Version 2.17 of the master comment list for the development of EN301549v3.1

This table contains all comments received on earlier drafts, with responses from the STF. All responses have been incorporated in 
working draft 2.4 of EN301549v3.1


	No
	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

	000
	Schedule. Proposals for new areas for requirements

	001
	SIS 1
	
	
	Ge
	The information on what is expected as contribution from the national mirror committees has been unclear.

A comment from Sweden about a timetable with clear dates for comments (SE17) was accepted and the reply was: Such a timetable will be available shortly. This was also in the last slide of N292.
We have tried to get more information about the difference between “ideas” and detailed text proposals to meet the deadline in 2018-08-31, but as we lack the full timetable for the process of revision. It is very difficult to contribute in an efficient way, but we have presented some ideas below.
	
	Partially accepted.

The requested information has already been made available by the JWG secretariat, but it would be useful to create a one page document listing key dates from now to the end of the project.

	002
	SIS 2
	
	
	Ge
	In order to create a qualitative update of 3.1.1 sufficient time is needed as well as clarity regarding the planning and dates in the revision process.
	Provide the information and a time table with clear due dates for comments on EN 301 549 3.1.1.  
	See 001.

	003
	vonniman consulting 1
	
	vnc #1
	G
	Schedule and resource of the v3 update

The time and resources necessary to develop a proper version 3 should be provided, once the topics are collected, analyzed, prioritized and agreed.
	Please contact the EC/EFTA to discuss and negotiate a possible resource and deadline extension, rather than radically cutting back on the list of proposed updates due to the lack of resources – would the JWG support such a proposal. This time there is no reason to over-stress the development of version 3 of the EN!
	Not accepted. 

There has been no “cutting back on the list of proposed updates”. The schedule and resources are defined in the ToRs, although the schedule has since been amended. See response to comment 1

	004
	vonniman consulting 15
	
	vnc #15
	G; T; E
	Keep up the good job!
	Thank you. We all share a common goal!
	Noted

	005
	SIS 4
	
	
	Ge
	ICT accessibility requirements must cover back end tools to allow persons with disabilities to work not only to access information. This is also highlighted in the public procurement directive article 42
	Check if the document could be strengthened in the perspective of making it possible for people with disabilities to work. 
	Not accepted. 
The scope of the EN was specified in the mandate and in the TORs. The technical requirements in the EN apply to all situations, including the workplace. The application of the EN is a policy issue.

	006
	ITS, PTS 12
	
	
	G
	New requirements regarding individualisation / personalisation
	Consider the possibility to include requirements or recommendations regarding individualisation / personalisation according to user preferences.
	Noted.
The lack of any universally accepted and adopted standards for individualisation / personalisation make it difficult to require anything. (This was the conclusion reached during the

development of WCAG 2.1). A note has been added to 11.7 to clarify some personalization issues.

	007
	vonniman consulting 6
	
	vnc #6
	G, T
	Support for user profiles and personalisation
	Please include requirements for the support of  personalized use and portable profiles. 
	Duplicate. 
See response to comment 006

	008
	vonniman consulting 3
	
	vnc #3
	G, T
	e-Services 

Time passes. ICT matures and is everywhere in everyday life.
	Time has come to develop e-Service accessibility requirements .


	Not accepted. 
e-services are by definition accessed via ICT. As such the interfaces to them are covered by these provisions. 

Anything beyond this is outside the scope of M/554. 

	009
	vonniman consulting 4
	
	vnc #4
	G, T
	Gaps from version 1


	Please consider improving the contrast requirements (for displays).
	Not accepted. 
The issue was explored extensively during Phase 2 of the Mandate and it was not possible to come up with a viable way to do this. Did you have a specific suggestion for us to consider? 

	010
	vonniman consulting 5
	
	vnc #5
	G, T
	Gaps from version 1, part 2


	Please consider expanding the cognitive accessibility requirements.
	Accepted

Some proposals for potential cognitive accessibility requirements will be put out for comment (by the STF and the JWG) during the next phase of the work of the STF.

	011
	vonniman consulting 7
	
	vnc #7
	G, T
	Future mobile ICT service  development and ICT accessibility 
	Accessibility aspects of virtualisation and agile development methodologies should be considered for potential impacts and and addressed now, in a 2020- 2025 perspective.

	Not accepted. 
Interfaces to them are covered by these provisions. 

Anything beyond this is outside the scope of M/554.

	012
	DS 6
	
	
	G
	We suggest to incorporate a focus on Artificial Intelligence in the standard. The use of AI technology for user interfaces (eg. Chatbots) will have an impact on the accessibility.
	
	Not accepted. 
Interfaces to AI services are covered by these provisions. 

There is no known accepted guidance in this important area.

	013
	EDF 28
	
	
	
	Novel Video Formats, such as 3D and Omnidirectional (also known as 360º) video, are becoming increasingly common. 

We recommend the STF to explore some recommendations and information that could guide the development of these formats in an accessible manner.

In 3D video, depth perception is an issue (see EDF proposal for a new Functional Performance Criterion).

In omnidirectional video, apart from the temporal domain, the spatial domain becomes relevant, as the viewer can freely explore the 360º area. In such environments:

- The User Interface (e.g. player controls) shall be always visible or shall be enabled independently of the viewing direction.

- When adding subtitles and sign language video, some mechanisms shall be used to guide the viewers towards the speaker’s position or when the main action is taking place (e.g. arrows, compass, sided text…)

- When using Head Mounted Displays (HMDs), the comfortable viewing field for presentation of subtitles in still unknown, and shall be explored.

- When using Head Mounted Displays (HMDs), an adequate User Interface and interaction features (e.g. use of controllers, built-in touchpad, gestures, head movements…) should be designed and adopted.

- The use of spatial / omnidirectional audio shall also be considered to guide the users, for the natural audio, audio subtitles and audio description. The use of different mixing and volume combinations, together with presentation modes, can be also considered.

- The use of eye tracking and voice control functionalities can be considered
	STF experts and JWG members to consider whether this can be incorporated as recommendations or information. 
	Not accepted.

We agree that this is an emerging area but believe that there has not yet been sufficient fundamental work completed on which to base specific technical requirements, rather than the broader ones which are already contained in the EN.
It may be appropriate to create a proposal for a new work item for a TR, the results of which could be considered for incorporation into a future revision of the EN.

	014
	ANEC 2
	
	
	Ge
	The needs of people with cognitive disabilities are not yet covered by prEN 301 549 v.3.1.1 draft 1.3. WCAG 2.1 doesn't include any specific provisions for people with cognitive disabilities. However we believe it would be useful for the draft standard users to be able to refer to other initiatives such as the W3C Cognitive Accessibility Task Force activity and the EG 203 350 "Guidelines for the design of mobile ICT devices and their related applications for people with cognitive disabilities". We leave it up to the STF to decide where this could be done as we know the subject was discussed with different views.
	Make reference to W3C Cognitive Accessibility Task Force activity and the EG 203 350 "Guidelines for the design of mobile ICT devices and their related applications for people with cognitive disabilities".
	Accept. 
We will include a statement that references the two sources you have identified and asks for readers to look for other documents as well.

	015
	UNI
	
	
	
	The growing use of Artificial Intelligence technology  for user interfaces (eg. Chatbots) can improve accessibility features. AI Sign language or alternative text for images could be used by public website.
	Consider whether the use of AI technology could improve accessibility of web-sites and apps.
	Not accepted. 

See response to 012


	100
	GENERAL comments. Foreword. Introduction. Scope. References.

	101
	DE/ITI
	
	
	
	DIGITALEUROPE and the Information Technology Industry Council (“ITI”) welcome the opportunity to provide joint comments and proposed changes regarding Draft 1.3 of EN 301 549 V3.1.1 (“EN”). We thank ETSI and the Special Task Force (“STF”) for your willingness to engage all stakeholders in this important work.
As representatives of the leading global information and communications technology (“ICT”) companies, we organized a series of meetings involving industry accessibility, engineering, and standards experts, to conduct a comprehensive review of Draft 1.3. We certainly appreciate and acknowledge the level of effort required to revise standards in a manner that continues to advance the interests of all stakeholders while also promoting innovation and competition. However, we are concerned that, while well intentioned, many of the proposed revisions to the EN would have the opposite effect.
For example, the proposed changes contained in section 6.2, Real-time text (RTT) functionality, would significantly expand the scope of the EN, applying RTT requirements originally developed for telephony environments to a broad spectrum of ICT and services. The proposed changes would go even further, requiring conformance to telephony standards that are only appropriate to require in a telephony environment. However, many of the ICT products and services that would be subject to the expanded RTT requirements do not operate in a telephony environment, and technical standards for implementing RTT in other environments do not exist.
While we appreciate that ETSI standards are industry-developed and generally voluntary, the present EN activity is being funded at least in part by the European Commission for the purpose of informing anticipated regulatory activity. If the proposed revisions are indeed adopted by ETSI and then designated as the technical foundation for the implementation of the forthcoming European Accessibility Act, as anticipated, the revised RTT provisions will significantly impact the ability of manufacturers and developers to offer products and services to the European market, potentially harming the interests of consumers and the competitiveness of European and American businesses.
This is just one of the concerns highlighted in the attached comments. We would like to schedule a teleconference with members of the STF to provide further details regarding our views. Please inform us when this might be possible. Thank you for your consideration.
	
	NOTED

	102
	DE/ITI
	Foreword
	Para 4
	G
	According to the Foreword, paragraph 4: “The changes are limited to those necessary to comply with the requirements of a Harmonised Standard, inclusion of requirements for mobile applications, updating to reflect the state of the art in W3C WCAG, updating of clause 6.1, and corrections of errors.”  It appears that this is a summary of changes made to EN 301 549 V2.1.2 and has not been updated to reflect the changes being proposed for this version, V3.1.1, of the standard.  

Please note that, while we appreciate that ETSI standards are industry-developed and generally voluntary, the present activity is being funded at least in part by the European Commission for the purpose of informing anticipated regulatory activity.  Given the Commission’s long-stated intent of harmonizing U.S. and EU accessibility requirements to help ensure a standardized approach to accessibility and user experience between both markets, where relevant, we include in our comments references to requirements of the U.S. Federal Communications Commission (FCC).

The proposed changes contained in section 6.2, Real-time text (RTT) functionality, would significantly expand the scope by applying RTT requirements to a broad spectrum of ICT well beyond the scope of ICT covered by FCC regulations on RTT.  If the proposed revisions are indeed adopted by ETSI and then designated as the technical foundation of the European Accessibility Act, as anticipated, the revised RTT provisions will significantly impact the ability of manufacturers and developers to offer products and services to the European market, potentially harming the interests of consumers and the competitiveness of businesses.
	The 4th paragraph of the foreword contains a summary of changes made in the EN 301 549 V2.1.2 and needs to be updated to reflect the changes being made to this version, V3.1.1, of the standard.
	Accepted


	200
	Supporting use of the standard

	201
	SIS 3
	
	
	Ge
	It is not easy for everyone to understand the EN. It would gain on easier language without changing the content. 
	Review the language, if possible after consulting persons that have not been involved in writing the standard but are supposed to use it in practise.
	Not accepted. 
We understand that this standard will be used by many small organisations with limited resources and lack of expertise. We agree therefore that there is a need for a guidance annex or document and this is under consideration.
However, a technical standard, especially one that is used for legal compliance, has to be specific. The requirements  need to use appropriate technical language that will be understood by a professional working in the relevant field.

	202
	SIS 8
	
	Introduction
	Ge
	The supporting TR:s are mentioned. It is important that the main purpose of the standard which was procurement is maintained together with the parts that are going to be harmonised. However, the TR:s are in pieces obsolete. The TR about award criteria ETSI TR 101 551 was related to the old procurement directive. There are pieces in the document that are essential in a procurement perspective when using the standard. The TR ETSI TR 101 552 about conformity with the functional accessibility requirements also contains information that is essential for procurement. 
	Consider if there are essential parts from the TR:s that should be incorporated in the standard. 
	Partially accepted.

We agree that the TRs need to be reviewed and either updated or withdrawn but, having considered their content, believe that there are a few parts which can be included in a guidance annex, e.g. ENTR 101 551 clause 5.2.5. See also the response to comment 201. 

	203
	ITS, PTS 1
	
	
	G
	Guidance to application of the standard
	Consider including relevant parts of the TR’s in the standard (TR  101 550, TR 101 551 and TR 101 552). This could be e.g. in the scope or in section 4.
	Duplicate. 
See response to comment 202.

	204
	vonniman consulting 2
	
	vnc #2
	G, T
	Develop an Application Guide (Annex)
	Merge relevant and essential parts of the three TRs into one practical “How-to-use” Annex to the EN.
	Duplicate. 
See response to comment 202.

	205
	SIS 9
	
	Introduction
	te
	It is important to take into account that the EN 301 549 is relevant for several EU directives including e.g. public procurement, electronic communication and the upcoming accessibility act. It is crucial to be flexible and be open for technical developments which affect accessibility.  
	Consider the possibility that other legislation could gain from the accessibility requirements in the EN. Provide information in the introduction on different areas of use and what other supporting document that exists from the EU-commission.  
	Not accepted. 
The EN provides technical requirements and does not (with the exception of the Web and Mobile Applications Directive, for which it was produced) refer to Directives. An organisation may choose to use the EN for any purpose. It is likely that a future update to the EN will be required in order to support the EAA.

	206
	ITS, PTS 3
	
	
	G
	Information about possible applications and regulation 
	It is important to take into account that the EN 301 549 is relevant for several EU directives including e.g. public procurement, electronic communication and the upcoming accessibility act. It is crucial to be flexible and be open for technical developments which affect accessibility.  

Consider the possibility that other legislation could gain from the accessibility requirements in the EN. Provide information in the introduction on different areas of use and what other supporting document that exists from the European Commission.   
	Duplicate. 
See response to comment 205.

	207
	DS 7
	
	
	G
	We suggest to use examples to a greater extent in the standard to make the standard more tangible to users. 
	
	Not accepted.
Examples add to the length of an already lengthy document and tend to cause people to see the examples as indicating the full scope of the applicability of the requirement.

	208
	DS 8
	
	
	G
	We suggest to focus more on specifications for functions and processes instead of specifications for technologies in the revision of the standard. 
	
	Noted.
The EN gives Functional Specifications and then follows these with specific (technology neutral) technical requirements which, when met, will enable the Functional Requirements to be met. See also the response to comment 201.

	209
	ITS, PTS 2
	
	
	G
	Guidance to application of the standard
	As we have understood, the requirements can be met in other ways than meeting the functional requirements in clause 5-13, i.e. by meeting the functional statements in clause 4. This relationship needs to be explained in a way that is more apparent to readers than in the current version of the standard.
	Noted.
An explanation of this has been seen as necessary and will be included in a subsequent draft in Annex E. See also response to comment 202.

	210
	ANEC 1
	
	
	Ge
	WGAG 2.1 AAA success criteria should be included in an Annex or informative clause of prEN 301 549 v.3.1.1 draft 1.3 with guidance on how to consider the different elements (clause 9-10).
	Develop Annex/clause with guidance on how to consider the different elements of AAA and the potential accessibility benefits each element would bring.
	Noted.
Clause 9.0 explains the role of AAAs and these have been included in Annex D.

See also comment 201.


	300
	Clause 3

	301 
	EDF 1
	3.1
	
	Te
	Spoken subtitles are an accessibility feature which is missing in the EN. EDF proposes to add a provision for this essential access service to audiovisual content in clause 7 (see below).
Spoken subtitling consists of the ICT with video capabilities providing an audio output (usually text-to-speech technology, i.e. voice synthesizer) reading out loud the textual closed subtitles. (See further justification below)
There is an ISO standard from which the definition can be drafted.
	Produce a definition based on ISO/IEC 20071-25:2017.
Proposal:
Spoken subtitle: synchronized audio output alternative for the closed caption information needed to understand the media content.
NOTE:
This is also variously described using terms such as "audio subtitles" or "spoken caption".
Add ISO/IEC 20071-25:2017 to clause 2.
	Agreed

This definition will be included.

	302 
	SIS 5
	
	
	Ge
	The EN should cover audio visual media, including audio subtitles clean audio etc. There are several ISO and ITU documents that provide definitions and guidance
	Improve the EN about audio visual media accessibility, including audio/spoken subtitles and clean audio. Update the standard with definitions and requirements that are in line with ISO and ITU documents.
	Noted
See response to comment 301.


See response to comment 301.

	(We also need to maintain alignment with WCAG2.1)



	304 
	EDF 2
	3.1
	
	Te 
	One of the positive aspects of this EN is the link to relevant standard to deepen into the different accessibility features this document refers to. We therefore propose adding a link to an international standard on audio description as well.


	Add to the definition of audio description the reference to ISO/IEC71200-21, and this standard to clause 2.


	Partly agreed.

