and the
evidence generally indicates little or no provision by commercial broadcasters without laws /
regulations / licensing that require it. The few exemplar countries, in policy terms, show a lot
more provision than other countries.

Exhibit 44 Impact of TV policy on provision of accessibility by public broadcasters

o
9}
0 o
c = 5.0 4
<3
g 8 4.5 |
s573Z °
@ S 4.0 1 (n=2)
1= o)
3.5 4

e L
S o
oD 2 3.0 4
o 2%
S -5
o .= O
o 82 251 ®
o € 3 (n=6)
S o & 2.0 1
5 2

> 1.5
&3
T 0 [ ]
S = 1.01 (n=20)
2 =

a ]
g = 0.5
- 0
g £ 0.0
5 = Weak/Moderate Strong Very strong
<
n TV broadcast policy situation

(policy score)

Source: MeAC 2007 ©

® In Exhibits 44 and 45, the 28 countries are grouped into categories according to their policy scores (see Exhibits 32 and 33 for

details) and the graphs show the average eAccessibility status scores for each group of countries. (n = no. of countries)
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Exhibit 45 Impact of TV policy on provision of accessibility by commercial broadcasters
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Source: MeAC 2007 ©

3.3.2 Implications for future EU policy

The evidence and analysis in relation to TV accessibility indicates a number of important
challenges that warrant attention at the EU-level. These include:

¢ the eAccessibility policy and status disparities across the Member States and Europe's
lower average policy strength and eAccessibility status in comparison to the reference
countries

¢ the fact that very few countries have the necessary set of measures in place to ensure
anything close to real service equivalence for disabled users today, both in terms of
service access and of costs of access; the situation for both hearing impaired and
visually impaired, and especially the latter, is generally very under-developed

¢ the fact that very few countries directly and strongly address commercial broadcasters
in their laws/regulations and the tendency for lack of response by commercial
broadcasters in the absence of such policy provisions in a country.

Even if it can be expected that, over time, the introduction of accessibility in the new Audiovisual
Services Directive will make a contribution to progressing this field, the evidence from MeAC
would suggest that (further) EU-level measures will be needed if sufficient accessibility of TV
services is to be achieved across Europe within any reasonable timeframe. The current
absence of EU-level measures directly addressing the TV equipment sector and the new
opportunities and challenges posed by digital TV also needs to be taken into account in this
regard. The challenges that are presented suggest a need to consider (some combination of)
possible measures at EU level, including:

¢ strengthening of the eAccessibility dimension of EU policies on TV services, including
appropriate measures to address both public and commercial broadcasters

¢ introduction of measures to address accessibility of TV equipment (as well as services)

¢ introduction of measures to address new issues posed by digital TV
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¢ wider, multi-sectoral measures to help ensure coherence across all relevant policy
sectors - TV services, TV equipment and, where relevant, the social policy sector which

continues to play an important role in relation to affordability and equipment provision in
some countries

e accompanying measures to reach, mobilise and increase the capacity of the various
stakeholders (industry, users, policy) in this field.
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4 The World Wide Web

Accessibility of the World-Wide-Web is another crucial issue for people with disabilities. The
pervasive role of the Web as a source of information, as a mode of accessing and delivering
services, as a social environment and as an entertainment medium makes it essential that Web
services are designed so that they take into account the needs of people with visual and other
disabilities. This Chapter presents the data and analysis in relation to the Web theme, again
organised into three main sections:

¢ policy situation
e eAccessibility status
¢ policy impacts and implications.

4.1 Policy situation

4.1.1 EU-level context

Accessibility of public websites has had high EU-level policy visibility and attention for over five
years now>°. More recently, the Commission Communication on eAccessibility in 2005°" again
drew attention to the importance of EU-level policies in this field and the Ministerial Declaration
on elnclusion at Riga in 2006 set as one of its priorities the promotion of inclusive eGovernment
by ensuring accessibility of all public web sites by 2010.°® However, the available evidence to
date has suggested that the tangible achievements in this context have been very modest in
terms of the proportion of public websites in Europe that are accessible and in the levels of
accessibility being achieved in different Member States.>

As regards commercial websites, there is not currently any direct EU-level policy that addresses
this sector. In practice, the available evidence to date has suggested that levels of accessibility

of commercial websites across Europe have tended to be very low, and considerably lower than
(the already relatively poor) situation for public websites.®

4.1.2 Policy situation in the Member States and other countries

The MeAC assessment of the policy situation at the country level gives separate consideration
to policies addressing public websites and policies addressing other (commercial) websites.

