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Introduction

This document contains a summary of discussions held at a workshop organised by the
EU-program of the International Association of Accessibility Professionals (IAAP EU) in
Brno, Czechia, on 23 April 2025. Participants included stakeholders from national
surveillance authorities, organisations in scope of the European Accessibility Act,
accessibility experts focusing on auditing and testing, end users with disabilities and
other stakeholders. The workshop is part of a series aimed to support the accessibility
community in building consensus around the interpretation of requirements in the

EN 301 549 standard that do not have explanatory documentation. The results of the
workshop are publicly available for anyone to use or be inspired by, and shared with the
European Standardisation Organisations currently reviewing existing standards and
creating new ones under Mandate 587.

Workshop facilitators and authors of this document:

Hidde de Vries
Malin Hammarberg
Peter Kemeny
Shadi Abou-Zahra

The workshop series initiated by: Susanna Laurin

Requirements discussed at the workshop

e 7.2.2 Audio description synchronization
e 11.6.2 No disruption of accessibility features
e 11.8.4 Repair assistance

e 12.2.2 Information on accessibility and compatibility features

Questions used in the discussions

e Whenisthe requirement relevant/ applicable? (Why is it required?)
e Forwhat target group(s) is this important?
e What are the issues? (Is something unclear / difficult to interpret?)

e \What should be tested and how?

7.2.2 Audio description synchronization

Current text in the standard:

Where ICT has a mechanism to play audio description, it shall preserve the
synchronization between the audio/visual content and the corresponding audio
description.



When is it relevant / applicable?

e Audio description means: narration added to the soundtrack to describe
important visual details that cannot be understood from the main soundtrack
alone. (WCAG 2.2)

e (Good synchronisation is always important, when Audio description is
needed/provided.

e ltisrelevantfor all video players embedded in ICT.

e |tcan also be relevant for other tools playing moving image (e.g. videogames,
animations).

e Therequirementis about the ICT presenting the audio description asitis
originally intended, “preserving” the synchronisation. It is not about the “quality”
of the audio description (that is: whether it is done with the right timing).

Relevant target groups
Currently listed in the standard as user needs:

e Usage without vision (“primary”)

e Usage with limited vision (“primary”)

o Usage with limited cognition (“secondary”)
Additionally suggested:

o Usage without perception of colour
e Situational

Issues

e Practical scopeis unclear. Is anything included, that is not a video player? For
example: interactive content, videogames.

e If novideo needs audio description on a website, does the player still need to fulfil
this requirement? Requirement talks about ICT that “has a mechanism to play
audio description” not about ICT that “plays audio description”.

e If avideo has no soundtrack, but has audio description, is that considered as
audio description? Audio description definition in WCAG says “narration added
to the soundtrack”.

e |s extended audio description covered? It would mean that the video player
should be able to handle extended audio description with the original video (and
not a separate video track), and the player should be able to follow instructions
from the audio description about when to pause and when to go on.

What should be tested and how?

Annex C (“Determination of Conformance”) of EN 301 549 only provides a formal testing
description: “Check that the synchronization between the audio/visual content and the
corresponding audio description is preserved.”
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The suggested testing method is to use a test video with original soundtrack and a
synchronised test audio description track. (This is similar to tests used with e-books.)
Markers in the test video and test audio description help verifying synchronisation.

Note: this test method is focussing on video players and no other ICT (e.g. videogames).

Pre-conditions:
e |CT supports audio description.
Procedure:

e Usethe synchronised test video (with original soundtrack) and test audio
description files.

= Either uploaded by the tested party,

= orthrough a test page ensured by the tested party.
e Initiate from a certain reading location.
e Stop and resume to the same reading location.
e |[fthere are bookmarks defined: jump to a bookmark.
e [fitis possible to change the speed: change speed.

e |[nitiate from a reading location towards the end (to check for frequency
discrepancy).

Expected result:

e Markersinthe video and audio description coincide.

