Mandate M/554 Comment Form


	These comments refer to:
	WD EN 301 549: Accessibility requirements for ICT products and services 
+ READ ME document
	V 1.8 (V2.1.1.8)

	Please email comments to:  Mike.Pluke@castle-consult.com  
	Mike.Pluke@castle-consult.com  Early comments would be much appreciated, but could all comments be sent before 
31st December 2017


	Organisation
	Line number/ Clause/Sub Clause/
Annex

(e.g. 3.1)
	Paragraph/ Figure/
Table/
Note
(e.g. Table 1)
	Type 
of comment

	Comment
	Commenter’s Proposed Change
(with justification, if not included

with the comment)
	Observations Of The Secretariat

	General Comments and Early Sections

	Interaccess.ie
SEC-001
	
	
	G/E
	Right now WCAG 2.1 the wide review version is in circulation at https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG21/ 

The document will transition to candidate recommendation (CR) in January.
	I’m not sure of minutiae of the current timeline – and I’m sure this has been considered however - it is important when this happens to update/map the success criteria listed in the CR to ensure that they are reflected in 301 549.  I’ve not done a one to one comparison but make sure that the final version is in sync but the CR document is generally a strong indication of what will be in the final technical recommendation (TR).

However, the CR is still not normative and I appreciate this creates certain challenges! At the very least when the CR is active in Jan then there may be SCs that have been dropped so some review should happen then. 

In the current draft some are marked as [AT RISK] – this does not mean they will not make it to the final version but are complex and actively under review by the working group,


	Noted.

Every effort is being made to make the version of the EN supplied to the JWG for approval to be fully aligned with the WCAG 2.1 CR. A problem is that the CR is due to be published on the 23rd January and the HEN draft is due to be delivered to the JWG for approval on the 15th January. There is no flexibility in these dates due to the need to align with the timescales set by the Web Directive.

Proposals to minimise the risk of misalignment of the HEN development with the WCAG 2.1 development will be presented to the JWG.

	EDF

SEC-045
	Title
	
	Ge
	EDF welcomes the change proposed to the title of the EN, and for the amusement of JWG members wants to recall the three days long discussion in September 2014 when ETSI members strongly disagreed with this same title that was proposed by EDF and the European Commission.
	
	The broader scope of the title corresponds to the new broader intended scope of applicability of the standard.

	PTS

PTS-002
	N198 document
	
	G
	The second bullet point identifies a need to … cover ALL specificities of mobile applications. However, I don’t believe WCAG 2.1 will cover ALL aspects of mobile accessibility.  


	
	We are not clear what is not covered. If there are additional items to consider these could be dealt with in version 3.1.

	PTS

PTS-003
	N198 document
	
	G
	The fourth bullet point assumes that WCAG 2.1 will be delivered in time. What if this assumption proves false? 

As far as I can see the supporting documentation (“Understanding SC X.X.X” and “sufficient or advisory techniques”) is still being drafted. To me it seems possible that one or two SC might not make it to Recommendation status, because of issues that could become apparent during the finalization of such supporting documents.


	
	The approach we’ve adopted seems to be the best we can do under the circumstances, which are not ideal. Currently it seems that WCAG 2.1 is staying on schedule, but we need to keep the pressure on them and, if needed, be prepared to issue a v2.2 of the HEN.

	PTS

PTS-004
	N198 document
	
	E
	Is there a typo in the section “New Work Item adoption”? It says 2017 in two places where I’d expect 2018.
	
	Agreed. 
This is a matter for the JWG Secretariat.

	EC

SEC-040
	Foreword and introduction
	
	G +E
	in the foreword and introduction it should be clarified that only some sections of this document have been prepared under C(2017) 2585 final as the EN is much wider that web and mobile apps.
	Rework the text to make this clarification
	Accepted.

This has already been done in the latest working draft.

	EDF
SEC-002
	1 Scope
	Paragraph 4 (new)
	Ed
	Addition to facilitate understanding.
	All clauses except those in clause 12 related to documentation and support services …
	Accepted.

	EC

SEC-044
	references
	
	G + E
	M 554 only concerns web and mobile apps. M 376 remains valid for this EN
	-please include M 376 in the list of Informative references
	Accepted.

	Definitions

	EC

SEC-039
	Definitions and text in general
	
	G + E
	-why is there a definition of public sector body? That is part of the legislation but it seems no need to include it in the HEN, it is not related to a technical requirements
	Remove legislative and policy elements of the EN, including those definitions which are part of the Web directive
	Agreed.

	W3C

SEC-007
	3.1
	Time-based-media
	T
	This term is already used in WCAG requirements that are in turn used in clause 9.2.
	Clarify that this definition of the term in clause 3.1 is not necessarily identical to its use in WCAG, and that it does not override it in the relevant clauses of the EN.
	Agreed – this term will be removed from clause 3.1.