We have included an informative reference to 20071-21. 

Having reviewed the definition in 20071-21 we believe that the current definition is more appropriate for our usage.

Note that we need to maintain alignment with WCAG2.1.

	305 
	EDF 3
	
	
	Te
	There is also an international standard for subtitling that the EN could refer to.
Besides, EDF also proposes to re-think whether the term “subtitle” would be more appropriate in a European standard than the more American term “caption”.
	Add to the definition of captions the reference to ISO/IEC71200-23, and this standard in clause 2.
To consider by the JWG whether the term “subtitle” would be more appropriate than “caption”, since the term “subtitle” is more widespread in Europe.


	Partly agreed. 
We have included an informative reference to 20071-23.  Having reviewed the definition in 20071-23 we believe that the current definition is more appropriate for our usage. 
We need to use the term caption rather than subtitle to maintain alignment with WCAG2.1.

	306 
	EDF 4
	3.1
	
	Te
	Given that we refer to it in “Usage with limited cognition”, it is important that procurers and ICT manufacturers are aware of this format which enhance understandability of information.
	Easy to Read:  Is a variety of a natural language. It is a language simplification that shares linguistic and extra-linguistic aspects with the standard language. It improves perceivability and comprehension of written texts for all, but especially for people with reading, learning or comprehension difficulties.
	Noted
Currently there are no testable standards for comprehensible language that we can recommend (Easy to Read is just one example of guidance on how to produce understandable information).

	307
	V-2-1-2-SE 2
	Definitions
	3.1
	ed
	Sweden proposes a new definition of: accessibility. 
The definition of accessibility from ISO 26800 is no longer used. In the Ergonomics standardisation ISO TC 159 a new definition of Accessibility has been decided. The definition is also used, for example, in JTC 1 and in Mandate 473. 

	Change to: 

accessibility: extent to which products, systems, services, environments and facilities can be used by people from a population with the widest range of user needs, characteristics and capabilities to achieve identified goals in identified contexts of use.

Note 1 to entry: Context of use includes direct use or use supported by assistive technologies.

[SOURCE: EN ISO 9241-112:2017, 3.15[5]]
	Agreed.
(but the quoted source is incorrect, it should be EN ISO 9241-11:2018)

	308

	V-2-1-2-SE 3
	Definitions
	3.1


	ed
	Sweden proposes a new definition of: context of use.

The standard which is the source for the definition of context of use has been revised. The revision included changes in the definition.
	Change to: 

context of use: combination of users, goals and tasks, resources, and environment. 

Note 1 to entry: The “environment” in a context of use includes the technical, physical, social, cultural and organizational environments.

[SOURCE: SS-EN ISO 9241-11:2018 (E)] 
	Agreed.

	309
	DE/ITI
	3.1
	Definition of “call”
	E
	We have a number of concerns regarding this proposed definition: 
1.  A "call" is typically between two individuals, not necessarily between "several" users, as the definition states. 
2.  It is not really a "logical association" per se, but rather, a connection made through a Public Switched Telephone Network, Voice Over IP, or some other connection service to allow voice communication to occur between participants.
3. The terms "connection oriented" and "connectionless" are not defined, so they do not provide clarity to the definition.
4.  This definition appears to have been taken from a mobile standard (3GPP TR 21.905 V15.0.0 (2018-03) - Vocabulary for 3GPP Specifications (Release 15)) and does not provide enough clarity for use outside of the mobile environment.
	Do not include the proposed definition or the corresponding proposed edit to 6.2.1.2.
	Agreed
The term “call” is no longer used in the EN.   It has been replaced with the term “user connection”. 

	310
	DE/ITI
	3.1
	Definition of “context of use”
	E
	In the “clean” version of draft 1.3, the note under “context of use” and the definition of “document” run together.
	Insert a “return” before “document.”
	Accepted.

	311
	DE/ITI
	3.1
	Definition of “real time text”
	T
	The definition of real-time text (RTT) is problematic in many ways when expanded to the broader, technically diverse ICT environment. Issues with the definition include:
1.  The definition is based on the speed by which the RTT communication is “perceived by the user”.  Perception, by definition, is subjective and will vary from user to user. It is unclear how this could be tested in an objective, measurable and repeatable manner. 
2.  How quickly text is sent does not correlate with how quickly it is received at the other end due to circumstances outside the control of the ICT in which the RTT is being created and received.  Rather, as explained in Note 1, the speed by which a user receives the RTT communication is dependent on the underlying communication network.  
3.  A multipoint conference may include tens or even hundreds of participants, the number of which may not be discernible until the conference begins.  Moreover, an end-point may be a conference room.  How do you mediate RTT in that situation?
4.  For Note 1, if RTT is applied broadly to ICT outside of typical telephony (wired, mobile, VoIP), then delays between text creation and receipt would also be dependent on several other factors, such as a product's configuration.
	Remove the phrase “or in multipoint conferencing” and further change the RTT definition to read as follows
“form of a text conversation in point to point situations where the text being entered is sent immediately as it is created.”
This wording aligns with the definition used in the US in Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations. It also removes the dependency on network transmission that impacts how quickly the text is received, and thereby “perceived by the user”, which are out of the control of the ICT sending RTT.  FCC RTT regulations can be found at: 
https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC-16-169A1_Rcd.pdf
Delete the current text of NOTE 1 and replace with the following: 
“The speed by which a user receives the RTT communication is dependent on the underlying communication network and other factors such as product configuration.”
	Not accept
1) This is the accepted definition and is used to differentiate it from messaging without over specifying. We have added/changed the notes to the existing definition that should address your concerns.
2) We agree with your comment 2. Clause 6.2 in the EN have been revised to make it clear that timing issues in the network are outside the scope of the requirement.
3) RTT is the equivalent of “talking by text” or “talking with voice and text” rather than talking with Voice.  In a multipoint call you mediate RTT in the same way you mediate speech – by taking turns.  For asynchronous communication – all users should use chat. 
4) We have clarified the wording of 6.2.4 to make it clear that the only timing requirement is between creation and transmission.


	400
	Clause 4

	401 
	vonniman consulting 9
	
	vnc #9
	G, T
	Specify the principles of use and application of the EN

Chapter 4 was written when the EN was accompanied by three TRs and a toolkit (for which the EN was supposed to provide the text for, a statement removed from the Scope in EN version 2).


	Chapter 4 should be redrafted, as it is not clear, nor understandable (a comment that stands since version 1). 
	Not accepted.
We have rewritten clause 4.1 to make it clearer than previous drafts as to what the purpose of clause 4 is and the relation to 5 to 13. There will be some additional discussion of this in a new Appendix E on how to use this document.

The link between the FPS and technical requirements is shown in Annex B. 

	402 
	SIS 10
	
	Clause 4
	te
	The functional performance statements are built upon peoples impairments. It would be preferable if focus was the surroundings and the environment instead. It would also be in line with Universal Design from the Convention on the rights of people with disabilities and 
	Consider to use for example the following headings as a start in the review: 
· Usage without image

· Usage without colours

· Usage without audio

· Usage without vocal input
	Not accepted. 
It was not the intention that “The functional performance statements are built upon peoples’ impairments”.

The FPS are derived from those produced by the ISO/IEC SWG-A (published as ISO/IEC 29138-1) and Guide 71. These user needs are also specified in the draft EAA. 

	403 
	ITS, PTS 4
	
	
	G
	Clause 4
	Clause 4 should be rewritten in order to avoid stigmatisation of user groups or of disabilities. This can be done by describing usage and usage situations rather that users and their abilities. This is in line with Universal design principles according to the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. Ability may vary and be related to situational conditions, meaning that most clauses can be applicable to users with or without disabilities, depending on situation.  
	See response to comment 402

	404 
	ITS, PTS 5
	
	
	E
	4.2.10 Usage with limited cognition
	If you don’t follow our recommendation to re-write clause 4, clause 4.2.10 needs to be developed. We propose the following text:

”Some users will need the ICT to provide modes or features which enables motivation, representation, understanding and action.”

The suggested text is still matched with the correct functional requirement in Annex B and makes way for additional functional requirements.
	Partially accept
The text that you quote will be difficult for many to interpret. 
We have modified it to read:

“Some users will need the ICT to provide features and/or presentation that make it simpler and easier to understand and use.”

	405 
	vonniman consulting 10
	
	vnc #10
	G, T
	4.2.10 Usage with limited cognition

It is obvious from the ToR and the intentions of the STF that the possible inclusion of requirements addressing the cognitive accessibility area will be investigated and performed. This is a good step.

We additionally propose to expand the scope of the EN's coverage in the area by introducing the ISO user needs definition (under approval), to read: 

	”Some users will need the ICT to provide modes or features which enables motivation, representation, understanding and action."
This would allow addressing cognition from wider and more modern perspectives, less limited by a "features-centric" approach.  

The difficulty with this, as for the integration of requirements from the ETSI EG, in the testing part. Some of the relevant and undisputed requirements would need quantifiable tests to be developed, requiring resources and time. 

If that can be allocated within the framework of the current project - excellent. If not, and there are other areas that would benefit from a limited (6-month and 120 man-days?) expansion of the current project time and resources, we believe that the EC/EFTA should be approached for discussions, rather than delaying the introduction of these requirements by years. We propose to explore this path (see also vonniman consulting #1).

NOTE, for your information: A Swedish project will be started to implement the coming ISO standard among Swedish developers and designers. It will also address the testing issue, in some collaboration with US-based partners. Deliveries are foreseen during 2019- 2021.
	Partial duplicate.
See response to comment 404.

Expending effort on a futile quest to gain an extension to the time and budget would be inappropriate.
It may be appropriate to explore whether an NWI could be developed and the results of this NWI be incorporated into a future revision of the EN.

	406 
	EDF 5
	4.1
	
	Te
	Find below the justification of functional performance criteria.
The first sentence (ICT … is deemed to have met a level of accessibility….) is misleading because:

1) it refers to statements which are merely informative, and 

2) it is entirely a subjective consideration which is not technically sound and limits the application of further accessibility requirements not included in the EN. 

E.g. is the EN providing the right level of accessibility for “usage with limited cognition”? The EN provides requirements up to a certain level of accessibility. Therefore, this consideration which should not be kept in the EN, or at the very least should be redrafted to avoid the impression that by complying with the EN ICT will be absolutely accessible to all.

EDF proposes some changes according to this justification also on the notes, in which we also remove the term “impairment”, because of being too medical based.
Finally, as for Note 4, this should become a requirement as it is crucial that users are able to activate the accessibility features independently.

   
	ICT meeting the applicable requirements of clauses 5 to 13 is consistent with clause 4.2 (Functional performance criteria.

NOTE 1:
The relationship between the requirements from clauses 5 to 13 and the functional performance criteria set out in Annex B.

NOTE 2:
The intent of clause 4.2 is to describe the ICT performance in enabling users to access the full functionality and documentation of the product or the service with or without the use of assistive technologies.

NOTE 3:
The methods of meeting the accessibility needs of users with multiple access needs will depend on the specific combination of needs. Meeting these user accessibility needs may be addressed by considering multiple clauses in clause 4.2.

Several users' accessibility needs rely on ICT providing specific modes of operation. If a user is to activate, engage or switch to the mode that complies with his or her user accessibility needs, the method for activating, engaging or switching to that mode shall comply with the same user accessibility needs.


	Partially accepted

The title of clause 4 will be marked as “informative”.
The wording of clause 4.1 will be changed to:

The functional performance statements in clause 4.2 e are given in terms of general objectives. The requirements in clauses 5 to 13 provide specific testable criteria for making ICT more accessible.
The relationship between the requirements from clauses 5 to 13 and the functional performance criteria are set out in Annex B.
NOTE 2: The intent of clause 4.2 is to describe the ICT performance in enabling users to access the full functionality and documentation of the product or the service with or without the use of assistive technologies.
NOTE 3: The methods of meeting the accessibility needs of users with multiple access needs will depend on the specific combination of needs. Meeting these user accessibility needs may be addressed by considering multiple clauses in clause 4.2.
Several users' accessibility needs rely on ICT providing specific modes of operation. If a user is to activate, engage or switch to the mode that complies with his or her user accessibility needs, the method for activating, engaging or switching to that mode would need to comply with the same user accessibility needs.

	407 
	EDF 6
	4.2
	
	Te
	Given that “the statements set out in clause 4.2 are intended to describe the functional performance of ICT” (4.1 Meeting functional performance statements), it is necessary to put the focus of the functional performance of the ICT system itself, and not on what users may or may not need – otherwise the title of 4.2 is misleading. This gets even “amusing” when it states that “some users” may want the ICT to maintain their privacy.
EDF strongly calls the STF and the JWG on switch the focus from a list of user needs which is by no means comprehensive, to the criteria an ICT product or service should respect. 
We also add one additional criteria “Usage without visual depth perception”, which was missing previously and can be relevant in, for instance, new audiovisual formats.


	4.2
Functional performance Criteria

4.2.1
Usage without vision

Where ICT provides visual modes of operation, ICT shall provide at least one mode of operation that does not require vision.
4.2.2
Usage with limited vision

Where ICT provides visual modes of operation, the ICT shall provide features that enable users to make better use of their limited vision.
4.2.3
Usage without perception of colour

Where ICT provides visual modes of operation, the ICT shall provide a visual mode of operation that does not require user perception of colour.
4.2.4
Usage without hearing

Where ICT provides auditory modes of operation, the ICT shall provide at least one mode of operation that does not require hearing.
4.2.5
Usage with limited hearing

Where ICT provides auditory modes of operation, the ICT shall provide enhanced audio features. 
NOTE 2(new): Possibility to use personal headsets and induction loops can contribute towards meeting this clause.

4.2.6
Usage without vocal capability

Where ICT requires vocal input from users, the ICT shall provide at least one mode of operation that does not require users to generate vocal output.
4.2.7
Usage with limited manipulation or strength

Where ICT requires manual actions, the ICT shall provide features that enable users to make use of the ICT through alternative actions not requiring manipulation, simultaneous action or hand strength.

4.2.8
Usage with limited reach

Where ICT products are free-standing or installed, all the elements required for operational shall be within reach of the greatest possible number of users.
4.2.9
Minimize photosensitive seizure triggers

Where ICT provides visual modes of operation, the ICT shall provide at least one mode of operation that minimizes the potential for triggering photosensitive seizures and provides a warning if this is not the default mode of operation.
4.2.10
Usage with limited cognition

The ICT shall provide features that make it simpler and easier to use.
NOTE 3: Easy to read formats may contribute towards meeting this clause.

4.2.11
Privacy

Where ICT provides features that are provided for accessibility, the privacy of the users shall be maintained when using those ICT features that are provided for accessibility.
4.2.12 Usage without visual depth perception (new) 

Where ICT provides visual modes of operation, the ICT shall provide a mode of operation that does not require stereopsis (i.e., does not require binocular visual perception of depth).
	Partially accept

The functional performance statements cannot simply be re-written as shall statements, as the majority of them are not written (and could not be written) in a way that is testable.
We accept the Note 2 to 4.2.5 (and will renumber the existing note 2 to note 3).

We accept adding the words ”simultaneous action” to 4.2.7.

Agree to substitute “all the elements required for operation” to replace “operational elements” in 4.2.8.

Re comment 4.2.10 see comments 404 and 405. 

The proposed 4.2.12 will be added.



	408
	V-2-1-2-FI 1
	Subclause


	4.2.4.


	general


	Add the following: including operation for using sing languages. 
	Where ICT provides auditory modes of operation, some users need ICT to provide at least one mode of operation that does not require hearing including operation for using sing languages. 


	Partially accepted

The Note to 4.2.4 will be re-written as “NOTE: Visual, tactile and sign language based user interfaces may contribute towards meeting this clause.


	500
	Clause 5

	501
	EDF 7
	5
	
	Ge/Te
	This EN should reflect the multilingualism present in many countries of Europe. Therefore, it needs to complement the requirement “5.1.3.14 Spoken languages” by adding a general requirement specifying that the information and functions of the ICT should be provided in the language specified by the user, and that the user should have an accessible way to select the language. 
E.g. an accessible self-service terminal in Brussels should be providing audio outputs of the information in French and Dutch – therefore it should have two built-in screen readers voice-synthesizer (as required by 5.1.3.14), but could also have two different avatars signing in French SL and Dutch SL or by information provided in Braille in both languages.
	Add a general requirement to ensure users’ selection of the language available and the consistency of that language for the different accessibility features of the ICT product or service.
Proposal:
Section and consistency of language
Where the ICT provides its functionalities and information in different languages, it shall provide accessible means to select the language and shall provide and keep its accessibility features in the language selected by the user. 
	Partially accepted

The EN already requires that ALL controls be accessible - so that aspect is already covered. 
We accept your comment and, in evaluating it, we noticed that 11.7 was not well drafted.

