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Contribution to Ad hoc Group 1, Preparation of Gap Analysis for the Communications Field
Use of Inventory
1) 189 standards in Inventory under “Communication” (SWG-A N 201).
2) 83 files (one standard part = one file) are available for SWG-A,  coming from JTC 1 / SC 35, TC 159, TC 145,  with special note on cover page (which does not appear to print) indicating that SWG-A is authorized to use them for its activities.    

Six (6) of them are listed nowhere in the inventory:  

1) ISO/IEC 18021:2002 - Information technology -- User interfaces for mobile tools for management of database communications in a client-server model [from JTC 1/SC 35/WG 4]
2) ISO/IEC 18035:2003 - Information technology -- Icon symbols and functions for controlling multimedia software applications [from JTC 1/SC 35/WG 2]
3) ISO/IEC 14754:1999 - Information technology -- Pen-Based Interfaces -- Common gestures for Text Editing with Pen-Based Systems [from JTC 1/SC 35/WG 4]
4) ISO/IEC 15412:1999 - Information technology -- Portable computer keyboard layouts [from JTC 1/SC 35/WG 1]

5) ISO 20685:2005 - 3-D scanning methodologies for internationally compatible anthropometric databases [from TC 159/SC 3]
6) ISO 15535:2003 - General requirements for establishing anthropometric databases [from TC 159/SC 3/WG 1]

1 and 2 may go to software, 3 and 4 Hardware, not sure for 5 and 6.

3) It would be useful to show, in the inventory, when the standard is physically available for SWG-A (in “physical inventory”). A field in the Inventory to indicate this would be useful – is this the meaning of the “share standard”? In my working copy, I inserted a new column close to “share standard”, including the link to the file as stored by SWG-A (one link per file for multi-part standards or standards with corrigendum).
4) In the Inventory, there is sometimes one entry for all parts of a standard *(e.g., one entry for 17 parts of ISO 9224), sometime one entry per part (e.g., ISO 11064 parts 1, 2, 3, 3 /Cor, 4, 6)
As there is one file per part, my preference would be for one entry pert part (otherwise it is difficult to follow a link to the file)
5) ISO/IEC 11581: part 4 is missing in SWG-A inventory (otherwise published by ISO/IEC) and should be requested from JTC 1/SC 35 (or made present if permission was already granted).
Gap Analysis
1) ISO/IEC 10741:1995: Information technology -- User system interfaces -- Dialogue interaction
- From JTC1/SC35, noted as partially applicable to Accessibility
- Available for SWG-A Gap Analysis: Information technology - User System interfaces - Dialogue interaction - Part 1: Cursor control for text editing (First Edition, 1995 and First Edition with Amendment 1, 1996)
Findings or questions: 

(a) Analyzing a standard partially applicable to accessibility will leave many user needs without a corresponding standard clause fulfilling them – but these should not / cannot be considered as gaps as other standards (together forming the/a “system” to study)  may address these needs. Suggestion: identify groups of standards to be analyzed together.

(b)  With a list of user needs that is not domain filtered, the person doing the gap analysis will want to mark some needs as “not applicable” (for that domain). But are they rightly so? Suggestion: validate applicable user needs per domain, in order to have less variability in results.

(c) “ISO/IEC 10741 Part 1: Cursor control for text editing” appears to be more in the category of Computer Hardware – as the main components used are a keyboard for entry and a visual display for output.

(d) Although I did this gap analysis without much expertise in accessibility or ergonomics, the result is probably not too much off the mark: no or not many clauses in ISO/IEC 107141 address a specific user need. But this does not mean that this standard does not or not sufficiently address accessibility. ISO/IEC 10741 Part 1 makes normative references to 
- ISO 9241-3:1992, Ergonomic requirements for Office work with visual display terminals (VDTs) -Part 3: Visual display requirements.

- LSO/IEC 9995-5: 1994, Information technology -Keyboard layouts for text and Office Systems –Part 5: Editing section.

- LSO/IEC 9995-7: 1994, Information technology - Keyboard layouts for text and Office Systems - Part 7: Symbols used to represent functions.
Suggestions: 

- Identify all the “root” standards other standards need to reference or rely upon - maybe this is domain specific. 

- Perform gap analysis in priority on the referenced standards (“root standards”), as it is important that all the “root” standards (those to be referenced from others standards) fully address accessibility. 

- Suggest to the “owner” of the standard (here JTC 1/SC 35) to make more references to the accessibility standards which are fundamental for the subject matter (here keyboard input, visual display, etc), in order to make sure that all applicable user needs are taken care of. 

2) ITU-T F.703 (11/2000) - SERIES F: NON-TELEPHONE TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES - Audiovisual Services - Multimedia conversational services
- from ITU-T SG 16, noted as fully applicable to Accessibility
- not available for SWG-A
Findings

(a) Although fairly self-contained, this standard is one in a series, with some user needs addressed (when they are) in other standards. The “system” in use will have to be identified in order to identify gaps. Same suggestions as above (1.a). This is probably only possible for experts in the subject matter (i.e., SG 16). 
(b) Some (minor?) comments to User Needs (in yellow): would be useful to address service operation as well as product operation.
(c) Suggestions made above (1.b, 1.d) seem to apply here too.
3) What next
Main questions seems to be

(a) Do we want the gap analysis to be at “micro” or “macro” level?

Micro level: do gap analysis on each standard (or small group of standard) in order to improve the standard (making sure they adequately cover the user needs).

Macro level: identify areas not yet addressed by standards.

Suggestion: In the long term, both are needed, in the short term we may wish to prioritize the macro approach.

(b) Ideally, who should perform the gap analysis? 
Suggestions: 
- At micro level, the SDO/committee experts in charge of the standards need to accept the findings, by conducting the analysis themselves, or reviewing it, or contributing to it in some form.  Ideally, a committee could use “gap analysis” as regular practice to review/improve its standards. See “Process Guide” proposal.
- At macro level, SDO/committee expert’s participation in the analysis is desirable, but for the sake of time a dedicated team (such as JTC 1 SWG-A) is better. Ideally, attract needed domain expertise in SWG-A.