	W3C

SEC-008
	3.1
	Website
	T
	Websites, especially portals, do not necessarily use a single domain name. While we are not aware of a single widely-accepted definition for the term, this definition is technically incorrect.
	Revise the definition of this term. WCAG-EM provides a non-normative definition for your consideration:

https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG-EM/#website
	The definition can be removed.

	W3C

SEC-009
	3.1
	Mobile application
	T
	Mobile applications are not exclusively developed by public sector websites. They are also not always developed for the general public, and they are also increasingly used on non-mobile devices, such as connected TVs and other appliances. While we are not aware of a single widely-accepted definition for the term, this definition is technically incorrect.
	Revise the definition of this term.
	This can be removed as it is not used in any normative text.

	W3C

SEC-010
	3.1
	Measurement data
	T
	This term is overly limited to use in the Directive and potentially excludes other uses. For example, current the definition excludes monitoring activities that are not directly related to public sector bodies.
	Revise the definition of this term.
	This term can be removed as it is not used in any normative text.

	EDF
SEC-004
	3 Definitions
	
	Te
	New definitions added from the Web Accessibility Directive must be removed, as these are purely policy-related and/or technically incorrect that are neither used nor needed in the standard. Harmonised European Standards must be the tool to comply with policy needs and objectives, but it should never hardcode legislative concepts or aspects that will most probably change in the future and will confuse the standard reader.
The following new definitions must therefore be deleted:
“measurement data”. Within the meaning referred to in this definition and taken from the Web Directive, this term is never used in the standard. The way it is defined is only relevant for the monitoring methodology of the Directive – which is not the aim of this HEN.

“mobile application”. This definition of mobile apps is only relevant within the framework of the Web Directive, and it does not constitute a technically correct definition of mobile applications whatsoever. Besides, the accessibility requirements that this HEN provides will also be applicable to other applications not referred to in the legislation, such as downloadable apps for connected TVs.

“public sector body”. This is totally a policy definition that serves absolutely no purpose in this standard. The definition of what is considered a public sector body must not be included in a technical standard like this. Obviously, this is not relevant at all for accessibility reasons.
“time based media”. This definition is already provided in the Web Accessibility Directive. If the JWG members consider that a definition of time based media could be worth including for the overall use of this standard, a new definition aligned with WCAG specifications should therefore be proposed with added value to the Directive one.
“Website”. EDF does not understand the added value of this definition.


	Remove the following definitions:
· “measurement data”

· “mobile application”

· “public sector body”

· “time based media”

· “website”


	Accepted.

	DE

DE-ADDITIONAL-02
	3
	Definition "Mobile Application"
	te
	This definition is very specific to 2016/2102 and not reasonable for the EN in general.
	Change to:

application software designed and developed for use on mobile devices such as smartphones and tablets. It does not include the software that controls those devices (mobile operating systems) or hardware.

Note: DIRECTIVE (EU) 2016/2102 covers mobile applications designed and developed by or on behalf of public sector bodies for use by the general public.
	We cannot redefine a term that is defined in the Directive. We will be removing any definition of mobile application. 

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-005
	3.1
	
	E
	 Two full stops –“ Operable parts can be provided in either hardware (see mechanically operable parts, above) or software..”
	Remove one.
	Accepted.


	Interaccess.ie

SEC-006
	3.1
	
	T
	Single Page applications (SPA) – should be covered by this set of definitions
	
	Why? This term is not used in the HEN.

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-011
	3.2
	
	E
	 The WCAG working group is now officially the Accessibility Guidelines Working Group (AGWG).
	Include AGWG – Accessibility Guidelines Working Group in the set of definitions.
	Why? This term is not used in the HEN.

	Clauses 4 to 7

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-012
	4.1
	
	E
	Note, a minor editorial niggle..

The first paragraph is good – as it describes ICT ‘enabling people to […]’ but I find the last paragraph jars a little  “Any ability impairments may be permanent, temporary or situational.”

	I prefer - and it may be clearer to state – “Any impairment may be permanent, temporary or situational.”


	Noted – but no action.

I believe that it is necessary to retain the word “ability” as, particularly for a technical audience, there is a risk that the reader could be thinking in terms of impairments of the ICT (e.g. a noisy voice circuit).

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-013
	4.2/4.2.1
	
	E
	User without vision implies the usage of screen readers – however a screen reader is a ‘navigation, interaction and reading’ application. They do not just read the page content. I think the note – implies that an Audio interface may be of sufficient usage to meet accessibility requirements. 
	The current clause is (unintentionally) misleading. 

‘Where ICT provides visual modes of operation, some users need ICT to provide at least one mode of operation that does not require vision.”

The current reading implies a separate mode/version may be needed. This is not the case as screen readers use the existing semantic structure of a webpage or application to identify, navigate and interact with a User Interface.