This has now been redrafted to correct the error and resolve your comment by adding “language”:
“Where software provides a user interface that has settings for language, colour, contrast, font type, font size, or focus cursor that correspond to platform settings, the software shall provide a mode of operation that follows the platform setting, except for software that is designed to be isolated from its underlying platforms.

Existing notes 1 & 2
Note 3: This does not preclude the software from having additional values for a setting as long as there is one mode where the application will follow the system settings even if more restricted.”

	502
	SIS 7
	
	
	Ge
	The use of language is important in the perspective of a multilingual Europe and easy language. 
	Consider developing requirements. 
	See response to comment 501

	503
	EDF 8
	5
	
	Te
	EDF proposes missing key requirements that were left out of the Generic Section.
Forms of some of these appear in other parts of the EN, but only covering specific aspects.  Since they are critical for accessibility, they must be included and apply to products or services as a whole rather than just to parts of products or certain types of products.


	Proposed requirements:
“All visual information required for operation and use shall be available in non-visual form, directly or through assistive technologies (ATs)”
“All auditory information required for operation and use shall be available in visual form, directly or through ATs”
“Speech shall not the only means required for operating the product”
“All products shall allow operation through keyboard or keyboard interface either directly or through ATs”

.


	Accepted in principle
The first proposal is covered by 5.1.3, 

We will remove the words “pre-recorded” from the 5.1.5 to cover the second point, 

There is no equivalent to the third point for closed functionality (speech input is covered by the keyboard interface requirement for open functionality e.g. 9.2.1.1, 10.2.1.1, 11.2.1.1).
A new requirement 5.1.7 has been added:

5.1.7 Access without speech

Where speech is needed to operate closed functions of ICT, the ICT shall provide at least one mode of operation using an alternative input mechanism that does not require speech.
The last requirement is covered by clause 5.1.6.

	504
	EDF 9
	5.1
	
	Te
	Deaf and hard of hearing persons are not sufficiently covered in 5.1:
While the non-visual access is ensured (5.1.3) for people who are blind or partially sighted and cannot use ATs in this kind of ICT, there is not equivalent protection for people who are deaf or hard of hearing, i.e. there is not a provision that requires auditory information to be in visual form.
There is one provision (5.1.5 Visual output for auditory information), which is restricted to “pre-recorded auditory information”, instead of “all auditory information” which is needed for the operation of the ICT or perception of its outputs. All auditory information (pre-recorded and in real-time) shall also be available in an equivalent visual form.
The clause 5.5.2 (Operable parts discernibility) must ensure that when the ICT uses audio feedback to indicate any change in its operation, this shall also have a visual notification for deaf and hard of hearing persons.
	Proposal for requirement: 
“All auditory information (pre-recorded and in real-time) shall also be available in an equivalent visual form”
	Accepted, see comment 503.

	505
	EDF 10
	5.1.3.7
	
	Te
	Sometimes audio description is provided without taking into consideration its sound mix with the main original audio sound, creating problems and frustration in users, when one audio track overrides the other.
With new audio technologies being developed (such as audio placement and others), personalisation of different audio tracks will be increasingly common. The EN could address this in a note, anticipating the potential this may imply for accessibility for people with disabilities. 
	Proposal:
5.1.3.8 (new) Sound mix
Where ICT presents audio description or audio subtitles as an added sound file, the complementary sound file shall be presented to users via speech output and shall avoid the original sound to override the new complementary sound file and vice versa.
NOTE: It is best practice to allow the user personalisation of the sound mix.
	TO BE CONSIDERED FURTHER.

This is applicable for open functionality as well as for closed functionality and, as such would need to be in clause 7.2. The same issue is also addressed in clause 10.6.

	506
	V-2-1-2-FI 2
	Subclause
	5.1.5.
	general
	Add the following: or information presented in sign languages for sign language users.


	NOTE: This visual information can take the form of captions or text transcripts or information presented in sing languages for sign language users.


	Not accepted

Sign language is good but cannot be used instead of text since only a subset of people know sign language and there are multiple sign languages for some languages (English for example.) 
Sign language can be provided in addition (but not instead of text since only a subset of those who cannot hear audio clearly or at all will know sign language).

	507
	Apple 1
	5.3
	
	Technical
	Ensure that devices aren't required to add additional forms of biometrics that do not exist on the device
	Where ICT uses biological characteristics, it shall not rely on the use of a particular biological characteristic as the only means of user identification or for control of ICT if the device supports multiple means of authentication.
	Not accept.
There are many ways besides biological to provide identification.  There is no need to limit this to only devices with multiple means of biometric identification.  
It was worded this way to allow companies to use alternate biological or alternate, non-biological means for user identification. Note 1 makes this clear.

	508
	DE/ITI
	5.5
	
	E
	The requirements in 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 should apply solely to operable parts used in the normal everyday operation of ICT, and not to maintenance and administration functions of ICT.  In Section 508, the U.S. Access Board clarified in Appendix C, Chapter 4, section 407, that the operable parts requirements apply to ‘‘operable parts used in the normal operation of ICT,’’ i.e., by the end user, not by individuals accessing “ICT functions located in maintenance and monitoring spaces.
See the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1194—Information and Communication Technology Standards and Guidelines, E202.5, located at:
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2017-title36-vol3/xml/CFR-2017-title36-vol3-part1194.xml
	Harmonize with Revised Sect. 508.  See proposed changes for 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 below.
	Partially Accept
See comments 509 and 510

	509
	DE/ITI
	5.5.1
	
	E
	See the comment for clause 5.5.
	Revise the clause to read as follows:
“Where ICT has operable parts used in normal operations that require grasping, pinching, or twisting of the wrist to operate, an accessible alternative means of operation that does not require these actions shall be provided.”
Add a new note as follows:
NOTE:  Normal operations are functions performed by an end user to utilize the functionality of the device.  Examples of nonnormal, i.e., maintenance-related, operations include:

· Replacing or changing paper in a paper tray

· Replacing or changing toner

· Clearing paper jams internal to the machine, which may expose the end user to sharp or hot surfaces

· Replacing items or parts internal to the machine, which may expose the end user to sharp or hot surfaces s

· Replacing or repairing items designated by manufacturers as service or maintenance items 
	Partially Accepted
We need to avoid the phrase “normal operation” since it can be ambiguous as to whether use with a hook is normal operation. 
But to address your issue (and have it apply to all of the places without having  to add notes to each) we have added a note to the definition of operable parts as follows: 
“NOTE 2:  Operable parts do not include parts involved only in maintenance or repair or other actions that are not expected of a typical user if the product is not malfunctioning such as, clearing paper jams internal to the machine, replacing items or parts internal to the machine that may expose the end user to sharp or hot surfaces, replacing or repairing items designated by manufacturers as service or maintenance items in user documentation.” 

We did not include replacing paper since that can be something that is maintenance like for large printers and actions required of a user daily or more than daily depending on the design of the product. So it is not listed one way or the other here. 

	510
	DE/ITI
	5.5.2
	
	E
	See the comment for clause 5.5.
	Revise the clause to read as follows:
“Where ICT has operable parts used in normal operations, it shall provide a means to discern each operable part, without requiring vision and without performing the action associated with the operable part.”
	See  509



	511
	DE/ITI
	5.6.1
	
	
	A single auditory alert should suffice to indicate a change of state.
	Add a new note as follows:
“NOTE 3: When the status of the control is determined through sound, it can be indicated via a single-note auditory alert.”
	Not accepted
Nowhere do we state that a single tone is not sufficient in some cases.  But using the same tone for multiple purposes, or to indicate both on and off would not be adequate.  So we are silent on this – and single tones can then be used wherever appropriate. 


	600
	Clause 6

	601
	SIS 11
	
	Clause 6
	te
	The area of RTT has been discussed in several meetings. In the area we would like to stress the user expertise. Only the users know what is actually working. 
	Ensure the user expertise when developing the requirements for RTT
	Noted. 

Expertise is required from both users and industry.

	602
	vonniman consulting 11
	
	vnc #11
	T
	6.1 Audio bandwidth requirement
	Kindly study and modernize this, as agreed during the development of v2.


	Noted

We believe that this is now “modernized”.

	603
	EDF 11
	6.2 
	
	Te
	One of the key priorities for EDF since 2014 has been to fix this clause of the EN, to ensure users will enjoy interoperable and quality RTT across Europe. 

For transparency with other JWG members, we share the proposal we already submitted to the ETSI STF.
	EDF proposal was sent to the ETSI STF and is currently being discussed.

See attached document.


	Noted.

	604
	vonniman consulting 12
	
	vnc #12
	G, T
	6.2 RTT: modernize with care
	1. Kindly modernize this with care and share new proposed drafts early – as it is an important area to many and will not be easy to agree changes in all details. 

2. If chat is added, it should be done as a low-cost, IP-based complement to RTT – not a replacement.

3. The reference terminal approach in the functionality test needs to be reconsidered, as well as UI design specifics currently included.  
	Noted.

	605
	ITS, PTS 8
	
	
	E
	6.2.2.1 Visually distinguishable display
	Add a note for guiding to usability for e.g. blind and deaf-blind users: 

NOTE: Deaf-blind users may need presentation of text in the same text string, in order to be able to read the text conversation on Braille displays without having to shift focus between separate text fields or strings. 
	Accept.   
The following note will be added to 6.2.2.1
NOTE: The ability of the user to choose between having the send and receive text be displayed in one field or two allows users to display RTT in a form that works best for them. For Braille users, taking turns would allow the text to appear in the sequential way that they need.

	606
	ITS, PTS 9
	
	
	T
	6.2.4 Real-time text responsiveness
	For usability purposes, text shall be transmitted to the ICT network quicker than within 1 second of input entry. Evaluate new level. 
	Agreed

1 second was an error in the previous versions. This will be reduced to 500ms to transmit and no specification for delay of presentation. The following note will be added

NOTE: 300ms delay produces a better impression of flow to the user.

	607
	EDF 12
	6.5.2
	
	Te
	With the current technologies, the EN must require the most appropriate resolution for video communication, essential for sign language users.
	6.5.2
Resolution

Where ICT that provides two-way voice communication includes real-time video functionality, the ICT shall support at least CIF resolution.
	See response to 608

	608
	ITS, PTS 6
	
	
	T
	6.5.2 Resolution 
	Because of technical developments, requirementens on resolution should be stricter. 

Line a): Replace QCIF with CIF, 

Line b): Replace CIF with VGA.  
	Accepted

	609
	EDF 13
	6.5.3
	
	Te
	We believe that with the current technology, instead of requiring 12 frames per second (fps) for ICT that provides two-way voice communication and includes real-time video functionality, it shall set the minimum in 20 fps, which can enable quality communication in sign language.
If this and previous comment are adopted, 6.5.1 (informative) will need to be amended accordingly, as currently gives the impression that even with lower quality in resolution and frame rate, the communication in sign language is still possible “with some restrictions” and acceptable to procure. Would procurers purchase a regular telephone which is “usable with some restrictions”?
	6.5.3
Frame rate

Where ICT that provides two-way voice communication includes real-time video functionality, the ICTshall support a frame rate of at least 20 frames per second (FPS).
	See response to 610

	610
	ITS, PTS 7
	
	
	T
	6.5.3 Frame rate
	In two-way video conversation applications, proper frame-rate is crucial for users to be able to communicate. We propose the frame rate shall be at least 20 frames per second (FPS) and should be at least 30 frames per second (FPS).
	Accepted

	611
	EDF 14
	6.5.4
	
	Te
	It is vital to ensure a good synchronization of audio and video, particularly for lip reading. Therefore, EDF proposes to turn this recommendation into a requirement.

As for the proposed new, see EDF comment below.


	6.5.4
Synchronization between audio and video

Where ICT that provides two-way voice communication includes real-time video functionality, the ICT shall ensure a maximum time difference of 100 ms between the speech and video presented to the user.
NOTE: Recent research shows that users are more sensitive to asynchronies of audio leading video than vice versa.
	Accepted.
A slight redraft of the note:
NOTE: Recent research shows that if audio leads the video intelligibility suffers much more than the reverse.

	612
	EDF 15
	6.5.5
	
	Te
	We suggest a recommendation which can be useful in multi conferencing audio/video systems.
	Proposal:
6.5.5 Audio indicator
Where ICT that provides two-way voice communication includes real-time video functionality, the ICT should indicate the user who is talking at any moment..
	Agreed

	613
	EDF 16
	6.6
	
	Te
	We propose to turn this recommendation into a requirement, as the technology is ready to provide these alternative means.


	6.6
Alternatives to video-based services
Where ICT provides real-time video-based communication and also provides answering machine, auto attendant or interactive response facilities, the ICT shall offer users a means to access the information and carry out the tasks related to these facilities:

a)
for audible information, without the use of hearing;

b)
for spoken commands, without the use of speech;

c)
for visual information, without the use of vision.
	Reject

The technical solutions to achieve all of these (particularly c) are not yet technically reliable.

	614
	EDF 27
	
	
	Ge
	Research studies have shown that the acceptable thresholds for lip-sync are slightly different when the audio is advanced to video and when is lagged to video.

Several studies have conducted subjective testing to find out noticeable (or tolerable) asynchrony limits regarding lip-sync, and found that these limits slightly differ: 1) when the audio is advanced to the video compared to the other way around; 2) for different scenarios. 

Some relevant studies and standard specifications are: [Ste96], [ITU-BT.1359], [Mas09], [ATSC-IS-191] and [ETSI TR 103 010]. In [Ste96], it is pointed out that a skew between -80ms (audio behind video) and +80ms (audio ahead of video) is noticeable, but tolerable for most users, whereas asynchrony levels exceeding -240ms or +160ms become intolerable. In [ITU-BT.1359], it is shown that humans are more sensitive to audio leading (audio ahead of image) than audio lagging (audio behind image). In that work, the thresholds for lip-sync are divided into three ranges: undetectability (-95ms to +25ms), detectability (-125 to +45ms) and acceptability (-185 to +90ms). Tighter constraints are given in [ATSC-IS-191], where the acceptable asynchrony limits are bounded between +30ms in audio leading and -60ms in audio lagging. Further recommendations for lip-sync limits, gathered from different standards and for different scenarios, are given in [ETSI TR 103 010].

[Mas09] A. J. Mason and R. A. Salmon. “Factors Affecting Perception of Audio Video Synchronization in Television”. British Broadcasting Corporation. BBC R&D Publications. White Paper WHP176. January 2009.

[ITU-BT.1359] ITU-R BT.1359. International Telecommunication Union/ITU Radio Communication Sector Relative Timing of Sound and Vision for Broadcasting.

[Ste96] R. Steinmetz. “Human Perception of Jitter and Media Synchronization”. Selected Areas in Communications, IEEE Journal on, vol. 14, n. 1, pp. 61-72. January 1996.

[ATSC-IS-191] ATSC Implementation Subcommittee Finding. Doc. IS-191. “Relative Timing of Sound and Vision for Broadcast Operations”. June 2003

[ETSI TR 103 010] ETSI TR 103 010 v1.1.1 (2007-03). Speech Processing, Transmission and Quality Aspects (STQ); Synchronization in IP Networks- Methods and User Perception
	STF experts and JWG members to consider whether this can be incorporated, because of its relevance for video relay services, video and total communication services.
Can be added as a note in 6.5.4 Synchronisation between audio and video.
Proposal:
NOTE: Recent research shows that users are more sensitive to asynchronies of audio leading video than vice versa.
	Accepted

See response to comment 611.

	615
	Apple 2
	6.2.1.1
	
	Technical
	Ensure that this does not include devices that have limited or no means of displaying or inputting text
	Where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT where existing means for displaying and inputting text are already available.
	Accept
The current wording does not require either of these but we are modifying the text and adding the following note to 6.2.1.1 to improve the clarity and address your concern. 

Where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication AND THE ICT HAS, OR HAS THE ABILITY TO CONNECT TO, A DISPLAY AND TEXT ENTRY MECHANISM the ICT shall allow users to communicate by RTT.
NOTE: This provision does not require a hardware display or keyboard to be added to a product if the product does not have one, nor adding hardware to support the ability to connect to a display or keyboard, wired or wirelessly, if the hardware does not already have it.

	616
	Apple 3
	6.2.2.2
	
	Technical
	Change clause to reflect the actual intention - that screen readers have access to the data -- not that it is programmatically accessible
	Where ICT has RTT send and receive capabilities, the send/receive direction of transmitted text shall be understandable and perceivable by users using assistive technology.
	Not Accept. 

Screen readers are not the only AT. Also, the proposed text is untestable.  It does not specify which AT.   One AT or Some AT is not sufficient, and ALL AT is not possible since ALL is not defined either. 

“Programmatically determined” is used to address this problem. 

Most mobile phones have closed functionality so this provision would not apply to them.  The closed functionality provisions would apply instead and built-in accessibility features would then satisfy this requirement.