4.1.2.1 Public websites
Policy assessment dimensions and indicator scoring system

Two core dimensions were used in the assessment of the policy situation in this field:

e general strength of the legislative/regulatory framework addressing accessibility of
public websites

* com (2001) 529 Communication from the Commission eEurope 2002: Accessibility of Public Web Sites and their Content;
Council Resolution on "eAccessibility" - improving the access of people with disabilities to the Knowledge Based Society, 2-3
December, 2002, 14892/02; EP Resolution on eEurope 2002: Accessibility of Public Web Sites and their Content (2002 (0325))

*"http://eurlex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapilcelexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=COMfinal&an_doc=2005&nu
_do c=425

*8 http://ec.europa.eufinformation_society/eventsfict_riga_2006/doc/declaration_riga.pdf.
% UK Cabinet Office (2005) eAccessibility of public sector services in the European Union
 Nomensa (2006) United Nations Global Audit of Web Accessibility.
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¢ the extent to which implementation support activities are included within the policy
approaches.

In addition, the scoring system also includes a supplementary aspect concerning whether or not
the laws/regulations and/or implementation support actions are located within the eGovernment
field or in some other policy field. In general, it can be expected that policies on public website
accessibility that are closer to the eGovernment domain will be more effective / efficient
(principle of sectoral responsibility).

Details of the scoring system are presented in the following table (Exhibit 46). The detailed
policy situations underpinning the scores for each country can be found in the MeAC policy
inventory®®.

Exhibit 46 Scoring system: Public website policy

Dimension Scoring for Sub-components Pg::%r;téal
Legislation / regulation 0 = no relevant legislation / regulation
addressing public website 0.5 = nothing direct, but could be inferred (e.g. from equality law)
accessibility 1= clear expectation of accessibility, but not very strong/direct 2

1.5 = strong expectation, but not clearly mandatory
2 = strong mandatory requirement

Supplementary:
0 = not located within the eGovernment domain 0.5
0.5 = located within the eGovernment domain

Implementation support actions 0= none
(such as guidelines/standards, | 0.5 = some activity, but limited/weak
momf[orlng/repomr_]g, 1= one relatively strong support action 2
certification, sanctions) .

1.5 = more than one support action, only one strong
2 = two or more strong support actions

Supplementary:
0 = not located within the eGovernment domain 0.5
0.5 = located within the eGovernment domain

Total possible score 5

Comparative policy situation

Exhibits 47 and 48 present the comparative policy situation across countries and for the EU as
a whole.

By way of example, IT® is considered to be very strong because the public web accessibility
legislation imposes strong mandatory requirements and this is formally linked to strong
supportive implementation mechanisms, including guidelines, certification and sanctions.
Details of the policy situations in this and all the other countries can be found in the MeAC
policy inventory®.

® Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm

2 Law n. 4, January 9, 2004 - Provisions to support the access of the disabled to information technologies; Decree of the President
of the Republic, March 1st 2005, No. 75 - Implementation Regulations for Law 4/2004 to promote the access of the disabled to
information technologies; Ministerial Decree, July 8 2005, containing the Technical Rules of Law 4/2004.

% Available at: http:/ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm
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More generally, important patterns emerging include:
¢ the issue is on the policy agenda in almost all Member States

¢ the data presents a relatively strong picture (at least in terms of policy intent) across the
Member States - 16 Member States have strong or very strong policy approaches; in four the
policy approach is moderate; and in five weak or very weak

¢ the EU situation overall is moderate-to-strong, just a little lower than the comparison countries

e most Member States have some form of legislation/ regulation (of varying strength) in this area,
mostly falling within the eGovernment arena; in some countries disability and/or equality policies
also address public web site accessibility, and in a few cases provide the only legal basis

e more generally, there appears to be some variability across countries in the extent to which
laws/regulations apply across the public sector as a whole, or are limited to central government
or in other ways

o the majority of countries also have implemented some sort of supportive implementation
activities or action programmes (e.g. guidelines/standards, sanctions, monitoring/reporting
and/or certification), again with substantially varying approaches and strength across countries.