This is present (in an accessible page or application) and is parsed by the browser and Assistive Technology – equally, without the need for a separate version for either.

It is therefore (unintentionally) misleading to suggest that and audio interface is needed to facilitate the needs of blind users – it’s not. A semantically well formed page can take care of many diverse user needs without the need for any separate UI.
	Accepted. 

The wording of the present Functional Performance Statement is not wrong, but I can see how it can be read to imply that an extra mode will be required.

The proposal is to add a new Note that says:

NOTE 1: A web page or application with a well formed semantic structure can allow users without vision to identify, navigate and interact with a visual user interface.
and making the original note a NOTE 2.

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-014
	4.2/4.2.1
	
	E/T
	Reading many of the of the ‘Usage with x’ headings I think many can be changed to say 
	“Where ICT provides x modes of operation, some users need ICT to support at least one mode of operation that does not require hearing.
This is much better. It allows us to focus on instance where a separate mode is actually needed and must be provided (which may be the case) – and where the users AT can be supported by the presence of suitable available semantics and markup (such as structured HTML/ARIA etc).

	Noted – but no action for this version of the EN.

The proposed change of wording is interesting, but it is a significant departure from the text in the published EN. It is not a change that is specifically required to meet the needs of the Web Accessibility Directive.

This point can be taken into account when a more comprehensive update to EN 301 549 is undertaken in phase 2 of the current work.

	National Disability Authority (Ireland)

SEC-016
	7.2.1
	
	G
	Audio-description - It would be helpful if the standard could encourage 'designing out' the need for audio-description with appropriate content design and scripting for factual video content. This can often be effectively achieved on corporate, educational and commercial video if planned from the design stage. For example, in introducing a piece-to-camera interview, the narrator might say something like "We spoke to Shane Hogan, Senior Design Advisor from the Centre for Excellence in Universal Design about " to give an audio alternative to the on-screen graphic.
	Change " Where ICT displays video with synchronized audio ...." to be

For many corporate or educational video materials, it is possible to avoid the need for an audio-described soundtrack through careful design and scripting to ensure that a person with sight loss does not miss any significant content. Where ICT displays video with synchronised audio that has not been designed to avoid the need for audio-described sound track ..."
	Noted, but no change.

It is not the role of a Harmonised Standard to encourage good content or user interface design.

If such good design has been implemented and a decision not to provide audio description has been made, then 7.2.1 will not need to be met.

	Clause 9 General including restructuring

	ANEC 1
SEC-034
	Clause 9
	Order of web requirements
	E
	The headings in clause 9 must set up to ensure a direct correspondence between the clause number and the success criteria it refers to (as suggested).
	
	The potential benefits of having a direct correspondence between the clause number and the success criterion number are understood.

In order to make it clear how conformance to WCAG 2.0 can be evaluated it is currently necessary to separate out the new WCAG 2 success criteria. There cannot therefore be a direct correspondence between these SCs and their SC number.

Such re-structuring will be considered in the next version of the HEN (v.3.1).

	DIN

SEC-036
	Clauses 9, 10, 11
	Whole
	G
	DIN recommends the introduction of headings to reflect the WCAG principles and guidelines, as proposed by editors.
	New structure as proposed by the editors in the READ ME doc.
	It is agreed that this would be beneficial, but here is a very high risk of introducing errors because of the large amount of cross-referencing of clause numbers throughout the document (and particularly in Annexes A abnd B) 

This change only affects the layout, not the content, so it is not critical.

Such re-structuring will be considered in the next version of the HEN (v.3.1).

See also SEC-034

	DIN

SEC-038
	Clauses 9, 10, 11
	Whole
	G
	DIN welcomes the addition of the WCAG success criterion numbers (e.g. “SC 1.2.3”) in HEN 301 549.  However, we would prefer them to be placed at the beginning of the subsection content (e.g. “This subclause reflects WCAG Success Criterion 1.2.3.”) rather than in the title/heading.
	Add references to WCAG 2.1 SCs at the beginning of the relevant subclauses.
	DISAGREE.

This adds text with no apparent benefit. 

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-041
	Intro – Read me
	
	G
	ETSI can arrange the WCAG SC as they will however regarding the comment in the ‘Read Me’ doc and the effort to  “avoid the confusion of the clause number of a success criterion changing if W3C add or remove some before WCAG 2.1 is published.
This will not likely happen, as the AGWG working group has agreed to maintain the current numbering convention contained within this final public working draft. This is to ensure that the transition to 2.1 is an natural iterative evolution from 2.0 – so we deliberately did not create a new radically different number system.