	617
	Apple 4
	6.2.3b
	
	Technical
	Ensure that this clause does not require separate ICT systems to interoperate
	ICT interoperating with other ICT using VOIP with Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) and using RTT that conforms to IETF RFC 4103 [i.13] when ICT systems are already compatible with each other.
	Partial Accept 
Agree with concern but the current wording already covers that concern.  If two systems (or devices) do not interoperate with voice, then the first clause excludes them from the provision.  If they do interoperate with voice, then they should interoperate with RTT as well or else only half of the call will get to the other end. 

	618
	Apple 5
	6.2.3c
	
	Technical
	This clause is concerning. In that  this  could force systems that cannot interoperate, due to security and practical concerns, to unrealistically interoperate.
	ICT interoperating with other ICT using technologies other than a or b, above, conform to a relevant and applicable common specification for RTT exchange that is published and available when ICT systems are already compatible with each other.
	Partial Accept 
Agree with concern but the concern you express is already covered by current wording.  Since the current wording starts out with the qualifying phrase “ICT interoperating with other ICT” any systems that do not already interoperate are not covered.  They have to already be interoperating for the clause to have any effect.


Note 4: 
	Responsiveness should be evaluated when the ICT is operating under normal operating conditions. It is recognized that occasional intermittent system conditions may alter responsiveness.
	Partial Accept 
Agree with concern but covering it with a slightly different note. 
Note 4: This requirement applies to time before the device sends the text to the network, and does not apply to any network transmission delays.

	620
	Apple 7
	6.4
	
	General
	Specify in more detail what this entails. Does it mean ICT systems need to allow users to add text content when leaving messages or that captioning needs to be provided after?
	
	Not Accept
For services to be accessible they need to not depend on any one user ability, such as voice.

	621
	DE/ITI
	6.2
	
	G
	The proposed changes to this clause are outside the scope of M/554.  Per the Terms of Reference, the STF is tasked with ensuring “alignment with international standardization developments, in particular with…Section 508 of the US Access Board”. No changes are required to align with the updated Section 508, as it does not include any requirements related to RTT. 
While the proposed changes may be aimed at aligning with the U.S. Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) RTT regulations issued in December 2016, it should be noted that the scope of those regulations is limited to wireless carrier services that are number-based (i.e., that require a phone number to make and receive calls) and mobile handsets that work with those services. In addition, under those regulations, support for RTT is entirely optional. The proposed changes to this section of the standard go well beyond US regulations by mandating that all ICT supporting voice communication provide support for RTT.
FCC RTT regulations can be found at: https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC-16-169A1_Rcd.pdf
	The proposed changes should not be accepted as they are out of scope of M/554.
	Not accepted.  
Updating RTT is not specifically mentioned in M/554 but it is included in the terms of reference for the work, to address concerns raised by the current text.
The scope of EN 301 549 is broader than the mandate of the FCC and should not therefore be used as a reason to constrain our scope to theirs.
Alignment with Section 508 would require TTY, which is unlikely to be accepted.

	622
	DE/ITI
	6.2
	
	T
	The proposed changes to this section would make RTT support mandatory for all ICT that supports voice communication and also require that functionality to be built into the ICT. This is a significant change to the standard that would affect products and services across a broad scope of industries for which the means of providing RTT support have not been defined. The broader ICT industry to date has not investigated the technical details of implementing RTT. Therefore, it is unclear at this time whether the proposed RTT requirements would be technically feasible to implement for all ICT supporting voice communication. Before these changes to the standard are made, industry needs sufficient time to conduct the engineering analysis to determine if the proposed requirements are technically feasible, implementable and testable. The ETSI committee should also work with industry to investigation and ensure sufficient standards and requirements exist in the areas of broadened scope (e.g. online meeting software that can host as many as 2000 attendees) to ensure there is no degradation of services or misinterpretation of the requirements that would be detrimental to all users.
While RTT is currently available in the US, it is only on an extremely limited basis. Earlier this year, a few wireless carriers started deploying RTT support in their networks. Mobile handset support is also limited to a small number of handsets and at least one carrier is supporting RTT through a downloadable application until the capability can be directly built into the handsets.
	Do not adopt the proposed changes until impacted industry stakeholders confirm that the requirements are technically feasible and sufficient standards exist for all of the ICT (products and services) that would be covered by these requirements.
	Partly accepted
The current proposed change to the language does not increase the scope.  The previous language already applied to “ICT that supports two-way voice communication”

The language used in the requirements will be changed back to:

“Where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall allow users to communicate by RTT.”
See also the response to comment 630 regarding multi-party communication.
We will explore the possibility of a technical workshop on RTT and ICT in order to bring industry and user experts together to resolve the RTT dispute.
There is already RTT implementation in the marketplace for US carriers and phones e.g. See the following user manual information for RTT on iPhone - https://support.apple.com/en-us/HT208254 

and Android - https://support.google.com/accessibility/android/answer/9042284?hl=en

	622A
	DE/ITI
	6.2.1.1
	
	T
	This subsection requires that ICT that “provides a means for two-way voice communication” must also provide end users the option of RTT communications.  However, not all ICT that supports voice communication has a display and a keyboard or other means of inputting text.  ICT without such means should explicitly be excluded from RTT requirements.  Further, clarification is needed that the two-way voice communication is between people and not between a person and a machine. Interactive voice response systems are covered by clause 6.4. This clarification would also bring this clause in alignment with US FCC RTT regulations in which a clear distinction is made that two-way voice communication is “between individuals”.
	Revise the clause to read as follows:
“Where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication between natural persons and provides a means for displaying and entering text, the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT.”
Include the following in lieu of the two existing notes:
“NOTE 1: This clause does not require that a keyboard or display be added to the ICT to support RTT.”
	Partly accept 
See responses to 615 and 629

	623
	DE/ITI
	6.2.1.2
	
	E
	We do not believe adding the phrase “on a single call” is necessary.  The concept is already implied in the current EN provision.

Further, clarification is needed that the two-way voice communication is between people and not between a person and a machine. Interactive voice response systems are covered by clause 6.4. This clarification would also bring this clause in alignment with US FCC RTT regulations in which a clear distinction is made that two-way voice communication is “between individuals”.
	Remove the phrase “on a single call.”  Further revise the clause to read as follows:
“Where ICT supports two-way voice communication between natural persons and enables users to communicate by RTT, it shall allow concurrent voice and text.”
	See response to 640.




It is not entirely clear the full nature of the concerns behind the comment. The setting up of a workshop to look into the technical concerns is being explored.  

	

	625
	DE/ITI
	6.2.3b
	
	T
	Sometimes ICT is designed only to communicate when the same exact software program or service is utilized by all parties on the call.  In that case, interoperability is moot, as the software on the sender and receiver ends are the same software program.  Using a specific RTT protocol standard is not necessary, and would increase overhead and require the redesign of existing software to support and implement the RTT standard, all without making any net difference in the capabilities of the software.  For example, many meeting software applications can only work when all participants are using that particular software to attend the meeting.
While we appreciate that this may not have been the intent of the proposed revisions, we believe it is essential to clarify this in the clause. 
	Revise the clause to read as follows:
“b) ICT interoperating with other compatible ICT using VOIP with Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) and using RTT that conforms to IETF RFC 4103 [i.13].  For ICT interoperating with other compatible ICT using IP Multimedia Su-System (IMS)…”
	Noted
Compatibility is implicit in the term “interoperating”.  

	626
	DE/ITI
	6.2.3c
	
	T
	See the comment for 6.2.3b
	Revise the clause to read as follows:

c) ICT interoperating with other compatible ICT using technologies other than a or b, above, conform to a relevant and applicable common specification for RTT exchange that is published and available.
	See reply for 625 above

	627
	DE/ITI
	6.2.3d
	
	
	See the comment for 6.2.3b
	Revise the clause to read as follows:
“d) ICT  interoperating with other compatible ICT using a standard for RTT that has been introduced for use in any of the above environments, and is supported by all of the other active ICT that support voice and RTT in that environment.”
	See reply for 625 above

	628
	DE/ITI
	6.2.4
	
	T
	This clause presents challenges for ICT that may not be technically achievable.  For example, the transfer of RTT may be impacted by intermittent system slowdowns and other mitigating factors outside control of RTT software, e.g., as per the current notes.  Further, it may not be possible for software applications to adhere to a particular latency, as the actual transmission of the text to the network would be handled by the underlying platform or operating system.
	Delete clause 6.2.4.
	Comment is accepted but no change is necessary because this requirement does not apply to networks.  

See response to comment 619.

	629
	DE/ITI
	6.4
	
	T
	Clarification is needed that real-time voice-based communication is between people and not between a person and a machine in order to distinguish this communication from the Interactive voice response systems mentioned in this clause. This clarification would also bring this clause in alignment with US FCC RTT regulations in which a clear distinction is made that two-way voice communication is “between individuals”.
	Change “real-time voice-based communication” to “real-time voice-based communication between natural persons”.
	Not accept
We are entering a period where real people are rapidly being replaced by artificial people.  These artificial people speak with natural languages and accept natural language input.  Since this involves understanding both speech and the words, requiring that they can handle text (which is easier than speech) is not beyond technical capabilities.  On the other hand, excluding these would exclude access to a rapidly increasing portion of our society, companies, services etc. to anyone who cannot speak or hear clearly (or at all).
The FCC limitations are subject to United States division of responsibilities between agencies and is not relevant here.  The goal is harmonization with 508.

	630
	IBM
	6.2.1.1
	
	T
	The expansion of scope for ICT that would have to implement RTT outside of telephony products introduces a great deal of uncertainty in both the feasibility of implementation and the desired user experience of the implementation to meet the requirements. Concerns include:

1. RTT would complicate the process of logging and auditing.  Logs would be filled with an enormous number of finely granular events (for each single-character packet) which wouldn’t correspond to anything meaningful.  This would also complicate text searching of logged events – making it a much slower and more difficult process to find text that was typed.

2. RTT support is not feasible for scalability reasons.  When ICT is able to support large scale numbers of users in a single meeting and several thousand users on a single server, performance can easily be degraded with the additional bandwidth needed to send and receive single character or even word-length messages. It would significantly impact the scalability and network usage needed, along with the associated deployment costs.

3. Implementation of RTT in ICT will also complicate the UI – especially in products that support large scale meetings with large numbers of users. It is unknown what is the desired behavior and implications of adding RTT will cause for other users.  Without careful consideration and standards, it would introduce issues that would be likely to cause degraded user experience for persons who have cognitive disabilities, who are blind or visually impaired and use a screen reader or braille display. 

4. The cost of implementation of an RTT feature for some classes of ICT is impractical. The design changes required to offset the scalability and design issues noted here, along with new message handling protocol needed to be on the server would be prohibitively costly for development and test of such features.

5. Some two-way voice ICT are AI-driven chat-bots that require full thoughts and/or sentences to be able to have enough information to process and respond to the message sent. In such cases, it is not feasible to send RTT, as the services to handle requests are designed to receive a complete message before attempting to act upon it. RTT in this case would cause the bot to begin acting upon receipt of each letter and would cause a much greater debt of processing that wouldn’t be capable of iliciting a useful response from the bot. The same could be said of language translation services where one spoken language is translated into another.
	Limit the scope to telephony products to harmonize with the FCC’s RTT requirements in the US (e.g. “over wireless networks”) which is limited to wireless service providers and handset manufacturers.
Proposed new text:
Where wireless service providers and handset manufacturers provide ICT with a means for two-way voice communication between natural persons, the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT.  
	Partially accept 

The following note will be added to 6.2.1.2:
NOTE: For multi-party communication, it is expected that RTT can be handled in a single field and turn taking is expected as it is in voice with chat used by both voice and RTT users for communication while someone else is speaking.
RE other comments
1)
The RTT would be a small fraction of the voice packets that would be tracked.   If the voice packets are not logged then the RTT would not need to be either.  They are both transmitted using RTP packet streams and can be similarly recorded. Note that the EN does not require the RTT to be logged or audited.
2)
RTT is again just like voice.  You can support large numbers of voice callers by not allowing them to talk at the same time.  Similarly – RTT can be treated the exact same way.  For asynchronous communication both speakers and RTTers should use the Chat window. We have added a note to 6.2.1.2 to address this (see comment 622). 

3)
Again, when talking with more than just two people, turn taking may be necessary just as with voice.   There is a bit more UI needed to display the RTT – but it is already being done on Apple and Android phones.

4)
See comments above re misconceptions about what is involved.  Also, all accessibility required some cost when first encountered. Once solved though the costs plummet since the designs and code can be reused just like other aspects of the product. If the implementation is a “disproportionate burden”, then there will be no obligation under Article 5 of the Directive. 

5)
RTT is typed speech. The bot will respond to a typed sentence (not to typed characters) in the same way that it does to a spoken sentence.  

	631
	ACT | The App Association
	6.1
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT. This language would extend RTT requirements to all ICT that supports two-way voice communication including over-the-top voice services, without exception. 
Such an expansion of RTT requirements would present significant technical feasibility issues for the thousands of small business software developers. The successful deployment of RTT to new services will require flexibility and practicality. The small business software developer community is already challenged in understanding and complying with accessibility and will face the possibility of having to redesign apps that have the primary function aligning with WD EN 301 549’s definition of ICT. The application of RTT requirements to all ICT as defined WD EN 301 549 would present immense technical challenges to the wide range and diversity of applications where such RTT is not expected by disabled consumers. Therefore the public utility of such a sweeping step in WD EN 301 549 should be tempered to align with consumer expectations of RTT support in telecommunications. Small business developers as well as consumers do not have an expectation that every OTT software service that may enable two-way communication in some form supports RTT; rather, the expectation for RTT support should attach when the ICT has the primary function of two-way voice communication.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:
Where ICT has the primary function of providinges two-way voice communication, in order to provide good audio quality, that ICT shall be able to encode and decode two-way voice communication with a frequency range with an upper limit of at least 7 000 Hz.
	Not Accept
This substantially narrows the scope of this section.  It also leaves the target populations without a means to communicate on these products.   

“Primary purpose” is impossible to define. Even iphone and Android phones are no longer primarily used for making phone calls.  In fact it is a minority of their purpose according to all of the recent studies. 

(see also comment 630

	632
	ACT | The App Association
	6.2.1.1
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT. This language would extend RTT requirements to all ICT that supports two-way voice communication including over-the-top voice services, without exception. 
Such an expansion of RTT requirements would present significant technical feasibility issues for the thousands of small business software developers. The successful deployment of RTT to new services will require flexibility and practicality. The small business software developer community is already challenged in understanding and complying with accessibility and will face the possibility of having to redesign apps that have the primary function aligning with WD EN 301 549’s definition of ICT. The application of RTT requirements to all ICT as defined WD EN 301 549 would present immense technical challenges to the wide range and diversity of applications where such RTT is not expected by disabled consumers. Therefore the public utility of such a sweeping step in WD EN 301 549 should be tempered to align with consumer expectations of RTT support in telecommunications. Small business developers as well as consumers do not have an expectation that every OTT software service that may enable two-way communication in some form supports RTT; rather, the expectation for RTT support should attach when the ICT has the primary function of two-way voice communication.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:

Where ICT has the primary function of supportings two-way voice communication and enables users to communicate by RTT, it shall allow concurrent voice and text on a single call.
	Not accept.
See response to comment 631

	633
	ACT | The App Association
	6.3
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT “provides caller identification or similar telecommunications functions, the caller identification and similar telecommunications functions shall be available in text form and in at least one other modality.” 
This requirement presents several ambiguities and  questions for software developers that are problematic:

· Many software apps can arguably “caller identification or similar telecommunications functions,” falling under this requirement, as “caller identification or similar telecommunications functions” is undefined in WD EN 301 549. “Caller identification or similar telecommunications functions” should be refined to represent “telecommunications functions.”

· It is not clear as to what WD EN 301 549 means by “at least one other modality” past text form. Mandating another “modality” is not advisable; rather, we recommend that WD EN 301 549 ensure caller identification information is reasonably accessible.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:

Where ICT provides caller identification or similar telecommunications functions, the caller identification and similar telecommunications functions shall be reasonably accessible available in text form and in at least one other modality.
	Partially accept. 

“Reasonably accessible” is not testable.

We will replace “and in at least one other modality” with “as well as being programmatically determinable, unless the functionality is closed.”

This means that apps that work with the accessibility functions of the platform would usually have to do nothing.

