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ABSTRACT 
 
This research seeks to review whether web accessibility and disability laws lead to strong compliance 
among UK e-government web sites. This study samples 130 sites of the UK members of Parliament using 
an online accessibility testing tool and determines if the site design complies with disability laws and Web 
Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG). Awareness is raised about issues disabled users face when 
attempting to use UK e-government sites. A discussion of UK and international disability law is reviewed 
in light of web accessibilty: the UK’s Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) of 1995 and the UN Treaty on the 
Rights of the Disabled. Although these mandates aim to provide equality in access to web sites for people 
with disabilities, the results of this study show that total openness of these sites is not widespread and the 
mere existance of laws does not guarantee compliance.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
After decades of discrimination and a digital divide between individuals with and without disabilities, 
several initiatives have been implemented in the past decade to allow these people greater access to web 
content. First, international standards groups such as the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) have 
created design checkpoints and standards for developers to use when creating their site content. Second, 
in 1995 the UK enacted the DDA law to provide users with disabilities the same ability to access web 
content as those people without disabilities. The DDA law incorporates some guidelines developed by the 
W3C group into the legal mandate. In addition, the United Nations (UN) recently adopted the Convention 
on the Rights of Persons With Disabilities, which recognizes and secures the rights of disabled 
throughout the world. However, even with the combination of laws and standards, fully accessible e-
government sites remain rare. Most sites do not meet certain common guidelines, yet some of these 
factors can be easily implemented by web designers during initial site design or even retrofitted into sites 
that have already been developed.  
 
2. FRAMEWORK FOR ACCESSIBILITY NEEDS 
 
2.1 UK Legal Framework 
 
With the increasing number of people, including those with disabilities, accessing government web sites, 
these sites have the potential to improve the quality of life for people with disabilities by providing more 
political participation and making government information more available (Rubaii-Barrett & Wise, 2008).  
The UK Office for Disability Issues estimates there are over 5.7 million people of working age in the UK 
who have some form of physical impairment and of this number, 42 percent of disabled people are 
currently or have used the web in the past (Williams, et al, 2007). This is a sizable number of people with 
disabilities who could benefit from using web sites that are properly designed for accessibility, and would 
make a significant difference in their lives. Therefore, governments should ensure that as many people as 
possible have equal access to their sites. 
 
Two methods can be used to provide better accessibility for disabled web consumers: legal mandates 
and industry guidelines. Friedman & Bryen (2007) indicate that individual countries should not merely rely 
on guidelines and industry standards. Instead, individual countries need to enact their own standards or 
legislation because these legal regulations carry the force of the law rather than voluntary guidelines. The 
legal mandate in the UK is the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA), civil law which was passed in 1995. 
Part III of the Act (Code of Practice) was enacted in 1999 and obliges providers of goods, facilities and 
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services to provide equal access to all customers. Section 19, sub-section (3, c) of the DDA lists 
accessibility to and the use of information services (Office of Public Sector Information, 2009). This 
section states that providers have a “duty to take all steps that are reasonable to change any practice, 
policy or procedure which makes it impossible or unreasonably difficult for disabled persons to make use 
of a service” (Sloan, 2001). Under this section, there are three ways in which a provider of services can 
discriminate against a disabled person with regards to web accessibility: 

• In refusing to provide, or deliberately not providing, to the disabled person any service which he 
provides, or is prepared to provide, to members of the public 

• In failing to comply with any duty imposed on him by section 21 in circumstances in which the 
effect of that failure is to make it impossible or unreasonably difficult for the disabled person to 
make use of any such service 

• In the standard of service which he provides to the disabled person or the manner in which he 
provides it to him (Sloan, 2001). 