So there will only be a dramatic change in numbering if there is a substantial reason to do so but at this late hour I doubt this will happen.
	No change
	Noted (and agreed)

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-042
	Intro – Read me
	
	E
	Regarding the request for comments on the reorganisation of clause 9. The current format is very unwieldy – and makes the mapping to any given WCAG SC rather difficult to parse.
	It may be easier when related to an existing SC as the reader may have some previous knowledge but this could become trickier with regard to the new proposed SCs. So as a suggestion, a simple / or a -  after the initial clause make this easier to parse – e.g. a convention which uses ‘9.1’ then ‘9.2/ 1.1.1’. ‘9.2 – 1.1.1’.
	Noted – but no action for this version of the EN.

The solution proposed is an extremely non-standard numbering scheme being applied within a much simpler and structured overall document scheme.

A proposal that meets your objectives, but adheres to normal numbering conventions, will probably be implemented in the subsequent release of the EN.

	National Disability Authority (Ireland)
SEC-025
	9.2.11 to 9.2.52 
	
	E
	There is considerable repetition with section 9.2 across the 52 elements 
	Would it be possible to come up with a structure to avoid the repetition of the 'Where ICT is a web page, it shall satisfy..." clause for all 52 items, 
	Noted – but no change.

Although it would be possible, this would remove the important benefit that applies to every requirement in the EN, that each requirement is completely self-contained. The current fool proof approach that does not rely on the user of the standard having to understand and then apply a scoping restriction written elsewhere is applied universally throughout the EN.

This will be reconsidered for version 3.1.

	W3C

SEC-024
	9.2
	
	G
	W3C supports the approach used to copy relevant requirements from WCAG 2.1 in a way that does not require rewriting them. As indicated in previous comments, rewriting such requirements would likely cause confusion at least, and potentially unintended differences between the two specifications, hence fragmentation. W3C also welcomes the inclusion of the W3C copyright notice for these portions of text copied from W3C materials.
	
	Noted.

	Interaccess.ie
SEC-026
	9/9.1
	
	E
	This introduction section does not mention the new WCAG 2.1 specification at all but it is referenced explicitly in the 9.2.x sections. This is a little confusing as readers may think that new success criteria such as 2.4.2, 2.4.3 etc are currently within WCAG 2.0.
	While I appreciate that the timelines are tight – however WCAG 2.1 will be normative technical recommendation in the summer of 2018, with many new success criteria. I am not going to suggest language here but do urge the inclusion of some reference to this new work and it is very pertinent to addressing the need of the mobile, low-vision and cognitive spaces.

NOTE: I do see the editors note” “: some of the references to WCAG 2.0 in section 9.1 need to be revised to take account of the inclusion of some WCAG 2.1”

This is good (

	Accepted.

The intention is to fully align with WCAG 2.1 at the earliest possible opportunity for all the good reasons you give.

In the interim period it is very important to ensure that there is also a strong link to WCAG 2.0, so it is clear when a website fully meets WCAG 2.0 but may not yet fully meet WCAG 2.1.

A new form of wording proposed by W3C that largely addresses your point has been accepted and will be implemented.

	W3C

SEC-023
	9.1
	§3, 4, and 5
	T
	The relationships between WCAG 2.0, WCAG 2.1, and clause 9.2 explained in clause 9.1 need to be refined because clause 9.2 now also includes new requirements from WCAG 2.1.
	Change: “The web content requirements in clause 9.2 set out all of the Level A and Level AA Success Criteria from the W3C Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.0)”
To: “The web content requirements in clause 9.2 set out all of the Level A and Level AA Success Criteria from the W3C Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.1). The web content requirements in clause 9.2.1 to 9.2.38 set out all of the Level A and Level AA Success Criteria from the W3C Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.0)”.

Change: “Only web pages that conform to all of the web content requirements of clause 9.2 and the conformance requirements of clause 9.3 will conform to WCAG 2.0 Level AA”

To:  “Only web pages that conform to all of the web content requirements of clause 9.2 and the conformance requirements of clause 9.3 will conform to WCAG 2.1 Level AA. Only web pages that conform to all of the web content requirements of clause 9.2.1 to 9.2.38 and the conformance requirements of clause 9.3 will conform to WCAG 2.0 Level AA”.

Change: “Web pages that conform to WCAG 2.0 Level AA are deemed to have met the web content requirements of clause 9.2 and the conformance requirements of clause 9.3”

To: “Web pages that conform to WCAG 2.1 Level AA are deemed to have met the web content requirements of clause 9.2 and the conformance requirements of clause 9.3. Web pages that conform to WCAG 2.0 Level AA are deemed to have met the web content requirements of clause 9.2.1 to 9.2.38 and the conformance requirements of clause 9.3”.
	The proposed change is accepted.

	Clause 9 AAA

	PTS

PTS-001
	README
	
	G
	There are pros and cons with all of the alternatives A, B and C. 

If, by any chance, the EU would like for the WAD to cover a AAA clause, it might be beneficial if all of them were cited in the HEN so that users need not open yet another document in order to find out what the HEN actually says.