Exhibit 47 Comparative policy situation on public website accessibility

Comparative policy situation on public website accessibility

45 | .
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Policy score

1.5 4
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25

Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©

Exhibit 48 Classification of countries in terms of policy strength on public website accessibility®

Policy strength NULoES Of =023 =023 Other countries
countries Average
Very Strong 4
Strong 12 AU, CA, US
EU25

Moderate 4

Weak 3

Very Weak 2

Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©

% 'policy strength' is based on the policy score attained by a country according to the scoring system in Exhibit X. A score of 4.5 or
5 is considered to be 'very strong’, 3.5 or 4 to be 'strong’, 2.5 or 3 to be 'moderate’, 1.5 or 2 to be ‘weak’, and 1 or lower to be ‘very
weak'
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Specific aspects of the policy approaches in the Member States

Exhibit 49 presents a profile of the policy approaches in the Member States in terms of the
strengths of the two main components - laws/regulations and implementation support actions.
In each case, the component was deemed to be strong if it attained a score of 2 or 2.5 on the
scoring system for that component (see Exhibit 46).

Exhibit 49 Nature of the policy approaches to public website accessibility in the Member States

Nature of the policy approachesto public website accessibility in the Member
States

24
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20 A
18 4
16
14
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# of countries
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No strong components Law s/regulations strong Support actions strong Both strong

Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 © .

Overall, only five Member States are judged to have both strong laws/regulations and strong
support actions; seven have strong laws/regulations but weaker support actions; five have
strong support actions but weaker laws/regulations; and in eight cases neither approach is very
well developed.

4.1.3 Other (commercial) websites
Policy assessment dimensions and indicator scoring system

Two core dimensions were used in the assessment of the policy situation in this field:

¢ the extent to which laws/regulations are in place that impose positive duties on website
providers in relation to accessibility

¢ the extent to which laws/regulations are in place that give people with disabilities a right
of redress if they feel that they are discriminated against because of inaccessible
websites.

These are based mainly on the equality/antidiscrimination perspective (addressed in detail in
Chapter 10) as this is the main policy vehicle addressing commercial website accessibility at
present.

Details of the scoring system are presented in the following table (Exhibit 50). The detailed
policy situations underpinning the scores for each country can be found in the MeAC policy
inventory®.

% Available at: http:/ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/index_en.htm
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Exhibit 50 Scoring system: Commercial website policy

. . . Potential
Dimension Scoring for Sub-components score

Legislation imposing or resulting | 0 = none

in direct positive duties or that 0.5 = very weak mention of commercial sites in other law
IperéclJ(;ct?i\/r:Taergilglpa;’[:g?yr;s / 1 = some indications of remedial action / proactivity emerging from
accommodations anti-discrimination approaches 3
1.5 = clear evidence of remedial actions / proactivity emerging
2 = proactive programme targeting private sector

2.5 = positive duty laws of some sort

3 = strong positive duty laws

Equality / anti-discrimination 0 = none

laws providing rights of redress | 0.5 = law with some potential relevance, but not clear

1 = clear laws on goods and services, no reference to / activity on
commercial web sites

. - - 2
1.5 = laws on goods and services / some provisions / activity on
commercial web sites
2 = laws on goods and services, strong provisions / activity on
commercial web sites
Total possible score 5

Comparative policy situation

Exhibits 51 and 52 present the comparative policy situation across countries and for the EU as
a whole.

Exhibit 51 Comparative policy situation on other (commercial) website accessibility

Comparative policy situation on other (commercial) website accessibility
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Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©
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Exhibit 52 Classification of countries on policy strength on commercial website accessibility66

Number of EU25

Policy strength EU 25 Average Other countries

countries
Very Strong 0
Strong 2 AU
Moderate 2 us
Weak 3
Very Weak 18 EU25 CA

Source: MeAC Policy Survey, 2007 ©

By way of example, AT® and MT®® are considered to be strong because their equality/anti-
discrimination legislation and associated redress mechanisms have clear relevance for
accessibility of commercial websites and have already been invoked in relation to this. Details
of the policy situations in these and all the other countries can be found in the MeAC policy
inventory®®.