	634
	ACT | The App Association
	6.4
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT. This language would extend RTT requirements to all ICT that supports two-way voice communication including over-the-top voice services, without exception. 
Such an expansion of RTT requirements would present significant technical feasibility issues for the thousands of small business software developers. The successful deployment of RTT to new services will require flexibility and practicality. The small business software developer community is already challenged in understanding and complying with accessibility and will face the possibility of having to redesign apps that have the primary function aligning with WD EN 301 549’s definition of ICT. The application of RTT requirements to all ICT as defined WD EN 301 549 would present immense technical challenges to the wide range and diversity of applications where such RTT is not expected by disabled consumers. Therefore the public utility of such a sweeping step in WD EN 301 549 should be tempered to align with consumer expectations of RTT support in telecommunications. Small business developers as well as consumers do not have an expectation that every OTT software service that may enable two-way communication in some form supports RTT; rather, the expectation for RTT support should attach when the ICT has the primary function of two-way voice communication.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:
Where ICT has the primary function of providinges real-time voice-based communication and also provides voice mail, auto-attendant, or interactive voice response facilities, the ICT shall offer users a means to access the information and carry out the tasks provided by the ICT without the use of hearing or speech.


	Not accept
See response to comment 631

	635
	ACT | The App Association
	6.5.2
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT. This language would extend RTT requirements to all ICT that supports two-way voice communication including over-the-top voice services, without exception. 
Such an expansion of RTT requirements would present significant technical feasibility issues for the thousands of small business software developers. The successful deployment of RTT to new services will require flexibility and practicality. The small business software developer community is already challenged in understanding and complying with accessibility and will face the possibility of having to redesign apps that have the primary function aligning with WD EN 301 549’s definition of ICT. The application of RTT requirements to all ICT as defined WD EN 301 549 would present immense technical challenges to the wide range and diversity of applications where such RTT is not expected by disabled consumers. Therefore the public utility of such a sweeping step in WD EN 301 549 should be tempered to align with consumer expectations of RTT support in telecommunications. Small business developers as well as consumers do not have an expectation that every OTT software service that may enable two-way communication in some form supports RTT; rather, the expectation for RTT support should attach when the ICT has the primary function of two-way voice communication.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:

Where ICT that has the primary function of providinges two-way voice communication includes real-time video functionality, the ICT:


	Not accept

See response to comment 631

	636
	ACT | The App Association
	6.5.3
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT. This language would extend RTT requirements to all ICT that supports two-way voice communication including over-the-top voice services, without exception. 
Such an expansion of RTT requirements would present significant technical feasibility issues for the thousands of small business software developers. The successful deployment of RTT to new services will require flexibility and practicality. The small business software developer community is already challenged in understanding and complying with accessibility and will face the possibility of having to redesign apps that have the primary function aligning with WD EN 301 549’s definition of ICT. The application of RTT requirements to all ICT as defined WD EN 301 549 would present immense technical challenges to the wide range and diversity of applications where such RTT is not expected by disabled consumers. Therefore the public utility of such a sweeping step in WD EN 301 549 should be tempered to align with consumer expectations of RTT support in telecommunications. Small business developers as well as consumers do not have an expectation that every OTT software service that may enable two-way communication in some form supports RTT; rather, the expectation for RTT support should attach when the ICT has the primary function of two-way voice communication.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:

Where ICT that has the primary function of providinges two-way voice communication includes real-time video functionality, the ICT:


	Not accept

See response to comment 631

	637
	ACT | The App Association
	6.5.4
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT. This language would extend RTT requirements to all ICT that supports two-way voice communication including over-the-top voice services, without exception. 
Such an expansion of RTT requirements would present significant technical feasibility issues for the thousands of small business software developers. The successful deployment of RTT to new services will require flexibility and practicality. The small business software developer community is already challenged in understanding and complying with accessibility and will face the possibility of having to redesign apps that have the primary function aligning with WD EN 301 549’s definition of ICT. The application of RTT requirements to all ICT as defined WD EN 301 549 would present immense technical challenges to the wide range and diversity of applications where such RTT is not expected by disabled consumers. Therefore the public utility of such a sweeping step in WD EN 301 549 should be tempered to align with consumer expectations of RTT support in telecommunications. Small business developers as well as consumers do not have an expectation that every OTT software service that may enable two-way communication in some form supports RTT; rather, the expectation for RTT support should attach when the ICT has the primary function of two-way voice communication.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:

Where ICT that has the primary function of providinges two-way voice communication includes real-time video functionality, the ICT should ensure a maximum time difference of 100 ms between the speech and video presented to the user.


	Not accept

See response to comment 631

	638
	ACT | The App Association
	6.6
	
	G, T
	The draft proposes that where ICT provides a means for two-way voice communication the ICT shall provide a means for users to communicate by RTT. This language would extend RTT requirements to all ICT that supports two-way voice communication including over-the-top voice services, without exception. 
Such an expansion of RTT requirements would present significant technical feasibility issues for the thousands of small business software developers. The successful deployment of RTT to new services will require flexibility and practicality. The small business software developer community is already challenged in understanding and complying with accessibility and will face the possibility of having to redesign apps that have the primary function aligning with WD EN 301 549’s definition of ICT. The application of RTT requirements to all ICT as defined WD EN 301 549 would present immense technical challenges to the wide range and diversity of applications where such RTT is not expected by disabled consumers. Therefore the public utility of such a sweeping step in WD EN 301 549 should be tempered to align with consumer expectations of RTT support in telecommunications. Small business developers as well as consumers do not have an expectation that every OTT software service that may enable two-way communication in some form supports RTT; rather, the expectation for RTT support should attach when the ICT has the primary function of two-way voice communication.
	Add the following bolded text, and remove the following stricken-through text:

Where ICT that has the primary function of providinges real-time video-based communication and also provides answering machine, auto attendant or interactive response facilities, the ICT should offer users a means to access the information and carry out the tasks related to these facilities:


	Not accept

See response to comment 631



	639
	ITS#1
	
	6.2.1.1
	G
	Is the intention that for instance mobile applications with two way voice communication also shall provide RTT?

It can be understood from the EN 301 549´s tables in Annex A and from the the Web Accessibility Directive that mobile applications and web with two way voice communications shall provide RTT.

Chat is something different because no two way communication is provided. 
	Please clarify. It is likely that public bodies are not aware that RTT can be mandatory in web and mobile applications as well.
	6.2.1.1 applies to all two-way voice communication. Its inclusion in Annex A, which contains the mapping of the technical requirements to the essential requirements of the Directive, should make this sufficiently clear.

	640
	ITS#2
	
	6.2.1.2
	G, E
	“single call” needs to be defined. Is the intention that a single call is interpersonal (communication) session? In the European ”Code “ interpersonal communication is used.
	Please clarify.
	Partially accept 

The term “single call” will be replaced by “single user connection” and the following note:

NOTE: Single user connection means a single act of setting up a connection to the end point (even though this may include several technical channels it appears to the user like a single connection act).

	641
	ITS#3
	
	6.2.2.2
	T
	It is essential that users can choose between one field for sending and receiving and two separate fields for sending and receiving.

We fear that this is concidered to be User Interface matters beyond the focus of the EN 301 549. It is no more User Interface than many other functional requirements in the standard.

The choice is important for user groups! With screen magnifier software the user can prefer not having to move around between two different fields. With Braille reader the user can prefer to have all received text in one separate field.
	“Visually distinguishable” is vital. Our recommendation is that the user choice between one field and two is offered.

As a minimum that it is noted that the option to choose between one or two field for sending and receiving is vital to some user groups, as well as prefered as personalisation by different users.
	Accept

See response to comment 605.



	642
	ITS#4
	
	6.2.3
	G, E
	The first sentence states “Where ICT with RTT functionality interoperates with other ICT with RTT functionality (as required by clause 6.2.1.1) they shall support the applicable RTT interoperability mechanisms described below:”

It is not clear what this means. 

Is the intension to state that interoperable RTT must be interoperable within its application?

Is the intension that closed functionality for instance in a mobile app provided by a vendor is interoperable within its functionality?
	Please clarify.


	See response to comment 617

	643
	ITS#5
	
	3.2.3 c.
	G, E, T
	What is the intention with the formulation “ICT interoperating with other ICT using technologies other than a or b, above”?

Is SIP considered to be a technology? Is the intention to rule out other SIP-solutions than the one in b.?
	Please clarify.
	Noted

Yes, SIP is a technology for interconnecting, but according to (d) other formats than RFC 4103 can be used on a SIP system as long as (d) is met.

	644
	ITS#6
	
	3.2.3 d.
	G, E, T
	The alternative in d. is not clear.

In d. it is stated “ICT interoperating with other ICT using a standard for RTT that has been introduced for use in any of the above environments, and is supported by all of the other active ICT that support voice and RTT in that environment.”

In c. it is not required that it is standards. It is enough to “conform to a relevant and applicable common specification for RTT exchange that is published and available for the environments in which they will be operating”.

Still, in d. it is referred to c. as standards.

In a, b and c a number of interoperable solutions exist within a, within b and within c. The formulation of d. is not clear enough. 

Will a new standard be forced to be interoperable with all three legacy alternatives in a, b and c? For how long and under what circumstances? That cannot be the intension.

If all vendors agree to update for instance V.18 in a., why can it not still be within a. ? It is possible to update standards, for example V.18 new version.


	Please clarify. 
	Noted.

"Standard" is not used in (c) because (c) applies to both public and proprietary networks, and for proprietary networks the company controls the technology and a standard could be used but is not needed. So the language does not use the word "standard" because some people interpret the word "standard" to only apply to standards from formal standards bodies.
However (D) talks about replacing (a) and (b) that relate to public systems where a standard that everyone agrees to use would be necessary for interoperation. 
(d) also applied to (c) but since (c) already allows any specification to be used for proprietary system - this aspect is covered as well.

	645
	ITS#17
	
	
	
	One additional recommensation is that the STF secures that you receive comments from at least a few European telecom operators, network providers and network owners.

The EN states that where two way voice communication is available also RTT shall be provided.

In public networks and network access within household and company networks there are firewalls, servers, routers, wifi, as well as software and mobile applications.

It is difficult for us to overview the consequences with the requirement regarding RTT in the EN and it is neccesary to actively evaluate possible network consequences. 

Will all new telephones and mobile phones that are not smartphones provide RTT?

With versons of the acceptable RTT in a, b, c and d  will pass through networks from point to point and how should network providers, with firewalls and other ICT from point to point interpret the EN and implement solutions.

At this point in time these are questions that needs to be considered if not already done.
The Swedish NSO, ITS, has at this point in time no active telecom operator that has provided recommendations regarding the EN. We will in the near future take contacts and try to get a better overview from a telecom operator and network provider perspecrive.

Hopefully you have or will have enough input to evaluate the effects of the present suggested RTT requirements.

The ITS supports the principle that RTT shall be provided where two way voice communication is provided but we would appreciate an analysis of the possible consequences.

Do you have such an analysis?
	
	Noted.

See also response to 622 above.


	700
	Clause 7

	701
	
	EDF 17
	7.1.2
	Te
	We propose a way to measure synchronisation of the audio and the caption. 
	7.1.2
Captioning synchronization 
Where ICT displays captions, the mechanism to display captions shall preserve synchronization between the audio and the corresponding captions up to a limit of 3 frames of difference.


	Accepted in principle.

The following wil be added in place of your suggested text:

“within a tenth of a second of the time stamp of the caption, or the availability of the caption to the player if a live caption.”

	702
	
	EDF 18
	7.1.3
	Te
	Indeed, when the subtitles are designed for the deaf and hard of hearing, all those presentational aspects matter in many countries and must therefore be preserved in all cases. Missing those aspects will basically ruin this accessibility service.
	Additional presentational aspects of the text such as screen position, text colours, text style and text fonts may convey meaning, based on regional conventions. Altering these presentational aspects could change the meaning and shall be avoided.
	Not accepted

Hardware and software constraints might prevent this. This would also take away user choice of positioning, colour, etc. when available.

	703
	
	EDF 19
	7.1.4
	Te
	It is crucial to introduce a requirement that can facilitate readability of closed captions, which will be beneficial to partially sighted people, many older people, as well as those who will use the ICT with video capabilities in a not favourable context of use (e.g. screen too far, being too small, too much environmental lighting…). This can be complementary with the other presentational aspects of the text that convey meaning, such as screen position, text colours, style and fonts.

Too tiny subtitles or unreadable because of the contrast with the video behind is a major barrier for many people. Requiring a sans-serif font family will also facilitate legibility for people with dyslexia.

EDF also proposes to consider referring to IMSC1.0.1. Ibased on the EBU-TT-D) as information.
	Proposal:

7.1.4 (new) Captions characteristics and personalisation

Where the ICT displays captions, these captions shall be provided in a sans-serif font family.

Where the ICT displays captions, it shall provide a way for the user to customise the captions size and contrast.

NOTE: Defining the opacity of the background box of subtitles and the contour or border of the fonts can contribute to meet this requirement.


	Partially accept Captions in some technologies may not allow changes to the fonts (this is the responsibility of the caption creators). 
We will add the following recommendation:

7.1.4 (new) Captions characteristics and personalisation Where the ICT displays captions, it should provide a way for the user to customise the characteristics of the caption presentation.
NOTE: Defining the opacity of the background box of subtitles and the contour or border of the fonts can contribute to meeting this requirement.

	704
	
	EDF 20
	7.2.1
	Te
	We propose one requirement and two recommendations for this clause.

The requirement refers to the possibility for a blind or partially sighted person to activate the audio description independently – meaning a way which doesn’t require vision.

The first recommendation aims at allowing the user to listen to the AD independently from the rest of users through a peripheral and, even more importantly, to be able to customise the volume of the AD independently from the main audio sound.

The last recommendation aims at taking advantage of new audio technologies which could enhance the AD experience, such as audio description placement.
	7.2.1
Audio description playback
Where ICT displays video with synchronized audio, it shall provide a mechanism to select and play available audio description to the default audio channel.
Where video technologies do not have explicit and separate mechanisms for audio description, an ICT is deemed to satisfy this requirement if the ICT enables the user to select and play several audio tracks.
Mechanisms for selecting and playing content with audio description shall be usable without sight directly or through assistive technologies.
The ICT should allow the selection of the audio description volume independently from the main audio track and to play the audio description in a peripheral device.
The ICT which enables an audio description track to be played should faithfully render characteristics of that track such as positional information of the audio description and attenuation of the main audio.
	Accepted in principle, but no change to be made.

The first proposed new paragraph on the mechanisms for selecting and playing are covered for any type of controls more generally in the EN (e.g. clauses 5.1.3, clauses 9 and 11).
See also 505

	705
	
	EDF 21
	7
	Te
	There are many countries in Europe which do not dub audiovisual content into the national language(s). They caption the original version, which excludes people with visual disabilities and some with intellectual disabilities, as well as many more people who simply do not have a sufficient reading speed or find reading very tiring.

Spoken subtitles can be provided either in the video as an additional audio track (like audio description), or by the consumer’s device. In the latter case, the captions must be closed captions for the device to be able to read them aloud with a voice synthesizer.


	Text to be developed based on ISO/IEC 20071-25:2017
Proposal:
7.3 (new) Spoken subtitles
7.3.1 Spoken subtitles playback
When the ICT displays closed captions, it shall provide an audio output of the textual information provided in the closed captions.
7.3.2 Spoken subtitles synchronisation
Where ICT has a mechanism to play audio subtitles based on closed captions, it shall preserve the synchronization between the audio subtitle and the corresponding closed caption.
7.3.3 Preservation of spoken subtitles 
Where ICT transmits, converts, or records video with synchronized audio subtitles, it shall preserve spoken subtitles data such that it can be played in a manner consistent with clauses 7.3.1 and 7.3.2.


	Partially accept
It is proposed to add a recommendation (not requirement) that is equivalent to your 7.3.1 and is compatible with the wording of 7.1.1 and included in clause 7.1:
7.1.5 (new) Spoken subtitles

Where ICT displays video with synchronized audio, it should have a mode of operation to provide a spoken output of the available captions.
The equivalent of your 7.3.2 and 7.3.3 are not required as audio captions are generated from the content of existing captions and would be generated by a synthesizer that will generate them as fast as it can. If not generated by a synthesizer it is an alternate audio track.

	706
	
	DS 2
	
	G
	We suggest to add audio subtitles in clause 7 (ICT with video capabilities) – at the moment only audio description and closed captions are part of the chapter at the moment.
	
	See 705

	707
	
	DS 3
	
	G
	We suggest to include requirements to personalise the closed captions In chapter 7 (make them bigger, change the contrast/background, etc.)
	
	See 704

	708
	
	EDF 29
	
	Ge
	An additional audio signal with a video, containing processed audio with improved speech intelligibility (known as “Clean Audio”) can provide benefits in terms of accessibility for users with hearing disabilities. 

Such a Clean Audio version may be provided in parallel to the original audio version. Mechanisms to select, playback should be provided, similar as for Audio Description. This also holds for the preservation of synchronization.
	STF experts and JWG members to consider whether this can be introduced in clause 7.
	Not accepted

ETSI TS 101 154 V2.4.1 (2018-02) describes the principles for coding Clean Audio But Clean Audio implementations are not sufficiently mature for it to be required in the EN.