But if such a scenario is unthinkable, the current option (A) is to be preferred, since it makes the HEN shorter.


	
	There is no suggestion that AAA is or will be required. We agree that option A is preferred.

	PTS

PTS-005
	9.1
	NOTE 5
	G
	Quoting WCAG in NOTE 5 of 9.1 is a good idea. But I have not been able to find an example of two AAA criteria that cannot simultaneously be met. An example might be useful. 

Related: Did anybody double check if such a conflict could happen with two or more of the new WCAG 2.1 A or AA criteria? Getting an example with regard to AAA criteria might help in identifying (and possibly eliminating risk of such conflicts).
	
	We are not considering AAA so do not need to provide examples.

	DIN

SEC-037
	Clauses 9, 10, 11
	Whole
	G
	DIN recommends to include the WCAG AAA success criteria in clause 9. The order of WCAG should be retained, but the AAA subclauses should be clearly identified as “recommendations” (e.g. by adding “(optional)” to the title, and by a shaded background or an icon).  This is important to us, since the German legislation mandates AAA success criteria for portal pages in government websites.  Also, in the same vein, recommended subclauses corresponding to the WCAG AAA success criteria should be added to clauses 10 and 11. 
	Add optional AAA subclauses (with “should”) to clause 9, and indicate them clearly as optional.  

The same for clauses 10 and 11.  Note: This should be feasible, even though the W3C working group note WCAG2ICT does not include AAA success criteria.
	We are now including a link to AAA requirements.

	DE
DE-ADDITIONAL-01
	9
	
	te
	Addition to comment DIN 037
	to be added in clause 9 direct after Note 2 and in Annex A after the 2nd paragraph:

The Level A and AA success criteria of WCAG 2.x fulfil the essential requirements set out in EU Directive 2016/2102. Beyond the essential requirements specified in EU Directive 2016/2102 some Member States may require some Level AAA success criteria to be compliant with their national legislation. They will find the provisional level AAA success criteria in clause 9 and Annex A tables and may change their obligation on national level when applying this document in the national implementation. However web developers are encouraged to consult Level AAA success criteria as well as other advisory documents that extend accessibility even further, wherever they are applicable and possible for the content, to improve the accessibility of their websites.
	Guidance and advice regarding national policies is not appropriate to the HEN.

	UNINFO

SEC-022
	9.1 


	Note 5
	G
	Confusing note.

UNINFO suggests to include such note in an additional 9.4 or Annex (see comment below proposing introduction of AAA SC as optional).


	It is out of context and potentially confusing. 


	The positioning and the detailed wording of the note has been reviewed according to how AAA requirements are addressed in the HEN.

	UNINFO

SEC-027
	Additional 9.4

Or

Additional Annex
	
	G
	UNINFO proposes to add a new paragraph 9.4 to include AAA requirements as optional requirements (non-normative elements).

As an alternative to the paragraph, UNINFO suggests an additional Annex. 

It is needed to include an informative note informative note in 9.4/Annex explaining that AAA are not normative, but only optional, and that it is not possible to satisfy all level AAA success criteria for some content. 
	The proposal is motivated by the fact that the Directive 2016/2102 allows the Member States to maintain or introduce measures that go beyond the minimum requirements established by the Directive (art.2). 
For example, Germany has already introduced success criteria 2.4.8 (AAA) in its web accessibility regulatory framework (BITV 2.0). 
By introducing the AAA success criteria as optional in the EN we allow Member States that want to go beyond to refer directly to the HEN specific AAA criteria in their regulatory framework.
Also, suppliers of product and services may include AAA requirements to their products and services. 
	The way that AAA success criteria have been dealt with in your attached edited draft HEN cannot be accepted because they are referred to in clause 9.1 as “web content requirements” and they are written in clause 9.4 as requirements expressed in an identical way to the A and AA based requirements in clause 9.2. But all “requirements” in clause 9.2 are currently self-scoped to be applicable “Where ICT is a web page”. 

A and AA SCs are applicable “for all Web sites and types of content” and therefire need no further scoping. WCAG 2.0 makes it very clear that AAA SCs are not so generally applicable. Before they can be expressed as requirements AAA based “requirements” would require further scoping, but this cannot be done in a general way and therefore cannot be done in the HEN. 

It would be up to a policy body to say in which contexts it would require a website to meet a AAA requirement.  

	W3C

SEC-019
	9
	
	T
	Omitting the Level AAA Success Criteria from the EN creates an unnecessary difference between it and WCAG. We note that EU Member States, such as Germany, adopted Level AAA requirements for specific situations. This use is in line with the W3C recommendation cited in Note 5 of clause 9.1, and the Directive’s concept of minimum harmonization.
	W3C recommends the Inclusion of Level AAA Success Criteria in a new sub-clause, such as 9.4. We recommend moving Note 5 from clause 9.1 to this clause so that it is in context and less confusing. This new clause could be labelled as optional or the requirements could be phrased using the term “may” instead of “shall” to clarify the status of these requirements.
	This has now been addressed by including a link to AAA requirements. 