More generally, important patterns emerging include:

¢ just two Member States are considered (relatively) strong (although here it could be argued that
the benchmark has been set quite low because of the absence of strong direct obligations on
the private sector in any country); two are considered moderate; the majority are considered
weak and, in the main, very weak

e one of the comparison countries (AU) is considered to be strong (with same caveats as for the
EU Member States), one considered moderate (US)™® and one very weak (CA)

¢ just under one-quarter of countries (6) have anti-discrimination laws that, at least in principle,
provide disabled people with a right to seek redress if they feel they are being discriminated
against because a (private) service provider's web site is inaccessible;
o typically website accessibility is not specifically mentioned and the law has yet to be
tested by way of claims being made in this regard,;
o0 in afew countries there is specific reference to web site accessibility in the law or in
support documentation (e.g. guides or codes of practice) and cases on private website
accessibility have been (successfully) taken

e no country has imposed a strong, direct positive duty that requires (private) service providers' to
ensure that their websites are accessible; however, in 6 countries some elements of a positive
duty can be detected; these vary considerably, including:

0 provisions linked to consumer protection legislation
0 an obligation to enter negotiations with disability organisations (on request)

0 a (relatively soft) reference to the private sector in a law mainly focused on the public
sector (lends authority to the notion that accessibility is a right and something to be seen
as part of overall service quality)

0 government agency initiatives:

= policy of entering into discussions with private companies (in part linked to
equality legislation) on website accessibility

= launching initiatives targeting specific sectors (banking, online shopping, ...)

0 interpretation of anti-discrimination legislation by courts/business sector as being
something that should be proactively addressed by them.

% 'policy strength' is based on the policy score attained by a country according to the scoring system in Exhibit X. A score of 4.5 or
5 is considered to be 'very strong’, 3.5 or 4 to be 'strong’, 2.5 or 3 to be 'moderate’, 1.5 or 2 to be ‘weak’, and 1 or lower to be ‘very
weak'

®7 Disabled Persons Equal Opportunity Act (2005) and Consumer Protection Act (2006).

8 Equal Opportunities (Persons with Disabilities) Act (2000) and associated activities of the Equal Opportunities Compliance Unit
% MeAC eAccessibility Policy Inventory

" in fact, a very recent verdict in California may serve to increase the policy rating for the US from now on.
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4.2 eAccessibility status

Web accessibility concerns making static and dynamic web content (including multimedia
content and interactive online services) accessible to people with disabilities. User groups
concerned include people with visual impairments as well as other disabilities that may pose
challenges to accessing and using websites and/or particular types of online content. A widely
acknowledged yardstick for the degree of accessibility of a website is provided by the Web
Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 1.0), published by the Web Accessibility Initiative
(WALI) of the W3C™. The guidelines define the achieved level of accessibility of a given website
according to a number of checkpoints, grouped into three priority levels’® with the so-called
“Level A” indicating the most basic level of accessibility.

Web accessibility testing within MeAC was conducted using a defined sampling framework to
ensure that important websites for citizens were included and that the same types of sites in
each country were compared. Websites to be tested in EU25 Member States and selected
other countries (AU, CA and US) 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); private / sectoral websites, including the website 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. The tests were conducted in July 2007, involving approximately 12 sites
per country and 336 URLSs in total.

The testing included both automated testing and follow-up manual testing (see Annex, section
2.3 for details). The following pass and failure criteria (at WCAG Level A) were used:

e Pass Level A — Website passes the test for all Priority 1 checkpoints, including a range
of checkpoints to be assessed manually.

e Pass Level A Automated — Website passes test for all Priority 1 checkpoints that can
be tested automatically.

e Marginal Fail — Website fails certain Priority 1 checkpoints, but the number of
checkpoints failed or of failure instances is below specific quantitative thresholds.