	800
	Clause 8

	801
	EDF 22
	8.2.2
	
	Ed 
	An editorial clarification which can be included in a note. 
	NOTE 1: Magnetic coupling is also known as inductive coupling for T-coil.
	Accepted

	802
	EDF 23
	8.2.2.1
	
	
	
	8.2.2.1
Fixed-line devices

Where ICT hardware is a fixed-line communication device with speech output and which is normally held to the ear, it shall provide a means of magnetic coupling which meets the requirements of ETSI ES 200 381-1 [2] and shall carry the "T" symbol specified in ETSI ETS 300 381 [1].
	Accepted

	803

	SIS 12
	
	Clause 8.3
	te
	There are potential overlaps between Mandate 420 and the EN 301549. It is essential to have a requirements and recommendations who are not contradicting. Since mandate 420 are deriving requirements from ISO 21542:2011 it has to be cross references.
	Review considering ISO 21542:2011 if the recommendations are discussed to be mandatory. If the status of recommendation is going to be maintained reference to Mandate 420 and ISO 21542:2011
	Noted.
EN301549 does not apply to the built environment so there will be no overlap. The text in the EN is being clarified.
8.3 has been totally restructured and reworded in response to comments.

	804
	ITS, PTS 11
	
	
	G
	Clause 8.3
	There are potential overlaps between Mandate 420 and the EN 301549. It is essential that requirements and recommendations do not contradict. Since mandate 420 are deriving requirements from ISO 21542:2011 cross-references are needed.

Consider using requirements from ISO 21542:2011 if you consider changing the status from recommendations to mandatory requirements. If the status of informative recommendations is going to be maintained, include a reference to Mandate 420 and ISO 21542:2011.
	Duplicate.
See response to comment 803

	805
	vonniman consulting 13
	
	vnc #13
	G, T, E
	Clause 8.3
	Please remove this unnecessarily detailed, informal part based on very old data.
If still kept:

- please complement it with the relevant ISO standard(s) and harmonize with the US; and

- please mark very clearly this is  informative only (now hardly perceivable and not understandable).
	Not accepted.
It is important to have requirements for Stationary ICT. The dimensions are based on the ADA standards and are equivalent to those in S508 with a few small additions, which are being removed. The intent is to fully harmonise with S508 in this area, so that manufacturers do not have to create two versions of physical products.

	806
	DE/ITI
	8.3
	
	T
	Clauses 8.3.2 to 8.3.4 describe requirements for those dimensions of stationary ICT (e.g., integral shelves, or integral cabins) that may restrict access to the operable parts of the ICT used in normal operations.  Identifying what is meant by “normal uses” helps scope where operable parts for physical requirements apply.  This also aligns with the Revised Section 508 accessibility standards, Chapter 4, section 407, Operable Parts.  In the EN, the requirements are delineated in 8.3 and 8.4.
See the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1194—Information and Communication Technology Standards and Guidelines, located at:
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2017-title36-vol3/xml/CFR-2017-title36-vol3-part1194.xml
	Expand the section title to read: 

"Stationary ICT that is used in normal operation”.
	Not accepted
That is something that is covered in enabling legislation or regulation. Section 508 is both regulation and standard whereas EN 301 549 is equivalent to the standard portion of 508.
Other regulation will scope the applicability of EN 301 549.

	807
	DE/ITI
	8.3.2.1-8.3.2.3
	
	G
	Toe and Knee clearance would only apply if there were an operable part that requires forward obstructed reach. Side reach would not apply.
	Incorporate 8.3.2.1-8.3.2.3 into 8.3.3.1.3, Forward reach, Obstructed Reach.
	Accepted in principle

8.3 will be restructured to clearly indicate that side reach and forward reach requirements do not have to be separately met and that knee and toe clearance only apply to forward reach.

	808
	DE/ITI
	8.3.3.1
	
	T
	For stationary ICT where both Side and Forward reach are available, only one reach requirement should apply.
	At least one of each type of operable part of stationary ICT shall conform to 8.3.3.1 or 8.3.3.2 according to its position for a side reach or a forward reach.
	Accepted in principle

See 807

	809
	DE/ITI
	8.3.4
	
	E
	The clause references 8.3.2.2, which is marked for deletion in v1.3.
	Remove the parentheses/phrase "(as defined in clause 8.3.2.2)."
	Accepted

	810
	SIS
	
	
	ge
	ICT manufactures of stationary ict has to deliver their products into some kind of built environment. In that environment there are accessibility needs to consider. 
	Develop requirements for the manufacturer to provide the stationary ict with an instruction for how the product should be installed to meet requirements for access to stationary ict in the built environment.   
	Noted

Clause 8.3.5 “Installation instructions” addresses this issue.
We will add “, adding that the installers should also take into account applicable requirements for accessibility of the built environment as it applies to the installation of the ICT.” to the end of 8.3.5.

	811
	SIS
	
	8.3
	te
	Although the title for the clause has changed from physical access to ICT to stationary access ICT the same fundamental problem persists: the access to the ICT installation is still part of the closest neighbouring space outside the ICT installation. As such, this space falls under the considerations of accessibility and usability of the built environment. Removing this relationship and concentrating on the ICT design will create accessibility problems for people with disabilities.

With that in mind, it is important to align with standards for the built environment and to consider alignment with mandate 420. 

The fundamental challenge is that the usability of ICT installations are dependent upon the conditions of the neighbouring space directly adjacent to the installation so that a reasonable level of accessibility and usability of the built environment can be met and harmonized with the ICT installation. 

A person sitting in a wheelchair has limitations in reaching out from the wheelchair that either can be attributed to individual physical limitations due to injury, illness or joint problems or weight distribution of the wheelchair so that excessive reaching out forward or to the side might cause the wheelchair to tip and cause injury by the user.
	Align the clause with the ISO standard 21542, clause 36.

Make sure that the requirements are aligned with modern design of wheel chairs (TC 173)


	Not accepted

The requirements of EN 301 549 do not apply to the built environment, but to the ICT that is placed in that environment. The priority is to ensure maximum alignment with Section 508 in order that industry does not have to create different versions of the ICT for different regions. (see comment 805)

See also the response to comments 803 and 810.

	812
	SIS
	8.3.2.1
	
	te
	The term access space is used some 19 times throughout the standard, beginning in this sub-clause. However, this term lacks a clear definition. 

Seemingly, the use of this term is a way to work around the problem raised in the previous comment, i.e. that ICT installations are dependent on the closest adjacent and neighbouring space directly in front of an ICT installation or to the side in order to guarantee its usability. 

This space is part of the built environment, and as such, subject to requirements on accessibility and usability. 
	Define ‘access space’ in the beginning of the standard.

Align the requirements for the ‘access space’ with ISO 21542
	Partially accepted 
We are adding a definition of “access space”.
Access space 

Space intended to be occupied by the person, including their Assistive Technology, while they are using the product.
The EN does not place requirements on the built environment and therefore does not need to define the characteristics of the access space itself.

	813
	SIS
	8.3.2.2
	
	Te
	Toe clearance of 230 mm in height is about 70 mm smaller than the recommended minimum requirement of 300 mm of ISO 21542. 

Furthermore, the projecting horizontal measurement of 150 mm may create problems in the access to the ICT installation. 
	Align measurements with ISO 21542, see figure 58.

Diminish horizontal projection of 150 mm to a maximum of appr. 100 mm and suggest inclined continuation to the upper level, see Figure 58.
	Not accepted
EN 301 549 is a standard about the ICT placed in the built environment and not the built environment itself. We have added a note to 8.3.5 stating that the installers should also take into account applicable requirements for accessibility of the built environment as it applies to the installation of the ICT. (See comment 810).

The dimensions in EN 301 549 are aligned with Section 508  (see comment 805)

	814
	SIS
	8.3.2.2
	
	te
	Consider accessibility and usability for a person in a wheelchair in relation to:

a. Extend 635 mm (25 inches) maximum under the whole obstacle

b. Provide a space at least 430 mm /17 inches) deep and 230 mm above the floor under the obstacle

c. Extend no more than 150 mm (6 inches) beyond any obstruction at 230 mm (9 inches) above the floor. 

will require that the adjacent space supplies an area for a wheelchair, i.e. the footprint for a wheelchair within this International Standard is based on ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21) and is 800 mm wide and 1 300 mm long
	Align the requirements with ISO 21542, since the operability of the ICT installation is solely dependent upon the spatial arrangements in front of the installation. 

Also consider that a person in a wheelchair has a limited capacity to reach out from the wheelchair to make use of the ICT installation.
	Not accepted 
See comment 813.

	815
	SIS
	8.3.2.3
	
	te
	Knee clearance of 635 mm in height is about 45 mm lower than the recommended minimum knee clearance of 700 mm in the ISO 21542 standard. 

A too limited clearance will create problems for wheelchair users to access the ICT installation in a frontal position.  
	Align measurements with ISO 21542, see figure 58.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	816
	SIS
	8.3.2.3
	
	te
	Consider accessibility and usability for a person in a wheelchair in relation to:

a) Extend no more than 635 mm (25 inches) under the whole obstacle at a height of 230 (9 inches) above the floor,

b) Extend at least 280 mm (11 inches) under the obstacle at a height of 230 mm (9 inches) above the floor,

c) Extend at least 205 mm (8 inches) under the obstacle at a height of 685 (27 inches) above the floor

d) Be permitted to be reduced in depth at a rate of 25 mm (I inch) for each 150 mm (6 inches) in height. 

will require that the adjacent space supplies an area for a wheelchair, i.e. the footprint for a wheelchair within this International Standard is based on ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21) and is 800 mm wide and 1 300 mm long
	Align the requirements with ISO 21542, since the operability of the ICT installation is solely dependent upon the spatial arrangements in front of the installation. 

Also consider that a person in a wheelchair has a limited capacity to reach out from the wheelchair to make use of the ICT installation.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	817
	SIS
	8.3.3
	
	te
	The full clause suffers from a lacking fit with user needs: wheelchair users are either limited in reach (frontal or to the side) due to physical limitations of their bodies, or by the weight balance of the chair. Excessive reaching out to the front or to the side will cause the wheelchair to tip, e.g.

Figure 4 and 5 suggest that the person using a wheelchair reaches out of the footprint of the wheelchair, thus, creating danger for tipping or slipping out of the chair

Figure 6 and 7 (especially situation b) suggests that a reaching out to the side which is not feasible for must wheelchair users. 
	Align with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, to which the requirements of the ISO 21542 are aligned. 

Align with Guide 6/ 71
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	818
	SIS
	8.3.3.1.3.2. and 8.3.3.1.3.3
	
	te
	Both these sub-clauses lack any realism in relation to a person using a wheelchair. A wheelchair user has per definition limitations in bending forward, either due to injury or impairments, or due to weight balance of the chair. 

It is improbable that a wheelchair user will be able to bend forward so that an angle of 75-80 degrees is created to the horizontal level. 

Frontal operation of an ICT installation is dependent upon how close a person in a wheelchair may approach the installation. 
	Align with ISO 21542, clause 36, in particular 36.7.

Align with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, so that the tipping hazard of a wheelchair is considered.

Align with Guide 6/ 71. 


	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	819
	SIS
	8.3.3.1.2; 8.3.3.1.3
	
	te
	Consider limitation in vertical reach out and above head for a wheelchair user: Figure 4 and 5 suggest that a person who uses a wheelchair will have a full reach out capability of an arm bending forward and raising the arm above eye level. 
It is improbable that a wheelchair user will be able to perform such an operation in a forward-bending position and raising the arm above eye level, this must be considered as an extreme situation of a very able-bodied person using a wheelchair for a short period of time. . 
The maximum height of 1220 mm is about 120 mm higher than what is recommended in ISO 21542
	Align with ISO 21542, clause 36, in particular 36.7.

Align with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, so that the tipping hazard of a wheelchair is considered.

Align with Guide 6/ 71.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	820
	SIS
	8.3.3.2
	
	Te
	This clause is in full contradiction with any available knowledge on actual people who use wheelchair. The illustrations must be based upon full-bodied abled persons who use a wheelchair for the first time. 

Figure 6 and 7 (especially 7:b) suggest operations that can only be performed for a very limited time and without precision. 
The common factor for adequate accessibility and usability of ICT installations, devices, controls or similar is being able to achieve a position in the closest possible proximity to the installation. Horizontal distances in the range of 255-610 mm are by far not accessible for people in a wheelchair. 
	Align with ISO 21542, clause 36, in particular 36.2 and 36.7: “devices, controls, etc shall be installed at an accessible height for reaching and operating, i.e. 800-1100 mm above floor, and as the full clause suggests as close as possible to the person in a wheelchair. 

Align with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, so that the tipping hazard of a wheelchair is considered.

Align with Guide 6/ 71.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	821
	SIS
	8.3.4
	
	Te
	Visibility and legibility are dependent upon the distance between the viewer and the ICT installation. As such, the requirements of this sub-clause seem redundant, since the most important factor is to be as close to the screen as possible. Furthermore, the size of the screen has to increase with the distance. 
	Align requirements with research on recommende viewing distances, e.g. the following references: 
Collins, C., O’Meara, D., and Scott, A.B. (1975). Muscle strain during unrestrained human eye movements. Journal of Physiology, London, 245, 351 – 369. 

Fisher, R.F. (1977). The force of contraction of the human ciliary muscle during accommodation. Journal of Physiology, London, 270, 51 – 74. 

Jaschinski-Kruza, W. (1988). Visual strain during VDU work: the effect of viewing distance and dark focus. Ergonomics, 31, 10, 1449 – 1465. 

NASA, (1995), NASA-STD-3000, Man Systems Integration Standards. National Aeronautics and Space Administration: Houston 

Owens, D.A., Wolfe-Kelly, K. (1987). Near Work, Visual Fatigue, and Variations of Oculomotor Tonus. Investigative Ophthalmology and Visual Science. 28, 743 – 749.
	Not accepted

Researchers have not agreed on any single set of viewing distances.

See also comment 813.

	822
	SIS
	8.4.2.2
	
	te
	Comment on the following text:
Force of operation of mechanical parts: where a control requires a force greater than 22,2 N to operate it, an accessible alternative means of operation that requires forces less than 22,2 N shall be provided. 
These forces must be considered as quite strenuous for people with disabilities. The recommendation of ISO 21542 is operating forces of 2,5-5,0 N


	Align operating forces with ISO 21542
	Partially accept
The figures quoted are a recommendation not a requirement.
We have added a note to 8.4.22 that says:
NOTE:ISO 21542 Building Construction — Accessibility and Usability of the Built Environment recommends a value between 2.5 and 5 newtons.
See also comment 813.

	823
	ITS#1
	
	8.3
	G, T
	ITS has been against the inclusion of the outdated information in clause 8.3 in EN v1 and v2 and has requested its removal.

A workable compromise was to make that part of the EN informal.

We are now of the opinion that the importance of this content has increased (e.g. with the advent of ICT terminals used in public environments) and support the inclusion of 8.3 provided that it allows for European wheelchair measurements.
	8.3 shall be updated to provide modernized requirements for truly accessible stationary ICT (e.g. heights of visible touch displays to be used by both tall people with and without disabilities standing up and people using wheelchairs). 


	Not accepted

That is the purpose of the current language.
Note the “at least one mode”  and   “needed for operation”   language 
This allows for example for there to be controls that are high and low – and as long as everything can be done from the operable parts that are in reach.

	824
	ITS#2
	
	8.3
	G, T
	The current measures are for American wheelchairs.
	The measure requirements shall be primarily specific for the European environment, or at least allow the measures suitable for European wheelchairs to be used. If this can be harmonized with the US and Asia, the better – but not the other way around.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	825
	ITS#3
	
	8.3 (or elsewhere)
	G, T, E
	ICT manufactures of stationary ICT place their products into an environment, with accessibility needs to be considered. 
	Requirements for the manufacturers’ provision of guidance or instructions on how the stationary ICT shall be installed to meet relevant accessibility requirements shall be provided.
	Accepted

See comment 810

	826
	ITS#4
	
	8.3 (or elsewhere)
	G, T, E
	The most typical contexts of use and use cases should be addressed by the guidance or instructions provided.
	The most relevant contexts of use and use cases shall be covered by the guidance material or the instructions.
	Partially Accepted

See comment 810

	827
	ITS#5
	
	8.3 (or elsewhere)
	G, T
	Stationary ICT can also be accessed through wireless and assistive devices. Currently, such connectivity aspects and the provision of their display through indicators do not seem to be addressed by the EN v3 draft.
	The EN v3 draft should study and provide applicable connectivity and connectivity indicator requirements.
	Not accepted
Clause 8.1.2 covers standard connections. Anything beyond this we do not have any guidance or language for.

	828
	ITS#6
	
	8.3
	TE
	Access to the ICT installation is still part of the closest neighbouring space outside the ICT installation. 

Even if the title of the clause is updated, it remains equally important to align with standards for the built environment and to consider alignment with EC Mandate 420. 