	W3C

SEC-021
	9.1
	Note 5
	E
	The W3C recommendation cited in Note 5 of clause 9.1 is potentially confusing in combination with the added sentence “Level AAA success criteria are not considered further in the present document”. The decision to include or not include the Level AAA Success Criteria is not a consequence of the cited text. W3C encourages the adoption and the use of Level AAA Success Criteria where possible.
	Move the added sentence “Level AAA success criteria are not considered further in the present document” to a separate Note or paragraph, to avoid confusion and potential misrepresentation of the intent of the W3C recommendation.
	This has been done.

	ANEC 2
SEC-035
	Clause 9
	Reference to AAA Success Criteria
	G
	It is essential that the AAA success criteria are mentioned in the text so that they can be used in the specific contexts where there level of accessibility is required. It is not yet known how many AAA criteria will exist after the WAI development process. The suggested note tells people of their existence but focuses only on why they should not be used rather (this does not make sense) instead it should explain both when they can be required and when they are not required.
	It is suggested that the AAA Success Criteria are integrated within the HEN and linked to the following text;

Access to some content may require a higher level of Accessibility as specified by AAA for parts of a site.
	This has now been addressed by including a link to AAA requirements. We have not included this text as we are not including policy guidance.

	Interaccess.ie

SEC-043
	Intro – Read me
	
	E
	It is important to support and promote the usage of AAA SC – especially as many of them are of net benefit to people with cognitive disabilities. Also there are current SCs that are under wider review as either A or AA candidate SCs and they *may* make the CR/Candidate recommendation as AAA instead. This is because the testability requirement for AAA SC is looser. 

Therefore, it is vital that these are promoted not necessarily as ‘optional’ but as desirable for procurers to reach the broadest possible range of diverse user requirements.


	While AAA is not a ‘have to’ work/messaging is needed to ensure that AAA is not ignored in the procurement process and that procurers do have a responsibility to implement these guidelines as much as possible.

As a personal note – there is a cultural and procedural shift required to emphasise the important of these SCs – as the current standards and conformance models implemented worldwide focussed mainly on WCAG A/AA SC with the AA being widely completely ignored (especially by industry) – therefore the public sector should lead the way in a reimagining/rebranding of these SCs as important for inclusive systems that can successfully accommodate the needs of people with cognitive impairments.
	The benefit of some AAA SCs for people with cognitive disabilities is recognised.

The way of addressing AAAs has now been addressed by including a link to AAA requirements.

	EC

SEC-033
	Body of EN and footnote
	
	G + E + T
	-the note with a policy reference to the recommendation of W3C related to AAA should be removed. It is not a technical requirements. The whole AAA section should be included in the same section as A and AA.
	Remove policy note and include all AAA text in the HEN
	Not accepted.

This note, taken from WCAG 2.0 (or a similar warning) must be retained. It is technical advice on the scope of applicability of AAA success criteria. 
Those choosing to require the use of AAA success criteria would be those making poicy statements regarding their use.

The way of addressing AAAs has now been addressed (see DIN 1 in this section.

	EDF

SEC-017
	9
	
	Ge / Te
	EDF insists once again on the importance of including WCAG Level AAA as informative to, as expressed in the introduction of the EN, “set out in a single source” all the accessibility requirements relevant to websites and mobile apps, as well as to satisfy the Web Accessibility Directive article 2 that allows public administrations to go beyond the enshrined accessibility requirements in the Directive (as some Member States, like Germany, already do). This will also avoid market fragmentation and will ensure a harmonised use of the same standard across Europe.

Having said so, EDF also considers that section 9 was and currently is over-complicated, and must therefore be presented in an easier way.

· it makes no sense to use n pages full of repetitive text referring to the WCAG success criteria, which is included somewhere else;

· this is even more difficult when now we add some of the new requirements of WCAG 2.1 in tables in clause 9, whereas the specifications of WCAG 2.0 can only be accessed through a link.

EDF believes that if we really want this EN to be successful, we need to make it easier to use, therefore we need consistency and clarity in the text. 

Hence, EDF calls ETSI to agree with W3C on a different presentation of WCAG 2.0 and 2.1 Level A and AA as normative requirements, and the AAA as informative requirements.

In the US Section 508, the reference is easier, using just the link where is needed. In other web accessibility policies, the WCAG text is copied entirely. Thus, the JWG needs to agree on a consistent and clear way to present all levels WCAG 2.0 and 2.1 requirements.


