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Introduction

This document contains a summary of discussions held at a workshop in Brussels on 23
September 2024. Participants included stakeholders from national monitoring
agencies, public sector bodies in scope of the Web Accessibility Directive, accessibility
experts focusing on auditing and testing, end users with disabilities and other
stakeholders. The workshop was organised by the EU-program of the International
Association of Accessibility Professionals (IAAP EU) as part of the IAAP EU and EDF
celebration of the Web Accessibility Directive’s fourth anniversary, and it was the third
in a series. The results of the workshop are publicly available for anyone to use or be
inspired of, and will also be presented to the European Standardisation Organisations
currently reviewing existing standards and creating new ones under Mandate 587.

Requirements discussed at the workshop

e 7.1.4 Captions characteristics

e 12.1.1 Accessibility and compatibility features
e 12.2.3 Effective communication

e 12.2.4 Accessible documentation

Questions used in the discussions

When is the requirement relevant / applicable? (Why is it required?)
For what target group(s) is this important?

What are the issues? (Is something unclear / difficult to interpret?)
What should be tested and how?

7.1.4 Captions characteristics

Current text in the standard:

Where ICT displays captions, it shall provide a way for the user to adapt the displayed
characteristics of captions to their individual requirements, except where the captions
are displayed as unmodifiable characters.

NOTE 1: Defining the background and foreground colour of subtitles, font type, size
opacity of the background box of subtitles, and the contour or border of the fonts can
contribute to meeting this requirement.

NOTE 2: Subtitles that are bitmap images are examples of unmodifiable characters.

When is it relevant / applicable?

e Relevantforall video players embedded in ICT.
e Relates to closed captions only — open captions are excluded.

o Closed captions are created on a separate track from the video, which
means they can be toggled on or off and it is possible technically to
change their appearance.

o Open captions are burned into a video track, so they're permanently on
screen and cannot be turned off. It is also not possible to change their
appearance.



o Better would be: Relates to all captions (this would solve the concern about
open captions being used in favour for closed captions).

Relevant target groups

Current listed as primary users are:

e Usage without hearing.

e Usage with limited hearing.
Captions are of course key for these groups, but this specific requirement has to do with
how captions are presented. Therefore, it would be more correct to list as primary user
needs those that are currently listed as secondary:

e Usage with limited vision.

e Usage without perception of colour.

e Usage with limited cognition.

Issues

e Whatis covered? The group ended up deciding that it related to all captions
shown in all embedded video players no matter if it was a third party solution like
Vimeo or YouTube, or the use of the HTML video element, or “self developed”
video players.

e What adaptations are really required? There is no specific list and it is unclear
what the minimum requirement is

o The Note just says: Defining the background and foreground colour of
subtitles, font type, size opacity of the background box of subtitles, and
the contour or border of the fonts can contribute to meeting this
requirement” — and this leaves it open which attribute(s), or how many of
these attributes, would need to be supported to satisfy the requirement.

o Annex C says, in contrast, “Check that the ICT provides a way for the user
to adapt the displayed characteristics of captions to their individual
requirements.”

e Therecommendation from the group was to require the most common adaptions
that are technically possible in some of today's video players. To satisfy this
requirement would then mean to least be able to increase font size, change to
one other font type, and change foreground and background colour of the
captions. Plus, either the normative text or a new NOTE should qualify, regarding
the attributes listed, “including but not limited to”.

e Thereis arisk the website owner tries to bypass this requirement by using open
instead of closed captions, because in today’s requirement open captions are
excluded. This should somehow be fixed so that closed captions are emphasized
as recommended/best practice whenever possible.

What should be tested and how?

e Video players which are embedded in ICT.
e Testifitis possible to:
o Increase the font size.
o Change to at least one other font type.
o Tochange the background and foreground colour, ensure that at least one
combination has the contrast ratio 4.5:1.



e Testif the settings are possible to reach using AT (this may be covered by other
requirements)

Action items and other discussion points

e The group suggest a rewrite of the requirement text to make it more measurable
and clearer. But also, to look over the function groups in Appendix B and to
rewrite the testin Annex C so it is less ambiguous.

e How should open captions be regulated (so they are not used as a way of
bypassing this requirement)?

e How complexisitto find the settings? Should there be some requirements?

e What can we write to make sure the settings themselves are accessible?

e Other nice-to-haves but not included in the list of attributes are text area size,
character spacing, line height, font weight and position of captions.

e Automatically generated captions may lack punctuation, making it very hard for
some users - this should be addressed, as itis currently not included in the
standard.

12.1.1 Accessibility and compatibility features

Current text in the standard:

Product documentation provided with the ICT whether provided separately or integrated
within the ICT shall list and explain how to use the accessibility and compatibility
features of the ICT.

NOTE 1: Accessibility and compatibility features include accessibility features that are
built-in and accessibility features that provide compatibility with assistive technology.
NOTE 2: It is best practice to use WebSchemas/Accessibility 2.0 [i.38] to provide meta
data on the accessibility of the ICT.

NOTE 3: The accessibility statement and help pages are both examples of the provision
of product information.