The fundamental challenge is that the usability of ICT installations is dependent upon the conditions of the neighbouring space directly adjacent to the installation, so that a reasonable level of accessibility and usability of the built environment can be met and harmonized with the ICT installation. 

A wheelchair user has limitations in reaching out from the wheelchair that can be attributed to either individual physical limitations (due to injury, illness or joint problems), or weight distribution of the wheelchair (so that excessive forward outreach may cause the wheelchair to tip and injure the user).
	8.3 shall be aligned with ISO standard 21542, clause 36.

Make sure that the requirements apply to wheelchairs used in Europe and are aligned with current wheelchair design requirements according to ISO/TC 173 (Assistive products).


	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	829
	ITS#7
	8.3.2.1
	
	T, E
	The term “access space” is used in 20 places in EN draft v3 – but lacks a definition.  
	Please define ‘access space’.
	Accepted
See comment  812

	830
	ITS#8
	8.3.2.2
	
	T, E
	Toe clearance of 230 mm in height is about 70 mm smaller than the recommended minimum requirement of 300 mm of ISO 21542. 

Furthermore, the projecting horizontal measurement of 150 mm may create problems in the access to the ICT installation. 
	Align measurements with ISO 21542, see figure 58.

Diminish horizontal projection of 150 mm to a maximum of 100 mm and suggest inclined continuation to the upper level, see Figure 58.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	831
	ITS#9
	8.3.2.2
	
	T,E
	Consider accessibility and usability for a person in a wheelchair in relation to:

d. Extend 635 mm (25 inches) maximum under the whole obstacle

e. Provide a space at least 430 mm /17 inches) deep and 230 mm above the floor under the obstacle

f. Extend no more than 150 mm (6 inches) beyond any obstruction at 230 mm (9 inches) above the floor. 

This will require that the adjacent space supplies an area for a wheelchair, i.e. the footprint for a wheelchair within this International Standard is based on ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21) and is 800 mm wide and 1 300 mm long
	1. Align the requirements with ISO 21542, since the operability of the ICT installation is solely dependent upon the spatial arrangements in front of the installation. 

2. Also consider that a person in a wheelchair has a limited capacity to reach out from the wheelchair to make use of the ICT installation.

3. Do not exclude tall people from access to information through displays placed far too low.

4. Consider and address the limitations imposed by direct or indirect illumination.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	832
	ITS#10
	8.3.2.3
	
	T, E
	Knee clearance of 635 mm in height is about 45 mm lower than the recommended minimum knee clearance of 700 mm in the ISO 21542 standard. 

A clearance with such limitations will create difficulties for wheelchair users in accessing the ICT installation in a frontal position.  
	Align the measurements with ISO 21542, see figure 58.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	833
	ITS#11
	8.3.3
	
	T, E
	This clause suffers from a lacking fit with user needs: wheelchair users are either limited in reach (frontal or to the side) due to physical limitations of their bodies, or by the weight balance of the chair. Excessive reaching out to the front or to the side will cause the wheelchair to tip.

Figure 4 and 5 suggest that the person using a wheelchair reaches out of the footprint of the wheelchair, thus, creating danger for tipping or slipping out of the wheelchair.
	Align the requirements with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, to which the requirements of the ISO 21542 are aligned. 


	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	834
	ITS#12
	8.3.3.1.3.2. and 8.3.3.1.3.3
	
	T, E
	Both subclauses lack realism in relation to a person using a wheelchair. 

A wheelchair user has per definition limitations in bending forward, either due to injury or impairments, or due to weight balance of the chair. 

It is improbable that a wheelchair user will be able to bend forward so that an angle of 75-80 degrees is created to the horizontal level. 

Frontal operation of an ICT installation is dependent upon how close a person in a wheelchair may approach the installation. 
	Align the section with ISO 21542, clause 36, in particular 36.7.

Align the section with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, so that the tipping hazard of a wheelchair is considered.

Align with Guide 6/ 71. 


	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	835
	ITS#13
	8.3.3.1.2; 8.3.3.1.3
	
	T, E
	Consider limitation in vertical reach out and above head for a wheelchair user: Figure 4 and 5 suggest that a person who uses a wheelchair will have a full reach out capability of an arm bending forward and raising the arm above eye level. 
It is improbable that a wheelchair user will be able to perform such an operation in a forward-bending position and raising the arm above eye level. 

This must be considered an extreme situation of a very able-bodied person using a wheelchair for a short period of time.
The maximum height of 1220 mm is about 120 mm higher than recommended in ISO 21542.
	Align with ISO 21542, clause 36, in particular 36.7.

Align with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, so that the tipping hazard of a wheelchair is considered.

Align with Guide 6/ 71.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	836
	ITS#14
	8.3.3.2
	
	T, E
	This clause is in contradiction with available insight on how people use wheelchairs. 
Figure 6 and 7 (especially 7:b) suggest operations that can only be performed for a very limited time and without considerable precision. 
The common factor for adequate accessibility and usability of ICT installations, devices, controls or similar is being able to achieve a position in the closest possible proximity to the installation. Horizontal distances in the range of 255- 610 mm are by far not accessible for people in a wheelchair. 
	Align with ISO 21542, clause 36, in particular 36.2 and 36.7: “devices, controls, etc shall be installed at an accessible height for reaching and operating, i.e. 800-1100 mm above floor, and as the full clause suggests as close as possible to the person in a wheelchair. 

Align with ISO 7176-5 and ISO/TR 13570-21, so that the tipping hazard of a wheelchair is considered.

Align with Guide 6/ 71.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.

	837
	ITS#15
	8.3.4
	
	Te
	Visibility and legibility are dependent upon the distance between the viewer and the ICT installation. 

As such, the requirements of this sub-clause seem redundant, since the most important factor is to be as close to the screen as possible. Furthermore, the size of the screen has to increase with the distance. 
	Align requirements with research on recommended viewing distances, e.g. the following references: 
-Collins, C., O’Meara, D., and Scott, A.B. (1975). Muscle strain during unrestrained human eye movements. Journal of Physiology, London, 245, 351 – 369. 

-Fisher, R.F. (1977). The force of contraction of the human ciliary muscle during accommodation. Journal of Physiology, London, 270, 51 – 74. 

-Jaschinski-Kruza, W. (1988). Visual strain during VDU work: the effect of viewing distance and dark focus. Ergonomics, 31, 10, 1449 – 1465. 

-NASA, (1995), NASA-STD-3000, Man Systems Integration Standards. National Aeronautics and Space Administration: Houston 

-Owens, D.A., Wolfe-Kelly, K. (1987). Near Work, Visual Fatigue, and Variations of Oculomotor Tonus. Investigative Ophthalmology and Visual Science. 28, 743 – 749.
	Not accepted 

See comment 821.

	838
	ITS#16
	8.4.2.2
	
	T, E
	“Force of operation of mechanical parts: where a control requires a force greater than 22,2 N to operate it, an accessible alternative means of operation that requires forces less than 22,2 N shall be provided.”
These forces must be considered as over- strenuous for people with disabilities. The recommendation of ISO 21542 is operating forces 10% of the proposed, namely of 2,5- 5,0 N.
	Align operating forces with ISO 21542.
	Not accepted 

See comment 813.


	900
	Clause 9

	901
	EDF 24
	9
	
	Ed
	To move Triple A success criteria from the Annex D to clause 9 as informative, and to consider whether similar approach is necessary in clauses 10 and 11.

We suggest to follow the ETSI Modal verbs terminology and make use of “can”, which according to ETSI Drafting Rules 3.2  "refers to the ability of a user of the standard or to a possibility open to him” [or her]. Nobody can argue against the possibility of making use of triple A requirements in some cases.

Since accessibility is not only mandatory in public procurement, but also an aspect for the selection and award criteria of bidders, we believe that public authorities and users of the EN should have all the required and possible success criteria of WCAG 2.1 in one single chapter, including the necessary explanations to make an informed choice and selection. 

“Can” modal verb will be appropriate as in some circumstances, including in procurement policies like in Germany, some organisation may want to make use of specific Triple A requirements in some circumstances.

We call again on including Triple A in clause 9, as this is the most important chapter for the implementation of the Web Accessibility Directive and the public procurement of webs and mobile apps.
	Include WCAG 2.0 and 2.1 level AAA success criteria making use of the modal verb “can” in clause 9. 

E.g. “Where ICT is a web page, it can/may satisfy…”

Including existing note 5 about W3C warning of level AAA conformance be required as a general policy for entire sites because it is not possible to satisfy all Level AAA Success Criteria for some content
	Reject.
The STF has given this considerable thought. An organisation seeking compliance with the WAD (or any other Minimum Requirements Directive) is able to introduce any additional requirements that they choose, from any source. There is no benefit to be had from moving the AAA SCs into the body of the EN but it would introduce the risk of confusion and misuse by non-expert users of the standard. By including the AAA SCs in the annex we are making them easily available, without the potential confusion that could accrue if they were in the body of the document.



	902
	DS 4
	
	
	G
	We propose including the success criteria/requirements from WCAG 2 at level AAA in the appropriate clauses 9, 10 and 11 as informative requirements. This will facilitate the inclusion of these requirements in national and other legislation where legislators wish to go beyond e.g. a minimum implementation of the Web Accessibility Directive.
	
	Reject.

See response to comment 901

	903
	SIS 13 
	
	Clause 9
	te
	We would like to stress the importance of allowing member states to go beyond minimum requirements, in a coherent way.
	Add WCAG AAA success criteria as informative text in clause 9 (currently in Annex D).
	Reject.
The ability of Member States to go beyond minimum requirements is not affected by the location of the AAA SCs. See response to comment 901

	904
	UNE (Spain)
	Proposals for EN 301 549 v.3.1.1
	
	Ge
	WGAG 2.1 AAA success criteria should be included in an annex of prEN 301 549 v.3.1.1 as a way for organisations to achieve excelence
	Provide guidance on the possibility of going beyond the minimum requiremens for the provision of accessibility of websites and mobile apps, giving information on the existence of AAA success criteria, which can be used in certain circumstances as a possible way to achieve excelence (recommendations).
	Reject.

See response to comment 901

	905
	DS 1
	
	
	G
	We suggest to move WCAG Level AAA success criteria from the Annex to Chapter 9 (web) as informative, so public administrations can use accessibility as an award criteria in public procurement, and bidders can go beyond the mandatory requirement of Level A and AA, when it is feasible.
	
	Reject.

See response to comment 903

	906
	DS 5
	
	
	G
	Relevant requirements from the WCAG 2.1 should be incorporated in clauses related to software where applicable.
	
	Noted.

We believe they already are.

	907
	V-2-1-2-DE 1
	Clauses 
	9,10 and 11
	GE
	The level A and AA success criteria of WCAG 2.1 fulfil the essential requirements set out in EU Directive 2016/2102.

But some Member States may require some level AAA success criteria under certain conditions to be compliant with their national accessibility legislation for Web pages and mobile applications.

Including Level AAA criteria in clause 9 and respectively in clauses 10 and 11 as "informative" (like some clauses in 8) would help them to deal with ONE consistent framework of criteria. Respective checks should be added in Annex C.
	Add level AAA criteria in clause 9 (replacing void clauses) and
respectively in clauses 10 and 11. Provide respective checks in Annex C.
	Rejected.
See response to comment 903


	1000
	Clause 10

	1001
	V-2-1-2-DE 1
	Clauses 
	9,10 and 11
	GE
	The level A and AA success criteria of WCAG 2.1 fulfil the essential requirements set out in EU Directive 2016/2102.

But some Member States may require some level AAA success criteria under certain conditions to be compliant with their national accessibility legislation for Web pages and mobile applications.

Including Level AAA criteria in clause 9 and respectively in clauses 10 and 11 as "informative" (like some clauses in 8) would help them to deal with ONE consistent framework of criteria. Respective checks should be added in Annex C.
	Add level AAA criteria in clause 9 (replacing void clauses) and
respectively in clauses 10 and 11. Provide respective checks in Annex C.
	Rejected.

See response to comment 903

	1002
	V-2-1-2-DE 2


	
	10.04.1.3 and 11.4.1.3
	ED
	The new WCAG 2.1 success criterion 4.1.3 "Status Messages" is missing in clauses 10 and 11. Because this criterion is related to mark up languages, it requires some explanations (s. 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1.) But if mark up languages are not relevant for clause 10 and 11, clauses 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1 should not be deleted for consistency.
	Replace the void clauses 10.4.1.3 and 11.4.1.3 by references to WCAG 2.1 4.1.3 or make 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1 to void clauses (deletion of whole text). Modify annexes A.2 and B.2 as well as C.10.4.1.3 and C.11.4.1.3 and C.10.4.1.1 and C.11.4.1.1 if 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1 are deleted.
	Accepted.
4.1.3 will be included in clauses 10 and 11 (and related clauses).


	1100
	Clause 11

	1101
	SIS 14
	
	Clause 11
	te
	This clause is referring both to authoring tools and user agents. In both areas there are WRC documents the Authoring Tool Accessibility Guidelines (ATAG) 2.0 and the User Agent Accessibility Guidelines (UAAG) 2.0.
	Review the requirements in the perspective of ATAG and UAAG.
	Partial.
We have reviewed the requirements and will:
Add the following note to 11.8:

“For those creating web content authoring tools, ATAG 2.0 provides information that can be of interest to those who want to go beyond these requirements.”
Add the following Note to Note 1 of clause 11.0:
“User agents are examples of software that provide a user interface. They also are important for presenting content in accessible ways. UAAG 2.0 provides additional advice for those who creating user agents and want to go beyond just making their software accessible and want to increase its functionality in presenting other's content.”

	1102
	ITS, PTS 10
	
	
	T
	Clause 11.8 Authoring tools
	Consider aligning clause 11.8 with W3C ATAG 2.0.
	See response to comment 1101

	1103
	vonniman consulting 8
	
	vnc #8
	G, T
	Add additional W3C deliverables: ATAG 2.0, UAAG 2.0


	Considerations to address and evaluate the potential inclusion/ referencing of the W3C ATAG 2.0 or UAAG 2.0 should be performed. If found relevant, these should be included / referenced.

Make further relevant alignments, e.g. chapter 11.8 with ATAG 2.0.
	See response to comment 1101

	1104
	V-2-1-2-DE 1
	Clauses 
	9,10 and 11
	GE
	The level A and AA success criteria of WCAG 2.1 fulfil the essential requirements set out in EU Directive 2016/2102.

But some Member States may require some level AAA success criteria under certain conditions to be compliant with their national accessibility legislation for Web pages and mobile applications.

Including Level AAA criteria in clause 9 and respectively in clauses 10 and 11 as "informative" (like some clauses in 8) would help them to deal with ONE consistent framework of criteria. Respective checks should be added in Annex C.
	Add level AAA criteria in clause 9 (replacing void clauses) and
respectively in clauses 10 and 11. Provide respective checks in Annex C.
	See response to comment 903

	1105
	V-2-1-2-DE 2


	
	10.04.1.3 and 11.4.1.3
	ED
	The new WCAG 2.1 success criterion 4.1.3 "Status Messages" is missing in clauses 10 and 11. Because this criterion is related to mark up languages, it requires some explanations (s. 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1.) But if mark up languages are not relevant for clause 10 and 11, clauses 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1 should not be deleted for consistency.
	Replace the void clauses 10.4.1.3 and 11.4.1.3 by references to WCAG 2.1 4.1.3 or make 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1 to void clauses (deletion of whole text). Modify annexes A.2 and B.2 as well as C.10.4.1.3 and C.11.4.1.3 and C.10.4.1.1 and C.11.4.1.1 if 10.4.1.1 and 11.4.1.1 are deleted.
	See response to 1002. 

	1106
	V-2-1-2-DE 3


	
	11.02.4.2
	ED
	WCAG criterion 2.4.2 is also applicable to software e.g. titles of screens, windows, tabs (graphical control element), etc.

See WCAG2ICT.
	Replace the void clauses 11.2.4.2 by references to WCAG 2.4.2. Title of 11.2.4.2: Window/screen titled. Modify annexes A.2 and C.11.2.4.2 respectively.
	Rejected

Success Criterion 2.4.2 does not work for software titles.

SC 2.4.2 would require the title of the software to describe its purpose – which is not practical as all word processors would be similarly titled.


	1200
	Clause 12

	1201
	PTS (update) 6
	
	
	
	Section 12.2.2 information on accessibility and interoperability features

We cannot determine whether the requirement means that support services shall supply information on the features of the product documentation or that they shall supply the same information as can be found in the product documentation. It is possible that a requirement that support services shall provide the same information on the accessibility requirements as can be found in the product documentation means quite a large burden on public sector bodies.
	We assume the requirement should be read as “ICT support services shall provide the same information on the accessibility and compatibility features as can be found in the product documentation.”
	Partial
The text will be revised to:

“ICT support services shall provide information on the accessibility and compatibility features that are mentioned in the product documentation.”