 
According to Sloan (2001), while the DDA does make a passing reference to accessible web sites as a 
possible auxiliary aid or service, there is no specific mention of a web site as an example of a service. 
However, because the use of web sites by the public was relatively new when the law was originally 
enacted, it can be argued that the law naturally extends to technologies such as web pages. A Disability 
Rights Commission report states that “a website in itself constitutes a service, or is the primary medium 
for the delivery of a service, and is covered under Part 3 of the DDA Act” (DRC, 2004). According to 
Sloan (2001), it is irrelevant where the web site provides services either free or for a fee, and even free-
use sites for a promotional use or advice would fall under the category of ‘service.’ Thus, e-government 
sites would fall under the auspices of the DDA.  
 
Under the DDA Code of Practice, government web operators have more responsibilities to ensure 
accessible content compared to other entities, such as retail sites. The code requires them to “have due 
regard to the need to promote disability equality in everything they do. This includes considering disability 
equality in procedure of services” (RNIB, 2009). The code gives a specific example of a government web 
site redesign project: 
 

“The head of Information in a government department is overseeing the redesign of the 
department website, which is being contracted out to a web designer. The head of information 
ensures that the tender documents include reference to the disability equality duty and in 
particular the need to ensure that the website is fully accessible to disabled people. The standard 
terms of contract are revised to reflect the fact that any updating information and/or maintenance 
work on the website must ensure access for disabled people, in order to ensure that the 
department is meeting its disability equality duty” (RNIB, 2009). 

 
There are legal ramifications to web operators who may discriminate against disabled people based on 
DDA law, and they should realize they could be sued for not following legal requirements. According to 
the Royal National Institute of Blind People (RNIB) (2009), a disabled person who feels they have been 
discriminated against by a web service firm can apply to the Court for an order that the service provide 
make their web site accessible and also provide compensation for injury to feeling for their discrimination.  
According to Peck (2003) in an interview with Julie Howell, the Digital Policy Development Officer for the 
RNIB, there have been several legal cases against web sites regarding lack of accessibility. Both cases 
were resolved between the parties and settlements were made. In addition, successful case laws in other 
countries could provide impetus for future claims against other UK providers. A useful reference instance 
was a case brought against the Sydney Olympic Committee in Australia in 2000, resulting in a landmark 
decision against the web site owners, requiring them to pay substantial compensation (RNIB, 2009).  
 
2.2 UN Global Legal Framework 
 
In addition to protection under DDA law, disabled people in the UK may eventually have some protection 
under a new UN mandate. Currently, the UN is trying to promote some level of protection to those with 
disabilities. In 2006, The UN Assembly passed a Treaty on Rights of Disabled to attempt to protect the 
needs of 650 million disabled people in the world. Not only does this treaty address access to physical 



facilities, it also provides and impetus to improve access to information and communications 
infrastructures, including Internet accessibility (Arbour, 2007). Article 9 of the Conventions’ draft provision 
contains two clauses which directly relate to Internet access. The first clause states “take appropriate 
measures to ensure to persons with disabilities access, on an equal basis with others, to … information, 
communications and other services, including electronic services.” The second clause specifically refers to 
internet services, implying web sites: “private entities that provide services to the general public, including 
through the internet, to provide information and services in accessible and usable formats for persons with 
disabilities (UN, 2006). 
 
As of June, 2009, 139 nations have signed the convention, 82 signed the optional Protocol, 57 ratified the 
Convention and 36 ratified the Protocol (UN, 2009). The UK signed the convention in 2008 and the 
protocol in early 2009 (UN, 2009). They are expected to ratify the Convention in June 2009 (Employers 
Forum on Disability, 2009). The UK’s statutory body on disability, the Disability Rights Commission (DRC) 
has welcomed this development. According to the DRC chairman, Bert Massie “The greatest significance 
will be a ‘leveling up’ of provision across the world, and the creation of civil and human rights for disabled 
people” (Adams-Spink, 2006). 
 
However, even though laws may exist, there is still a dearth of e-government sites in all countries that 
provide full access to people with disabilities. Many countries providing e-government services either fail 
to consider the needs of disabled people or their services do not reach those constituents (Foley, 2005). 
 