When is it relevant / applicable?

e Users wanting to understand what accessibility features do and how to activate
them.
e Examples of accessibility features:
o Author provided custom colour schemes (like higher contrast mode)
Style switchers to change font size
Custom keyboard commands or command remapping options
Functions that create simplified language versions
Read-aloud functions
e The positive list (things that clearly count as product documentation, so the pre-
condition for the applicability of this requirement would be met):
o The Accessibility Statement
o Help pages for all things needed to successfully use the product
o Keyboard shortcuts documentation
o Settings for more time to complete processes, like a link to a different web
page
o Documentation on resetting an account password

@)
@)
@)
@)


https://accessible.canada.ca/node/376

Relevant target groups

Accessibility features can be relevant for different interaction modes and different
functional needs, i.e., all user groups are in the target group.

Issues

Currently, If authors don’t supply product documentation, the requirement is not
applicable. This suggests removing the pre-condition: whenever authors include
accessibility and compatibility features, they shall be documented.

Will users know where to look for documentation of accessibility features?

The precondition: “Product documentation is supplied with the ICT.” When can a
product (site or app) be said to have product documentation so that the
requirement actually applies? An example where this is not quite clear would be
an FAQ section focused on the subject area of an information-oriented website,
which could either be seen as an alternative access structure for rendering the
general information content of a product, or as something additional that is
"supplied with the ICT" (like a user manual for setting up or troubleshooting a
product).

How to draw the line (is it product documentation?) One approach would be to
determine if the documentation is an integral part of the product, or would have
value on its own. A user manual for a web-based application, for example, would
have not purpose unless it helps users to understand and operate the
application. In contrast, information on how to submit a tax return would have
value independent of any particular application.

What should be tested and how?

Testing should detect all accessibility features and then check whether they are
listed.

Some accessibility features like single key keyboard shortcuts will be difficult to
detect if not documented, which makes it hard to comprehensively test for
undocumented features.

Testing should look both at in-context and separate documentation. In-context
documentation might be useful because it is more easily discovered in use, but it
should not be the only way to document accessibility features (especially since
in-context documentation like tool tips is usually only revealed in user
interaction).

The accessibility statement would be an obvious place to document accessibility
features, but if there are many, they may be listed on a separate page).

Action items and other discussion points

The recommendation is to rewrite the requirement and remove the pre-
condition: If there are accessibility features, they should be documented (so
changing the precondition).

Can some features be considered conventional or self-explanatory in use (like a
contrast mode button or text size step buttons), therefore not requiring explicit
documentation?

Some features may clash with security requirements (like session length)

The group discussed onboarding possibilities:



o Voluntary “Vulnerability disclosures” in onboarding may help systems
store individual user profiles
o Onboarding information like wizards may include accessibility features so
they are not missed. But: Accessibility features upfront are annoying for
users who don't need them,
e The group discussed whether Al is relevant to providing documentation of
accessibility features, but concluded that currently, this is probably not the case.
e Accessibility settings on the platform level should not be documented: the
requirement focuses instead on author-provided features.
e Where needed, documentation should provide a link to a separate accessibility
feature documentation of third-party content

12.2.3 Effective communication

Current text in the standard:

ICT support services shall accommodate the communication needs of individuals with
disabilities either directly or through a referral point.

When is it relevant / applicable?

e Always: a support service that is not effectively communicated to all users is not
effective.

e [Effective communication is crucial for ensuring accessibility, especially in
contexts where people have different communication needs. For instance,
communication support such as speech, text-based communication, call
centres, and help centres must accommodate different accessibility
requirements.

e The userneedsto be able to:

o access the service
o expressthemselves and
o understand the response.

e Should be available to all users regardless of impairments.

e Therequirementis especially important when exchanging personal information,
handling emergency services, or providing feedback about accessibility. Butin
reality, it is always relevant — sometimes urgent.

e The availability of multiple communication channels (e.g., phone, email, etc.) is
key to ensuring accessibility for all groups, allowing users to both access
services (technically) and understand responses (soft skills).

Relevant target groups

e Alltarget groups should be primary groups.
e Some user needs could be more difficult to deal with
(for example if the user cannot explain the issue/their need).

Issues

e The keyissue is to make sure support services provide an alternative mode of
communication, in order for communication to be effective.
e Challenges ininterpretation arise due to vague language in Annex C:



o “Anylevel” and “suppliers can ...” The group recommend a measurable
requirement, see below.

o InAnnexB's primary and secondary usage itis clear that the requirement
was originally meant for phone calls (hence the focus on users that are
hard of hearing). Today, support services are often text-based, which
significantly broadens the target groups affected.

e ltisimportant that support services, where possible, can respond using the
communication modality originally chosen by the user (e.g. not replying with a
phone call when the user emailed).

Proposed enhanced requirement
ICT support services must address the communication needs of individuals with
disabilities using more than one sensory channel, provided either:

e Directly

e Or by referring them to appropriate resources
The information about the provided modalities needs to be communicated to users.
NOTE 1: Effective communication shall address technical as well as
cognitive/understanding-related aspects.
NOTE 2: Where possible, the support service should respond in the same modality as
the one chosen by the user.