	In section 9.2:

· Replace the current presentation of WCAG 2.0 success criteria (e.g. all the sub-clauses like “9.2.32
Consistent navigation (SC 3.2.4) // Where ICT is a web page, it shall satisfy WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion 3.2.4 Consistent navigation [4].”) by

· including all requirements of Level A and Level AA of WCAG 2.0 and 2.1 in a consistent way, and

· all requirements of Level AAA as informative in the same way as the rest.


	We were previously advised that simply saying that all WCAG 2.0 A and AA Success Criteria shall be satisfied was insufficient as it did not allow those using the standard to refer to specific requirements (Success Criteria) in the EN that have been met.

AAAs have been addressed by including a link to AAA requirements.
Restructuring will be considered for version 3.

	EDF

SEC-020
	9.1
	Note 5
	Te
	This note must be removed because it is a policy recommendation (”…be required as a general policy…”), and therefore is not necessary in a technical document. Besides, it refers to “some content”, and this would incorrectly imply that this standard will only be used for this specific web content for which Triple A is not applicable. Finally, instead of drawing the attention to the existence of WCAG AAA, it rather discourages its use.


	
	Not accepted.

This note, taken from WCAG 2.0 (or a similar warning) must be retained. It is technical advice on the scope of applicability of AAA success criteria. 

Those choosing to require the use of AAA success criteria would be those making poicy statements regarding their use.

	Clause 9.2 detailed including criticism of draft WCAG 2.1 SCs

	PTS

PTS-006
	9.2.39
	
	E
	In fact the “section” is in another document, so you should add “of the WCAG 2.1 specification” in order to avoid people needlessly searching the HEN for such a section.
	
	This requirement “Identify common purpose (SC 1.3.4)” is no longer included.

	PTS

PTS-007
	9.2.39
	NOTE 1
	G
	I would not be surprised if this SC is altered or even abandoned, because right now it introduces a (probably well researched, but still) arbitrary set of semantics. If this list is statically included in the WCAG specification it is bound to become more and more outdated, but if instead it is maintained separately and more dynamic it will become more difficult to test conformance (and conformance will erode over time).
	
	This requirement “Identify common purpose (SC 1.3.4)” is no longer included.

	PTS
PTS-008
	9.2.41
	Table 9.3, the sentence following “Graphical objects:”
	G
	I believe this part can cause uncertainty. What parts of an illustration are in fact “required for understanding”? 

Can we add any clarification at this level, should the WCAG 2.1 “Understanding document” (https://www.w3.org/WAI/WCAG21/Understanding/21/graphics-contrast.html) remain vague?
	
	This concern should be fed to the WCAG 2.1 WG. The STF will not be changing or adding to text from WCAG 2.1 drafts.

	PTS

PTS-009
	9.2.44
	Table 9.6
	G
	If the WCAG 2.1 remains unchanged, we probably need to add “or security requirements” to the exception. 

Otherwise I think the SC can make two factor authentication impossible in some cases, thus conflicting with industry best practices for security. Not only systems that have a legal requirement need security.

Alternatively, in order to keep alignment with WCAG at SC level, we could add a general security related exception at some higher level in the HEN.
	
	This concern should be fed to the WCAG 2.1 WG. The STF will not be changing or adding to text from WCAG 2.1 drafts.

	Clause 10

	National Disability Authority (Ireland)

SEC-003
	10.1
	
	G
	Non-web documents - The explanation given for non-web documents does not help or encourage web managers to provide information in the most accessible formats possible. The tone of this section is one of 'acceptance' - that it is a given that content is presented in non-web documents. 

However, these are often a matter of design choices. Organisations can choose to commission or produce books (for example) to be available in HTML or PDF formats or both. In general, web formats (such as HTML) are more accessible and easier to use for many users, especially for people who use assistive technology. 

Section 10.1 should encourage organisations to produce information in the most accessible format - generally web documents.
	Add  a section something like this:

"When designing or commissioning content that will ultimately end up being published online, organisations should ensure that the published versions are produced in the most accessible formats - usually web documents. 

For example, for books - organisations should ensure that these are made available in HTML formats, possibly in addition to the traditional PDF format. This will ensure they are usable by the widest possible audience.
	Noted, but no change.

It is not the role of a Harmonised Standard to encourage good documentation production strategies.



	Annex A

	EC

SEC-031
	Annex A
	
	G + E
	Similar to comment above thighs annex should only deal with issues related to websites and mobile apps. And be aligned to the Web accessibility directive.

This Mandate only covers the revision of the EN in a HEN for that purpose
	Remove from Annex A all issues not relevant or the Web Directive
	No action proposed.

It is not clear what in Annex A is not relevant to the Web accessibility directive. 