2.3 Industry Standards 
 
Besides the legal aspect of providing protection to disabled web users, the World Wide Web Consortium 
(W3C) has developed various standards to encourage accessibility for those with physical impairments. In 
1999, the W3C established the first accessibility standard for the web, WCAG 1.0. It comprises series of 
14 guidelines, each having one or more checkpoints which are the basis for conformance to meeting the 
needs of those with disabilities. Each checkpoint is assigned a priority to determine the impact on 
accessibility (W3C, 2008b). There are three priority checkpoint levels in WCAG 1.0: 

• Priority 1: A web developer must satisfy these requirements, and this is the minimum 
requirement. 

• Priority 2: A web developer should satisfy this checkpoint, but it is not mandatory, 
• Priority 3: A web developer may address this checkpoint.(W3C, 1999) 

 
The W3C released an updated standard in December 2008, WCAG 2.0. This version applies more 
broadly to various web technologies and is designed incorporate future technology changes. It is 
organised around guidelines with criteria, and most sites already conforming to WCAG 1.0 should not 
have to make significant changes to conform to 2.0 (W3C, 2008b). 
 
Web designers should aim to at least meet the minimum requirements under their country’s law, or the 
minimum under WCAG recommendations.  According to the UK Cabinet Office (2003), a good 
government web site should follow W3C guidelines, which at this time the minimum level of requirement 
is WCAG 1.0, Priority 1.  
 
2.4 Ensuring UK Compliance 
 
The UK Cabinet Office (2003) supports the W3C guidelines on providing accessible web sites, and issues 
specific guidelines for developing UK government sites to provide adequate service for people with 
disabilities. It has published a framework that pulls together advice from a range of web publishers, 
usability experts, government officials and academics to clarify how to design usable web sites, which 
includes web accessibility for disabled users.  It serves as a set of guidelines that government site 
designers can use including effective design, testing and web accessibility options. 
 
Some UK organisations for the disabled do offer their constituents some services regarding web 
accessibility. For example, visually impaired users are offered some consultancy services by the RNIB. 
They operate a Legal Advocacy Service that considers supporting these individuals who may seek 



representation on accessibility issues under DDA law. However, before recommending legal action, the 
RNIB works with the web user to determine if they have sufficient training and equipment to be able to 
access web sites. The next step is for the RNIB to approach the web site in question to alert them to 
accessibility issues (Accessibility Forum, 2003). According to Wallis (2005) the National Library for the 
Blind does provide some level of guidance for organizations wishing to create accessible sites. In 
addition, The Techdis service is funded by the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) to provide 
support to UK education on issues related to disability, accessibility and technology. 
 
2.5 Accessibility Studies 
 
Several studies have tested the level of web site accessibility for UK sites and found few meet 
accessibility requirements for their disabled users. In 2005, the e-Government Unit of the UK Cabinet 
Office found that found that “97 percent of official sites were unusable by disabled people, largely 
because they ignored well-known techniques for making data accessible” (BBC News, 2005). Only three 
percent of the sites that were studied passed basic W3C accessibility guidelines. Another survey in 2008 
by the UK Public Accounts Committee found that in the past six years the quality of government web sites 
has only improved slightly and one in six has actually gotten worse, and one-third of sites failed to meet 
the Cabinet Office’s accessibility standards (Steward, 2008).  
 
The Disability Rights Commission (DRC, 2004) in the UK completed a study of 100 web sites to review 
problems disabled users encounter most frequently. The study found that just eight checkpoint errors and 
warnings accounted for 82 percent of the reported problem. The most reported problems included: 

• Checkpoint 1.1: Provide a text equivalent for every non-text element 
• Checkpoint 2.2: Ensure foreground and background color combinations provide sufficient color 

contrast, etc. 
• Checkpoint 6.3: Ensure pages are usable when scripts, etc. are turned off, or provide an 

alternative. 
• Checkpoint 7.3: Until user agents allow users to freeze moving content, avoid movement in 

pages. 
• Checkpoint12.3: Divide large blocks of information into more manageable groups where natural 

and appropriate. 
• Checkpoint 13.1: Clearly identify the target of each link. 
• Checkpoint 14.1: Use the clearest and simplest language appropriate for a site’s content. 