¢ Fail — Website fails multiple Priority 1 checkpoints.

Exhibit 53 presents the indicators that are used in the analyses presented below.

Exhibit 53 MeAC indicators for the accessibility of websites

e Share of selected governmental and private/sectoral web sites in 28 countries that provide a basic level of
accessibility according to WCAG 1.0 Level A check points.

e Share of web sites that are labelled as being accessible according to WCAG 1.0 Level A check points.

e  Progress in the availability of accessible web content from commercial web sites during the last 5 to 10 years
as perceived by disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of accessible web content from public web sites during the last 5 to 10 years as
perceived by disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of multimedia content with subtitling/signing from commercial web sites during the
last 5 to 10 years as perceived by disability organisations

e Progress in the availability of multimedia content with subtitling/signing from public web sites during the last 5
to 10 years as perceived by disability organisations

e Factors driving positive developments in the field of web accessibility (if any) as perceived by disability
organisations

e Barriers to eAccessibility as perceived by companies engaged in the design of websites
e Facilitators to eAccessibility as perceived by companies engaged in the design of websites

™ W3C Web Accessibility Initiative, http://www.w3.org/WAL/.
2 Cf. the guidelines document, section 4, http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG10/.
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The results show that only a small share of websites provides a basic level of eAccessibility
according to WCAG 1.0 guidelines. Of all websites checked, only about 3% passed the full
range of level-A automated and manual checkpoints (Exhibit 54) and 8% passed the automated
test but failed those checkpoints that can only be tested manually.

It is interesting to note that the standard label provided by the W3C in order to mark compliance
with WCAG is not used to a large extent by the web sites included in the testing exercise. The
label was missing on all websites passing the full test (Exhibit 55). At the same time, 20% of the
websites with marginal failures and 5% of the websites with full failures used the logo without
meeting the necessary criteria. This indicates that current labelling practice does not seem to
provide credible guidance to users with disabilities.

Exhibit 54 — Percentage of web sites that passed level-A check points

All web sites Governmental web sites Private / sectoral web sites

Pass level-A Pass level-A Pass level-A

Pass level-A . Pass level-A )
) automatic and . automatic and
automatic check — automatic check P—
NERE manual

points only checkpoints Fainis ey checkpoints

Pass level-A
automatic check
points only

automatic and
NERE
checkpoints

2.6 % 8.2% 53 % 125% 0% 3.9%

Source: MeAC 2007©

Exhibit 55 Use of label to mark the accessibility of a website

Result of accessibility test

Pass

Fail Level | Marginal
A Eail Level A

Automatic

80% 64%

Accessibility 95% 100%
label 5% 20% 36% 0%

Source: MeAC 2007 ©

When looking separately at the results of the website accessibility test of the governmental and
public/private websites, results from the public domain are somewhat better, but still cannot be
called good in absolute terms (Exhibit 54). For these sites, 5% reached full Level A accessibility
while a further 13% passed the automated test. More than 85% failed or marginally failed.
Although a direct longitudinal comparison with earlier findings is difficult due to methodological
considerations, these results seem to indicate that the situation may have improved slightly
when compared to the web accessibility test carried out in 2005 under the UK Presidency of the
EU. In that test, 3% of the governmental websites tested passed both the automated and the
manual checks, while a further 10% passed only the automated checks’®. Among the different
types of governmental websites tested in the MeAC survey, web presences of national
ministries showed the best performance, followed by the sites of national parliaments and the
national government portals (Exhibit 57).

8 Cf. UK Presidency of the EU 2005: eAccessibility of public sector services in the European Union. London 2005.
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Exhibit 56 Web accessibility check: overall results
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Exhibit 57 Accessibility of different governmental and private/sectoral websites

100% +
90% -+
80% -+
70% 4
60% -
50% 4
40% -
30% -+
20% +
10% -

0%

Governmental: ~ Governmental:
National National
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Governmental: ~ Pri

National Retail Banks

Government
Portal

r
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[JFail Level A ' Marginal Fail B Pass Level A Automatic B Pass Level A

Source: MeAC 2007 ©

In the private/sectoral domain the level of web accessibility is lower than 