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1. Overview

1.1 Project objective(s)
This ‘project’ has now reached first reading trilogue stage. 

To lobby the Council (i.e. the 28 governments in the EU) to ensure they agree to a large scope and the inclusion of mobile apps in the directive

To lobby the Dutch Presidency (and next presidencies, should the need arise) to ensure they act as effective negotiators in inside Council at technical and political level. 

To lobby the European Parliament to ensure they continue to push for a compromise text that is as close as possible to their original position, which we had successfully influenced.

To lobby the European Commission to ensure they act as fair intermediaries during the trilogue procedure

In practice, this means:

During Dutch Presidency (first 6 months of 2016)
· Stay in regular contact with all abovementioned stakeholders, to ensure our priorities stay top of the agenda.
· Respond to queries and comment on proposals at very short notice
· Fight any suggestions to weaken provisions as they arise
· React immediately to any intelligence that suggests the directive is at risk of being watered down. This may involve media work, meetings and/or events. It will involve *significant* social media work to keep the issue in the public eye during what is, essentially, a ‘behind closed doors’ process. 

· Harness the support of EBU members in Member States to ensure each government/ministers/officials understand why a strong directive is important for blind and partially sighted people 

1.2 Benefits / Outcomes

The WAD has the potential to be of very significant benefit to blind and partially sighted EU citizens by making it a legal requirement to ensure accessibility of public services online. 
It is essential that the provisions in the WAD are strong as they will be ‘copied and pasted’ into the European Accessibility Act. 

As ever, through the influence of the EU as a block, it will benefit some other European countries which are not EU members but which trade with the EU because European web accessibility standards will be harmonised through EU law.
2. Scheduling/Phasing

This campaign started many years ago. Unfortunately the European Commission’s initial proposal (published in December 2012) was very poor. Between 2012 and 2014 we worked closely and successfully with the European Parliament to ensure robust amendments to the original proposal. Their position was adopted in February 2014. 

Since then the Council has used delaying tactics but eventually published their position in December 2015 and thereafter started so-called trilogue negotiations with the European Parliament with a view to reaching a compromise agreement by the end of April 2016.
Trilogue negotiations are always an extremely intensive part of any  campaign and rely on close relationships and trust built with all stakeholders over time, because conversations between the 3 EU institutions involved take place behind closed doors. 

· Rapid reaction from EBU members to calls to action is essential.
3. Who is involved and project costs

3.1 Cost of project

Staff time and travel. 

RNIB will pay for Carine Marzin’s travel costs. 
The main project costs are likely to be travel to Brussels for EBU members meeting officials there. Also EBU office staff time to support media work, web updates, etc.
3.2. Teams and Partners Contributing

Carine Marzin from RNIB is leading the project for EBU.
Work involves EBU LC members, Board members and the EBU Campaigns Network.

EBU Dutch members have also been closely involved in this project since the beginning of the Dutch Presidency. 
EBU is also working closely with the European Disability Forum (EDF) on this campaign. We are also working with ANEC and AGE Platform Europe. 

4. Relationship to other EBU projects and activities

This project links closely to the campaign for the EAA as the provisions in the web directive will be copied in the EAA. It also links to other EBU policy work on the Digital Single Market, including the upcoming review of the audiovisual media services directive - expected in 2016. Policy work that is related includes cloud-based services, epayments and so on. 
5. What might go wrong?

Several risks:

· Agreement on a weak compromise text which does not go far enough to make a difference (i.e. doesn’t include what we need in it). Mitigation tactics: we’ve already communicated to all parties what our “red lines” are so if there are indications that a weak compromise is on the map, we may need to act swiftly to coordinate strong civil society response to condemn it.
· If no compromise is reached (assuming the European Parliament continues to support a strong position), then a second reading would take place (new cycle in the legislative process). 
We know that industry lobbyists, including Digital Europe, are opposing some of the strong provisions we want to see in the directive. We also know that most EU Member States are reluctant to support a large scope, so much relies on strategic decisions in reaction to political developments, as well as national level campaigning by EBU national members. 
A weak WAD (with a very narrow scope, no apps and no monitoring) would constitute a missed opportunity for EBU, as the legislation would not be reviewed for many years (typically 10 years) so the stakes are very high. 

In the current political climate in Europe, lobbying for any legislation is harder than ever. However, it is not impossible, and we have some momentum to build upon, not least a strong message from the UNCRPD committee to the EU last year. We also have a determined MEP who is leading negotiations. But EBU members must be aware of the environment in which we now operate and of the need to get actively involved at national level to get results. 
6. Other relevant information
Directives, once adopted, need to be transposed into national legislation – this is usually a 2 year process. If provisions in the directive are unclear, it could lead to different interpretations in Member States. National members will have to monitor the 
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