 
The UK Cabinet Office (“Europe-wide survey,” 2006) conducted a 2005 survey of 436 European public-
service web sites, and found that only three percent met full conformance with WCAG guidelines.  The 
results showed four common errors that were prevalent among most sites. The dominant issue was the 
failure to provide alternative text (alt tags) for non-text elements, which was the same primary problem 
found in the DRC study. The survey results also showed problems with frameset technology, the omission 
of frame titles and failure to provide a no-frames alternative. Finally, sites often used JavaScript, which 
sometimes fails to work with certain assistive technology. In 2007, a study of 468 UK council web sites 
found that only two met the accessibility level required by government legislation (‘Local authority 
website, 2007).  
 
3. METHODOLOGY 
 
This project consisted of four phases.. First, an online accessibility tool was chosen and the types of 
disability checkpoints available in the product was reviewed. The second phase was to chose the MP 
sites for the study. The next step was running an analyis to determine accessibility problems. Finally, an 
in-depth analysis was performed on the results.  
 
An online accessbilibyt tool from Erigami, Truwex, was chosen for this project.. The Truwex tool allows 
web creators to test their site against several legal requirements and industry standards including:  1) 
WCAG level 1.0 for UK DDA, 2) WCAG level 2.0, 3) web analytics validation, 4) German BITV check and 
5) US Section 508 law (Erigami, 2008b).  The tester can choose to analyze their site against one or all of 



these options and gives pass/fail results and details of both critical guidelines deviations (errors) and non-
critical issues (warnings) as well as informational message about each issue (Erigami, 2008a). 
  
For this analysis, two options were chosen to test: WCAG 1.0 for UK DDA and WCAG level 2.0. Also, 
since W3C Working Group released the final draft of level 2.0 in December 2008, standards that may 
eventually be incorporated into DDA law, it is also important to review this guideline level as well. For both 
of these, three priority level checkpoint results were analyzed: a) Priority 1 minimum needed requirements 
(errors), b) Priority 2 recommended issues that should be addressed but not mandatory (warnings) and c) 
Priority 3 issues which may be addressed by designers but not required (warnings). If an error or waning 
for any of these three priority levels is found for the site, the WCAG guideline will be displayed in the 
results.  
 
The research was accomplished through completing an analysis of the Members of Parliament (MP) 
sites, specifically those in the House of Commons to determine their adherence to DDA law and WCAG 
guidelines. As of November, 2008, there are 646 MP members in the House of Commons (BBC News, 
2008). Of the 646 MPs, 130 (20 percent) of the total member sites were analyzed. The 130 MP web sites 
were randomly chosen from an alphabetical list of 646 members of the House of Commons listed in the 
UK Parliament site at <http://www.parliament.uk/directories/hciolists/alms.cfm>. Since MPs are 
instrumental in legislating laws, such as DDA, this study was taken to determine if strong accessibility 
laws correlate with effective accessibility design in the MP sites. However, if issues are found, the study 
determines how serious the problems are and what are the main types of WCAG accessibility design 
problems.   
 
4. RESULTS 
 
Table 1 shows a compiled report of accessibility testing results of 130 MP web sites. The first column 
shows various statistical results, while the second and third columns show results for WCAG level 1.0 and 
2.0.  The first two rows of the table show that for the 130 tested sites, there were a total of 217 failures, 
(or serious errors) and 1002 non-critical warnings for WCAG level 1.0 guidelines and 504 failures (serious 
errors)  and 1415 warnings for level 2.0. For WCAG level 1.0, the average MP site had 1.7 serious errors 
(failures) and 7.7 warnings. For WCAG level 2.0, sites averaged 3.9 errors (failures) and 10.9 warnings.  
The range of serious errors (failures) ranged from zero errors up to a maximum for four errors for WCAG 
1.0. Warnings ranged from a minimum of four warnings up to a maximum of 11 types of WCAG 1.0. For 
WCAG 2.0, the rate of failures ranged from none to a maximum of eight, while warnings ranged from a 
minimum of six warnings up to a maximum of 15. 
 