What should be tested and how?

e Manualtesting by reading the information — Which needs to be provided to the
users.

e What cannot be feasibly be tested:

o Whether the service responds in the channel chosen by the user.

e Pre-conditions: There is an ICT support service.

e Procedure: Look for the support service page on the web.

e Expected result: Pass =the support service communication is using modalities
supporting more than one sensory channel.

Action items and other discussion points

e |norder to effectively communicate with all user groups, support service staff
need competence in disability etiquette and end user needs —in some cases itis
probably easier to achieve a good result by referring to a specialised group.

e There was a discussion on the possibility of only requiring text (instead of
alternatives) as text can be transferred into other modalities, but it was not found
sufficient.

12.2.4 Accessible documentation

Current text in the standard:

Documentation provided by support services shall be made available in at least one of
the following electronic formats:

a) a Web format that conforms to clause 9; or

b) anon-web format that conforms to clause 10.
NOTE 1: This does not preclude the possibility of also providing the documentation in
other formats (electronic or printed) that are not accessible.


https://accessible.canada.ca/en-301-549-accessibility-requirements-ict-products-and-services-9-web
https://accessible.canada.ca/en-301-549-accessibility-requirements-ict-products-and-services-10-non-web-documents

NOTE 2: It also does not preclude the possibility of providing alternate formats that meet
the needs of some specific type of users (e.g. Braille documents for blind people or
easy-to-read information for persons with limited cognitive, language and learning

abilities).

NOTE 3: Where the support documentation is incorporated into the ICT, the
documentation falls under the requirements for accessibility in the present document.
NOTE 4: A user agent that supports automatic media conversion would be beneficial to
enhancing accessibility.

When is it relevant / applicable?

e When users need help/support to use the service (or product). It might be that

o

@)
@)
@)

the process is not understandable,

the process is difficult,

the user prefers to get direct, personalised help,
the user needs more information.

Any user might need it.

It is the extension of available information, and it should also be accessible to all.
In case of complex procedures/services, some user groups might need it more.
In case of inaccessible information/processes, it can be a way to obtain an

accessible version.

Relevant target groups

The group agrees with the user groups in the Appendix B.

Issues

e Whatis “documentation”?

o

©)
©)

A phone call should probably not be considered as documentation, but a
chat discussion is already borderline.

The transcript of those interactions should count as documentation.

An accessibility statement, in general, should be considered as
documentation.

e Whatis “support service”?

o

The requirement mentions “support services” while Annex C, describing
the testing, refers to “ICT support services”. Is a physical support desk in
the scope?

According to clause 12.2.1: “ICT support services include, but are not
limited to: help desks, call centres, technical support, relay services and
training services.”

Since the listin 12.2.1 and the related requirements were written, more
and significantly different ways to provide support services online have
been developed.

To consider a process as support provided by a support service, it needs
to be launched following an explicit request by the user. So, FAQs or the
results of a Google search are not considered as documentation provided
by a support service. The same way, error messages are not considered
here.

Feedback mechanisms (set up based on of the Web Accessibility
Directive) should be considered as support service.



e |sthird party documentation provided by a support service in the scope?

o Example: Support service refers to useful article on 3rd party website.

o ltis underthe control of the support service to choose the documentation
provided, and the aim of the support service is to help the user. Logically,
the requirement should be valid for third party content provided as
documentation.

e (Canthe documentation be provided via a mobile app? Clause 11 is not listed in
the requirement as a possibility.

o Example: documentation provided in a live chat built in the app.

o Asitcan be very difficult to follow complex instructions by going back and
forth between different views of an app, itis logical to exclude this
possibility.

o Onthe other hand, if it counts as being “incorporated into the ICT”,

NOTE 3 suggest that in-app documentation is also acceptable.

What should be tested and how?

e Testfocus:
o NOT the support service channel and process (that is covered in clause
12.2.3)
o Documentation that is provided by support service
o Should only additional information be considered, or also documentation
referred to by the support service that is already public?
e Testing method:
o Launch anindividual request in any of the published support service
channels.
= Stricter approach: launching a requestin all of the published
support service channels.
o Require documentation.
o Testagainst clause 9 or 10.
e Pre-conditions:
o documentationis provided by the (ICT) support service
o documentationis notincorporated into the ICT (in that case, it would
already fall under other requirements)
e Procedure:
o Isthere documentation in electronic format?
o Does any of the versions provided meet clause 9 or clause 10?
e Expected result:
o Pass:1and2aretrue
o Fail: 1or2isfalse

Action items and other discussion points

e |fthe support service already uses a tool to create documentation that does not
provide accessible output, a time-limited exemption may be considered.

e Rethink NOTE 3, making it clear that providing documentation by the support
service for an app within the app is not supported.

e Supportservices vs. ICT Support services: use a coherent terminology in 12.2.4
andin C.12.2.4 (Annex C).



Al generated support needs to be considered and included in the scope of this
requirement.

As itis a personalised service, could it be enough to provide for the specific user
need expressed in a request? Note that it always needs to be the user’s decision
whether they disclose their user need / disability. If they do not, it cannot restrict
the quality of the service.
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