	1202
	DE/ITI
	12.1.2
	NOTE 3
	T
	What does "an integral part of" include?  Would this include, for example, “how-to” instructions and educational videos, or is it limited to the help screens and documentation provided with the ICT?
	The STF should clarify the meaning of the phrase “is an integral part of”.
	Accepted

We have replaced “is an integral part of the ICT” with “is incorporated into the ICT”.
Note 3 has been reworded to read:

Note 3: If documentation is incorporated into the product, then it falls under the requirements for accessibility in the present document. 


	1300
	Clause 13

	1301
	vonniman consulting 14
	
	vnc #14
	G, T
	Clause 13.1
	 13.1 needs a serious review in the perspective of the widened service-centric approach – the current requirement are not impressive, at all...kindly put. 
	Noted.
We would welcome specific proposals.

	1302
	EDF 25
	13.2 & º3.3
	
	Te
	To make the wording clearer and make the note (advisory) mandatory so total conversation services are covered for relay and emergency services.
	“Where ICT systems support two-way communication and this system is specified for use of relay services, access to those relay services shall not be prevented for outgoing and incoming calls involving, voice, real-time text, or video, singly or in combinations supported by both the relay service and the ICT system..
NOTE 2:
The purpose of this requirement is to achieve functionally equivalent communication access by persons with disabilities.”

“Where ICT systems support two-way communication and this system is specified for use with emergency services, access to those emergency services shall not be prevented for outgoing and incoming calls involving voice, real-time text, or video, singly or in combinations supported by both the emergency service and the ICT system.
NOTE 2:
The purpose of this requirement is to achieve functionally equivalent communication access to the emergency service by persons with disabilities.”
	Accepted.

	1303
	Apple 8
	13
	
	General
	Interacting with relay services for any ICT is an unreasonable requirement. It would force proprietary systems to open internal protocols to interface with any service.
	Relay services enable users of different modes of communication e.g. text, sign, speech, to interact remotely through ICT with two-way communication by providing conversion between the modes of communication, normally by a human operator. Where ICT systems already have mechanisms to connect to external systems, those services should be available to the ICT.
	Partially accepted 
The current wording already handles this.   The requirements do not require anything to work with the relay services.  It only applies (by its own wording) to where “ICT is intended to provide” a relay service of one of the types mentioned, or “Where ICT systems … is specified for use with relay services”.

We have added a Note 2: The system may be specified as needing to work with relay services by, for example, procurers, regulators, or product specifications.

	1304
	DE/ITI
	13.1.1
	Para 1
	G
	Some communication or meeting software contains proprietary call interfaces/connections that may be intended solely to communicate/interoperate with like-kind/brand software.  Requiring ICT to interact with relay services is unreasonable, as it would force proprietary systems to open/expose internal protocols in order to interface with any service.
	Add at the end of paragraph 1 the following:  “Where ICT systems already have mechanisms to connect to external systems, those services should be available to the ICT.”
	Partially accepted 

Clause 13.1.1 is purely informative.

We believe your concern is covered in comment 1303


	A00
	Annex A

	A01
	V-2-1-2-DE 5
	Annex A
	Table A1 and A2, criterion 5.5.1
	ED / TE
	Criterion 5.5.1 is not applicable to websites.
	Delete 5.5.1 from table A1 and do not add 5.5.1 to A2.
	Rejected.
The definition of operable parts in the EN includes the use of on-screen virtual controls that require pinching and wrist twisting gestures. 

	A02
	V-2-1-2-DE 6


	Annex A
	Table A 1 and A 2
	ED / TE
	Please simplify both tables for a better usability and accessibility and avoid duplications. Another new numbering systems of criteria is not required, the numbering system along EN clause numbers is sufficient. The columns for the mapping to essential requirements is already coded in 9.1-4 and 11.1-4. The current mapping is not consistent to the WCAG 2.1 classification used in 9.x and 11.x and needs to be corrected! The other mappings of EN clauses seem to be questionable at least when assigning to multiple essential requirements.

Because the names of essential requirements are slightly different in WCAG 2.1 and WAD, this should be explained to avoid confusion.

List of essential requirements:

WAD (37): “perceivability” = WCAG: 9.1 "Perceivable"

WAD (37): "operability" = WCAG: 9.2 "Operable"

WAD (37): "understandability” = WCAG (9.3) "Understandable"

WAD (37): "robustness"  = WCAG (9.4) "Robust"
	For avoiding duplications please provide 3 tables:

A.1 Common requirements

A.2 Additional requirements for Web Pages

A.3 Additional requirements for Mobile Applications

A proposal is attached.
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	Partially accept
It is much simpler for those using the standard to have a single table for the ICT being considered (web or mobile application).
Common elements will be identified as such in the tables.
We consider that the connection between “perceivable” and “perceivability”, etc., is sufficiently clear.

	A03
	V-2-1-2-DE 9


	Annex A
	Table A1 and A2
	ED/ GE
	WAD (42) “The European standardisation organisations have adopted European standard EN 301 549 V1.1.2 (2015-04), specifying the functional accessibility requirements for ICT products and services, including web content, which... The presumption of conformity with the accessibility requirements laid down in this Directive should be based on clauses 9.10 and 11 of European standard EN 301 549 V1.1.2 (2015-4) in relation to mobile applications.”
We cannot justify from this text of the WAD why the Table A.1 for web sites goes beyond the clauses 9 requirements for web sites by including conditional requirements for ICT, which is no website from other clauses. This explicit extension of WCAG 2.1 shall be discussed with the WAI groups and preferably included into the WCAG if relevant.

We also cannot justify from this text of the WAD why the Table A.2 mobile applications goes beyond the clauses 11 requirements for software by including conditional requirements for ICT, which is no software from other clauses. Finally we would expect clause 10 requirements in both tables as suggested by the WAD.
	Please include in Annex A, a table providing information which EN requirements are considered to fulfil WAD (43) 

“The technical specifications and standards developed in relation to the accessibility requirements set out in this Directive should, moreover, take into account the conceptual and technical specificities of mobile devices.” It is unclear how public sector bodies can be responsible for individually bought devices.

Add clause 10 requirements in Annex A tables.
	Rejected.

The purpose of the tables in Annex A is to specify which EN requirements are related to fulfilment of the WAD. 
The format of Annex A is defined for harmonised standards.

Clause 10 is not relevant to the WAD.


	A04
	PTS (update) 1
	Annex A
	Table A.1
	
	Non-web text documents excluded from requirements on web?

Table A.1 does not include any references to non-web documents (chapter 10 of the standard). Our interpretation of the Web Accessibility Directive (WAD) is that pdf’s that are downloaded from websites, intranets and extranets shall be covered by the requirements. In the introduction to section 10, there is an explanation that documents that are embedded in web sites are covered by section 9. Embedding documents is not common practice any more. Rather, links to document that are downloaded from the website are usually displayed in separate software.

We have read the definition of web pages and web content in section 3.1 as well as the introduction to Annex A. It seems that pdf’s and other text-based documents that are downloaded from the web are excluded from the requirements. We are not inclined to interpret that downloadable documents are “embedded” since it is common that browsers support rendering those document only if plug-ins are installed. Reading the WAD, it seems obvious that these types of documents are covered, but the EN does not seem to support that.
	We propose that you either clarify what ‘embedded’ means or provide a note stating clearly that documents such as pdf’s, MS Word files etc. that are downloaded from a web page are considered web pages and thereby covered by the requirements in section 9.
	Partially accepted.

The definition of web page in clause 3.1 excludes content at the end of a link.

We have clarified the third bullet of 10.0 to read:
“that are embedded in web pages but are not used in the rendering and are not intended to be rendered together with the web page in which they are embedded.”
We will define embedded in 3.1 to mean:
“embedded: directly included in the content that is downloaded to the user agent and its extension. If the embedded content is intended to be used in rendering the web page is is considered part of the web page. Things that are downloaded using a mechanism on the web page but are not used in rendering the page are not "embedded" in the page.”

	A05
	Email from Andreas Richter (Sweden)
	
	
	
	Since the WAD explicitly (in recital 42) mentions the WCAG based clauses (9, 10 and 11) of the (previous version of the) EN standard, our communication has been mainly focusing on WCAG. For example, we host a website – webbriktlinjer.se – that explains WCAG 2.1 AA criteria with examples, illustrations and best practice. 
We now realise that Annex A in the latest version of EN 301 549 makes references to other parts of the EN standard. 
	In order to be able to provide relevant guidance, we need to know to what extent these non-WCAG clauses are actually a requirement for the presumption of conformity according to WAD article 6. In fact, some of the content of Annex A does not seem to align very well with the WAD.
	Noted

Although recital 42 explicitly mentions clauses 9, 10 and 11, it does not exclude the possibility of additional requirements.



	A06
	Email from Andreas Richter (Sweden)
	
	
	
	For example, live time-based media is explicitly excluded from WAD (article 1.4c). But Annex A lists some instances of what we consider to be live time-based media:  

	Live captioning is listed as an unconditional requirement (number 30 in Annex A). 


	Accepted.

This appears to be an error.

Also 11.1.2.4 Captions (live) deleted from table A.2

	A07
	PTS (update) 2
	
	
	
	Section 6, two-way voice communication

The Swedish government has interpreted and are implementing the WAD in a way that excludes internal e-services, i.e. system that are interactive. Examples are web based systems for administering time-reports and systems for administering invoices. 

Since live time-based media is excluded from the scope of the WAD (article 1.4c), it is not certain that requirements can be set up for two-way voice communication – it can be seen as two-way live time-based media. 
	One possible way to include requirements for two-way voice communication is by defining it in Section 3 as interpersonal communication services, as used in the coming European Electronic Communications Code. 
Since table A.1 states that the requirements in section 6 are applicable if ICT (web pages) provide two-way communication, we would like one or more clarifying notes in section 6 or a rephrasing of the condition on lines 11-18 of table A.1: One example of technology that we cannot determine whether they fall under the scope of the requirements in Annex A is Skype and similar software. For public websites it seems appropriate that two-way voice communication services that are embedded are covered by the requirements. However, for intranets, providing a link to Skype from the intranet does not mean the Skype-application is covered by the requirements?
	Not accepted
It seems to be difficult to defend why two-way voice communication provided from a website should be exempt from the quality standards for two-way voice communication provided by other means.

	A08
	PTS (update) 3
	
	
	
	Section 10.5 and 10.6 - requirements on captioning and audio descriptions for non-web documents

Section 10.5 and 10.6 are requirements for captions and audio description for non-web-documents. Annex A has conditional requirements for captions and audio descriptions, in section 7, given the condition that ICT has video capabilities.
	1. How come the requirements are applicable to non-web documents but not to video published on websites? Perhaps both section 10.5 and section 10.6 should be moved to section 7, and annex A should list those sections as conditional on the condition that ICT has video capabilities. In that case, I guess it would apply to both web and non-web documents that are published on a web, intranet or extranet.

2. Are these the most relevant quality requirements related to captions and audio description? Since WCAG does not give much guidance on how to produce qualitative captions or audio description, you might consider looking into detail on more requirements for the level of quality.
	Not accepted

The requirements in clause 7 are for the playing of video content. Recommendations in clause 10.5 and 10.6 refer to the content and not the players. Therefore, there is no conflict or duplication. 10.5 and 10.6 are not in clause 9 because this would extend beyond WCAG – which is to be avoided.

There are no objective definitions of the quality of captions and audio descriptions.

	A09
	Email from Andreas Richter (Sweden)
	
	
	
	There are also some requirements that apply to areas that are only indirectly related to public websites and apps, such as help desks for example. 
	
	Not accepted.
These important requirements apply to the support functionality (e.g. a help desk) related to the website usage.

	A10
	PTS (update) 4
	
	
	
	Section 11.7 user preferences

We cannot interpret what applications this requirement applies to. This needs clarification, either on line 77 of table A.1 or in clause 11.7. The information in section 11.0 about what software section 11 aplies to seems to exclude software that is embedded in web pages. Section 11.7 is not a sub-section of Authoring tools, which implies that requirements are applicable to those.
	What we see is a need to either change the requirement so that it is easier to understand what software it applies to, or add one or more notes giving examples of WAD-related software that this requirement applies to, or another condition clarifying which software line 77 of table A.1 applies to. 

Possible interpretations are that the requirement is applicable to software similar to Google Docs or Office 365, or authoring tools (not probable) or all web (not probable since the requirement is not a sub-section of chapter 9).
	Accepted
We have added a note to 11.7 that indicates that, for Web pages, the “underlying platform” is the user agent. This should clarify the meaning of 11.7 in Table A.1.


	A11

	PTS (update) 5
	
	
	
	Section 11.8, authoring tools

It is not clear in the WAD that authoring tools are covered by the requirements. The WAD sets out requirements on the content that users shall be able to access. As far as we can see, it is good to give guidance on what features authoring tools should have, but it seems the WAD does not imply any requirements on authoring tools/CMS. This interpretation of the WAD is shared at least by the Norwegian government (in Norwegian: https://uu.difi.no/artikkel/2018/09/eus-webdirektiv-blir-en-del-av-norsk-regelverk).  

There is ambiguity here, however, if applications such as Google Docs or MS Office 365 fall into the authoring tool category. That kind of online application should definitely be covered by the WAD.
	We propose that the conditions in line 78-82 in table A.1 is re-phrased so that it is clear that the condition is applicable to web pages that are covered by WAD. An alternative is that they are left out of the table, since authoring tools are not covered by WAD. It should be in the interest of the organisations falling under the scope of the WAD procures proper authoring tools in order to meet the requirements of the WAD, but it might be that requirements on the authoring tools fall out of the scope of the WAD. Whatever way you propose to go along, we think there is need for more clarifying notes or definitions in order to provide clear guidance to public sector organisations which have to follow the WAD.
	Agreed
Throughout Table A.1, the conditions have been changed to replace “ICT” with “web content”. 


	B00
	Annex B

	B01
	V-2-1-2-DE 7
	Annex B
	Table B2, rows 9.1.4.4, 10.1.4.4, 11.1.4.4, Column LMS (limited manipulation/strength)
	ED / TE
	There is neither a primary nor a secondary relationship between zoom and motor impairment. WCAG does not provide any information about the benefits of LMS persons and zoom.
	Delete the entry “S”.
	Accepted

	B02
	V-2-1-2-DE 8
	Annex B
	Table B2, rows 9.2.4.3, 10.2.4.3, 11.2.4.3, Column WH (without hearing)
	ED / TE
	There is neither a primary nor a secondary relationship between focus order and "without hearing". WCAG does not provide any information about the benefits of WH persons and focus order.
	Delete the entry “S”.
	Not accepted

WCAG 2.1 states this benefit of 2.4.3:

“People with disabilities that make reading difficult can become disoriented when tabbing takes focus someplace unexpected. They benefit from a logical focus order.”

Some persons without hearing have difficulties reading because their “natural” language may be sign-language.


	C00
	Annex C

	C01
	EDF 26
	Annex C
	
	Ge / Ed
	To decrease the length of this EN, Annex C could be moved away as a Technical Report in support of the EN, as the tables are repeating the text of the EN.
	Remove Annex C and publish it as a Technical Report in support of the EN.
	Reject.
Annex C is required by the Mandate.

	C02
	DE/ITI
	Annex C
	C.6.2
	T
	Significant changes to the RTT requirements of clause 6.2 have been proposed but the corresponding changes necessary to determine conformance to the new requirements have not been included in this draft. Requirements that are not testable in an objective, measurable and repeatable manner should not be included in the standard. In evaluating the technical feasibility of the proposed changes to clause 6.2, it is necessary to take into account the process that would be used to test for conformance.
	Add details of how the proposed changes to the RTT requirements of clause 6.2 would be tested for conformance.
	Accepted

Annex C will be updated once work on the requirements has been completed.


	D00
	Annex D

	
	No comments received


	E00
	Annex E

	E01
	UNI
	Annex E
	
	General
	To support harmonization in evaluation methodology and professionalism, we suggest to add to the annex a reference to WCAG EM and to a possible standardized profile for “Web Accessibility Expert”, based on EN 16234-1 (also included in UNI 11621-3) .
	Add two chapters:
1. WCAG Evaluation Methodology

2. Competences required for evaluation
	Not accepted
These are not part of WCAG, they are a Working Group Note.  Citing these two documents in this fashion would be overly restrictive and rely on information not in this standard nor in WCAG. Extending the scope to cover details of specific methods and competences goes beyond the remit of the EN.

	E02
	DE/ITI
	Annex E
	
	T
	The technical changes to the 8.3.x stationary ICT subsections need to be reflected in the test subsections here.
	Add details of how the proposed changes to the Stationary ICT requirements of clause 8.3 would be tested for conformance.
	Accepted. 
This refers to Annex C, not E.
See the response tp comment C02.


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