Table 1: Accessibility Results for MP Web Sites 

 
 WCAG 1 Results WCAG 2 Results 

Failure issues (total) 217 504 

Warning issues (total) 1002 1415 

Mean failure per page 1.7  3.9 

Mean warnings per page 7.7 10.9 

Range of failures per page 0 to 4 0 to 8 

Range of warnings per page 4 to 11 6 to 15 

Number of sites with no 
failures 

30 7 

Number of sites with no 
warnings 

0 0 

 

http://www.parliament.uk/directories/hciolists/alms.cfm


Of the 130 sites tested, only 30 (23 percent) met WCAG level 1.0, which is the DDA minimum 
requirements for meeting accessibility requirements, by containing no failures (errors). All of the sites 
showed non-critical warnings under level 1.0 guidelines. The results for WCAG level 2.0 fared much 
worse, with only seven sites (five percent) reporting no failures (errors), and all sites showed warnings.  
 
The online report gave comprehensive findings on specific errors and warnings for each priority level. 
Table 2 shows the major types of WCAG 1.0 errors and warnings. Although a number of different types of 
errors and warnings were compiled, only the top two issues for each priority level were included in this 
study. The first column is separated into WCAG 1.0 priority levels 1, 2 and 3. The second column shows 
WCAG specific checkpoint numbers along with their text explanation. The top two accessibility errors and 
warnings were tabulated for each priority level. Results for priority 1 show that of 130 sites, 82 (63 
percent) had an alt tag that was missing. The second major error also dealt with alt tag problems, with 54 
sites (42 percent) having clickable images without alt tags. For priority 2 warnings, most issues dealt with 
luminosity contrast (97 sites, 75 percent), and low contrast text (88 sites, 68 percent). Common priority 3 
warnings were: inline styles (97 sites 75 percent), and missing marking language (84 sites, 65 percent).  
 
TABLE 2. WCAG 1.0 Error and Warning Guideline Results 
 

Statistics WCAG 1.0 checkpoints 
Total Average 

(1.1) Alt is missing 82 0.63 Priority1 
(errors) (1.1) Clickable image without alt 54 0.42 

(1.4) Low luminosity contrast text is found 97 0.75 Priority 2 
(warn) (2.2) Low-contrast text is found 88 0.68 

(14.3) Inline styles are found 97 0.75 Priority 3 
(4.3) Document language markup is missing 84 0.65 

 
Table 3 shows WCAG 2.0 errors and warnings. For priority 1 errors, all 130 sites had the same two 
errors: the use of color must not be a single method for indicating important information on a web page, 
and changes in the natural language must be clearly identified. Priority 2 warning results also showed that 
many of the sites showed a propensity for the same warnings. Two warnings were found in all 130 sites: 
Mark up quotations and Use the latest W3C technologies available whenever possible  
 
TABLE 3. WCAG 2.0 Error and Warning Guideline Results 
 

Statistics WCAG 2.0 checkpoints 
Total Average 

(2.1) The use of color must not be a single method 
for indicating important information on a web page 

130 1.0 Priority 1 
(errors) 

(4.1) Changes in the natural language must be 
clearly identified 

130 1.0 

(3.7) Mark up quotations 130 1.0 Priority 2 
(warn) (11.1) Use the latest W3C technologies available 

whenever possible 
130 1.0 

(13.6) Page without skip link 2 0.02 Priority 3 
(4.3) Document language markup is missing 1 0.01 

 
5. DESIGN GUIDELINES 
 
Evaluation results in Table 2 show that the vast majority of MP web sites have WCAG 1.0 priority 1 errors, 
which means these sites do not meet UK DDA law. Most of the priority 1 checkpoint errors deal with 
problems with alt tags. Guidelines for alt tags require that text alternatives be provided for any non-text 
data (such as images) so that people who use assistive technologies, such as Braille readers, can access 
the content (W3C, 2008a). Alt tags convey the text equivalent of the image display, and are necessary to 
those with disabilities, as they may not have the ability to physically ‘see’ the image. For most web 
designers, implementing these features is not difficult and will not change the layout or appearance of the 
web pages (Will County, 2003). It is important to provide alt tags because not all users may have the 



ability to ‘see’ the images, or non-disabled users on slow dial-up may decide not to download images due 
to slow transfer times (“Europe-wide survey,” 2006).  
 