The Directive states that “Those technical specifications shall meet the accessibility requirements set out in Article 4 and shall ensure at least a level of accessibility equivalent to that ensured by European standard EN 301 549 V1.1.2 (2015-04).” Currently all ICT, including websites and mobile applications, have to meet all the requirements listed in the EN when the self-scoping statements apply. 

Tables A.1 and A.2 include those requirements that could apply to websites or mobile applications respectively. Removing any item from these tables will reduce the "level of accessibility" below that currently demanded by EN 301 549. This seems to be in direct opposition to the stated aim of the Directive.

	EDF

SEC-032
	Annex A
	
	Ed & Te
	Editorial:

Could you clarify what “U/C” means? (Column in both tables A.1 and A.2)

Technical:

The Web Directive and the M/554 specifically refers to clauses 9, 10 and 11, therefore all those beyond those clauses must be removed from tables A.1 and A.2. 

Furthermore, requirements such as, for instance, RTT interoperability, should not be included and some of them are and will be under discussion within the second revision of the EN (towards the EN 3.1).

For all these reasons, requirements out of clauses 9, 10 and 11 should not be hardcoded for presumption of conformity with the Web Directive. 
	Explain what U/C means.

Remove EN requirements not included in clauses 9, 10 and 11.
	The meaning of U and C is explained in the key to the table. The U and C in the column heading have been replaced by the words “Unconditional” and “Conditional”.
The Directive states that “Those technical specifications shall meet the accessibility requirements set out in Article 4 and shall ensure at least a level of accessibility equivalent to that ensured by European standard EN 301 549 V1.1.2 (2015-04).” Currently all ICT, including websites and mobile applications, have to meet all the requirements listed in the EN when the self-scoping statements apply. 

Tables A.1 and A.2 include those requirements that could apply to websites or mobile applications respectively. Removing any item from these tables will reduce the "level of accessibility" below that currently demanded by EN 301 549. This seems to be in direct opposition to the stated aim of the Directive.

	ANEC 3
SEC-028
	Annex A
	Tables showing how the essential requirements of the directive can be met.
	G
	At the 12th meeting of CEN/CENELEC/ETSI JWG

“eAccessibility” a brief informal discussion was held on the inclusion of text which provides guidance on how to use the document. The tables in Annex A are currently not easy to use but would be improved both by splitting into two tables (web and mobile) and by linking to text at the beginning of the document explaining how to use the document.
	Consideration needs to be made as to how the novice end user is guided to use this document. Annex A is part of that guidance and needs to be written appropriately.
	Annex A does contain two separate tables as suggested.

All of the information about the function of the two tables in Annex A and the key to the meanings of the columns of the tables have now been moved so that they precede the tables.

	DIN

SEC-029
	Annex A
	Whole
	G
	DIN welcomes Annex A with the two tables, showing how the “essential requirements” of the Directive can be met by conforming to the requirements in the HEN.
	Keep structure of Annex A.
	Noted.

	DIN

SEC-030
	Annex A
	1st par
	Ed
	“Directive 2016/2012/EU” should be “Directive 2016/2102/EU”
	Correct to “Directive 2016/2102/EU”
	AGREED

	DE

DE-ADDITIONAL-03
	Annex A
	
	te
	The tables A.1 and A.2 are generally welcomed by DIN (see DIN 026) but we also agree to EC031. As table A.1 shows the requirements for web pages and should be limited to those from clause 9, because clause 5 is about 

hardware, clause 6 is about two-way voice communication and clause 7 about Video formats. The implicit extension of the WCAG2.1 success criteria by additional requirements is not the intension of the EU Directive 2016/2102.
	For table A.2 the shown requirements should be limited to clause 11. The WAD defines mobile apps in Article 3 (2) "mobile application” means application software designed and developed, by or on behalf of public sector bodies, for use by the general public on mobile devices such as smartphones and tablets. It does not include the software that controls those devices (mobile operating systems) or hardware". The requirements from clause 5 are hardware related and should be deleted. Requirements from clauses 6 and 7 should be removed because they are content or network dependent and not in the responsibility or control of the mobile application.
	Clause 5 contains generic requirements that could apply to any website or mobile application. It is clause 8 that is about hardware.

Clauses 6 and 7 could be applicable to any website or mobile application that has two-way voice or video features or that acts as documentation or a support service.
The Directive states that “Those technical specifications shall meet the accessibility requirements set out in Article 4 and shall ensure at least a level of accessibility equivalent to that ensured by European standard EN 301 549 V1.1.2 (2015-04).” Currently all ICT, including websites and mobile applications, have to meet all the requirements listed in the EN when the self-scoping statements apply. 

Tables A.1 and A.2 include those requirements that could apply to websites or mobile applications respectively. Removing any item from these tables will reduce the "level of accessibility" below that currently demanded by EN 301 549. This seems to be in direct opposition to the stated aim of the Directive.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


� G for General, T for technical, E for Editorial
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