Although WCAG 1.0 priority 2 checkpoints are not mandatory, an effective web designer should 
implement these into their implementation. Two categories were found in most MP sites: low luminosity 
and low contrast text. WCAG guidelines for contrast and luminosity exist to make it easier for people with 
disabilities to see content by better separation of foreground from background (W3C, 2007b). One way 
this can be done is by the effective use of color contrast. For example, color-blind users may have trouble 
reading red text on a green background, so a black and white color scheme may be more effective for 
contrast. Luminosity of the text is also an important design factor, and the guidelines for minimum 
luminosity contrast ratio of at least 5:1 (W3C, 2007a). Designers can use color contrast analyzer tools to 
check against the W3C ratios for contrast and luminosity.  
 
Although WCAG level 2.0 is not yet the determinant for UK DDA law, it is suggested that web designers 
understand these standards as they could eventually be included in DDA law. When testing for level 2.0, 
none of the sites met the guidelines for priority 1 and 2. For priority 1, most issues dealt with color or 
language problems. According to Accessibility Forum (2001), a designer should not allow a situation 
where a user has to distinguish between otherwise identical red and blue squares for different functions 
(such as printing versus saving). The guidelines do not prohibit against the use of color to enhance 
importance features, but it does require another method of identification, such as text labels in 
conjunction with the use of color.  
 
Like the WCAG 2.0 priority 1 results, the priority 2 results had two issues where all 130 of the MP sites did 
not meet the guidelines. First, quotations need to be marked with Q and BLOCKQUOTE elements in 
order to allow international browsers to properly display the required quote system (W3C, 2000b). 
Second, the guidelines suggest that sites use the latest W3C technologies available whenever possible. 
A situation may occur where sites use non-HTML technologies, such as PDF or Flash, which often cannot 
be viewed using many assistive tools. If these technologies are used, the guidelines suggest providing an 
alternative version to the content that would be accessible (W3C, 1999).  
 
Several errors that appeared in this study were also found to be a problem in other studies. Several of the 
main problems found in the Disabilities Right Commission (DRC, 2004) study and the 2005 Chinese 
government study (Shi, 2006) were also main issues with the UK MP sites. The major error for both 
studies was WCAG 1.0 checkpoint 1.1, which mandates text equivalents (alt tags) for non text items. 
Exclusion of alt tags is one of the most common errors in web accessibility design, yet it represents one of 
the easiest fixes from a technical perspective (Guenther, 2002). The DRC (2004) survey also indicated 
that checkpoint 2.2 (color issues) was a major problem, and this checkpoint issue was found in the 
current MP research results.  
 
6. IMPLICATIONS 
 
The results of this study raise a pertinent and disturbing issue with regards to legal enforcement. Although 
sites should be designed to adhere to DDA law and industry guidelines, there are many sites, such as the 
sites in this UK MP study where this has not been achieved. Enforcement of the DDA law specifically 
regarding web sites is lacking, even among those government entities that are creating these specific 
laws. Since the MPs in the government have created the DDA, it would be expected that their sites 
should have total compliance with DDA requirements.  It is suggested that better enforcement action be 
taken by the government in ensuring that all UK-based sites, not just e-government entities, are adhering 
with accessibility law.  
 
Since the DDA Act is a civil law, disabled people who feel they may have been discriminated against 
would bring their claims in county court. Although there have been general disability cases regarding DDA 
law, only a few cases have been brought regarding web accessibility (Peck, 2003). A myriad of reasons 
may exist for this. First, in order to file a potential claim, a person must pay a fee of £120. Since disabled 
citizens often have lower incomes, this could be an issue. Although the fee can be waved in the case of 
financial hardship, many people are unaware of this (RNIB, 2009a). In fact, a study by the DRC indicated 



that the main reasons that disability claims are not made is because of stress and the costs of the legal 
process (Denvir, et al, 2007). Because of the difficulty with the process of bringing disabilities claims, the 
RNIB recommends that the government make changes to the claims process in order to overcome 
barriers in bringing cases to court, such as bringing cases in front of tribunals who are better trained in 
disability issues. This would not only help those with general disability issues, but those who wish to bring 
action regarding discrimination of web site access. Disabled people should also be aware that they do 
have legal rights to sue government agencies under DDA discrimination. For example, in 2006, a 
Sheffield woman won a disability case against the UK Department for Work and Pensions (Law Centres 
Federation, 2009). Thus, it is possible for UK web users to sue government entities in order to secure 
accessible sites. 
 
In order to increase the level of web accessibility in the UK, organisations that work with the disabled 
could take a more active role in promoting compliance with legal mandates. For blind users, the RNIB is 
active in promoting web accessibility compliance. However, there are other forms of disability, both 
cognitive and physical, that can affect user’s ability to successfully access web pages, and these users 
may not have a group that promotes accessibility for their impairment. Rather than a piecemeal approach 
where various organizations for the disabled may or may not assist with web accessibility for their 
constituents, a centralized government entity may be an approach to aid all disabled people with legal 
issues regarding web accessibility. 
 
According to Paciello (2000, p. 19), one of the main reasons for poorly designed web sites is lack of 
awareness among web developers.  He estimates that 50 percent of the poor design is because 
developers are unaware of legal and industry requirements for effective accessibility. Thus, it is 
recommended that more conferences, education and workshops be made available to developers in 
order to raise their awareness and to provide better level of accessibility for disabled web users. 
Specifically, the DRC (2004) lists specific recommendations that both the government and web designers 
should implement in order to provide more accessible sites including: 

• Formulating and providing written website policies for meeting the needs of disabled people. 
• Organisations which provide training, as well as web authoring firms, should promote good 

coding practices. 
• Website developers should accept that good practice should entail meeting the needs of the 

disabled. 
• The Government should raise awareness of web accessibility needs and the costs of meeting 

those needs. 
• The Government should facilitate the development of best practice guidance for website 

development and promote a formal accreditation process.  
• Professional bodies should provide awareness training. 

 
The findings in this study show that certain errors consistently show up in both MP sites and other public 
and private-sector web content. Therefore, these sites will need to be retrofitted to allow for greater 
accessibility for people with disabilities. However, web designers need not go with a total immediate 
redesign. Instead, a prioritised schedule of alterations could be implemented. Critical priority 1 
checkpoints or easier changes to alt tags could be applied first. Some changes, such as including text for 
alt tags for images could be accomplished rather quickly. Some changes, such as changing sites from 
frames to non-frames or implementing text luminosity changes would affect the look and feel of the entire 
site and would require more time for a site redesign. 
 
7.  CONCLUSION 
 
This research shows that a preponderance of the UK e-government MP sites are not meeting legal 
mandates and industry accessibility guidelines. The UK has a strong law regarding disability access, and 
has also signed with the UN Convention to support technology access for disabled citizens. Yet, even 
with both of these legal mandates and W3C industry web accessibility guidelines, compliance among e-
government MP web sites is lacking. Most of the sites contain many of the same common checkpoint 
errors, which result in problems for disabled constituents. It is suggested that the government take a 
stronger role in policing their own sites and creating stronger enforcement. In addition, more education 



should be provided to encourage web designers to understand current DDA law and industry guidelines 
when creating new sites. Having a site that meets accessibility requirements will open the market to a 
wider range of customers and will provide people with disabilities a more positive experience and 
increase the value of UK government sites. 
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