Action items and other discussion points

e Thisrequirement covers the technical aspect to preserve synchronisation when
an audio description track is replayed. It is important to also have a requirement
about the quality of the audio description, including timing.

e Live streaming: synchronisation can be disrupted by bandwidth or other network
problems when the video and the audio description is streamed. Should it be
required that the ICT buffer the tracks to minimise this risk?

e Two areas that should be also considered:

= Al generated audio descriptions and their synchronisation,

= audio description for interactive content.

11.6.2 No disruption of accessibility features

Current text in the standard:

Where software provides a user interface it shall not disrupt those documented
accessibility features that are defined in platform documentation except when
requested to do so by the user during the operation of the software.
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When is it relevant / applicable?

This requirement is crucial to ensure that software does not interfere with the
accessibility features that users rely on. It applies in contexts where users have set
specific accessibility preferences on their devices, such as increased font size, dark
mode or reduce motion or use assistive technology such as, screen reader, voice
control or switch access. The requirement is relevant in scenarios where interfaces
might override these settings, causing inconvenience or making the software unusable
for users with disabilities.

Software must not override or ignore these platform-defined settings, as doing so can
cause significant barriers or even make the interface unusable. The requirement exists
to preserve a consistent, accessible experience across apps and devices without
requiring users to reconfigure settings repeatedly or experience conflicting behaviours.

Itis relevant for native and hybrid applications, but current phrasing in the standard
excludes web applications and websites, which can also disrupt these features despite
technical capabilities to respect them (e.g., via CSS media queries).

Relevant target groups

Annex B does not currently list all relevant user groups for this requirement. However,
we find that 11.6.2 is important for all users who rely on accessibility features,
regardless of the nature of their disability. The requirement helps ensure that assistive
technologies and platform-level accessibility preferences are respected and not
disrupted by the software interface.

This requirement benefits a wide range of users, including but not limited to:
e Users without vision (e.g., screen readers, braille screen input)
e Users with limited vision (e.g., magnification, high contrast, font size, dark mode)
e Users without perception of colour (e.g., high contrast, colour filters)
e Users without hearing (e.g., live captions, visual alerts)
e Users with limited hearing (e.g., support for hearing devices, real-time captions)
e Users with limited manipulation or strength (e.g., voice control, switch access)
e Users with limited reach or dexterity (e.g., one-handed mode)
e Users with limited cognition (e.g., text-to-speech, dictation, reduced motion)
e Users with photosensitivity (e.g., dark mode, reduced animation)
e Users without vocal capability (e.g., text-to-speech)

Issues

e The difference between what the standard calls "requested" versus "confirmed" is
unclear. Does user confirmation count as a request?



e The scope of the requirement, particularly its application to web apps versus
native apps, is not clearly defined.

e The overlap with other standards like WCAG (Web Content Accessibility
Guidelines) creates confusion about what constitutes a disruption.

e Unclearif it references the documented accessibility features listed in the

operating system (Android, iOS, Windows, MacQOS, etc.) or by the manufacturer
(HTC, Samsung, Lenovo, etc.).

e The condition in Annex A restricts this requirement to non-web software. This
raises the question: why are browser or operating system accessibility settings
not protected in web contexts?

= The requirement currently applies to mobile apps and software, but there is
a significant oversight regarding website content. Websites can disregard
users' browser or OS accessibility preferences, even though it is possible to
respect some of these settings using current technology. This gap means
that web content might not honour accessibility features like text size, dark
mode, or reduced motion, leading to accessibility issues.

What should be tested and how?

e \Verify that software respects platform accessibility features like font size, dark
mode, and screen reader activation.

e Ensure that any automatic actions (e.g., auto-playing videos) do not disrupt
accessibility features.

Preconditions

e The device has one or more accessibility features activated.

e These features are documented in platform or user agent documentation.
Procedure

1. Activate an accessibility feature on the device (e.g., screen reader, increased font
size, dark mode, etc.).

2. Openthe software/app and observe if these settings are respected or if the user
needs to do the same settings in the app.

3. ldentify if any automatic actions or app features interfere with these settings.
4. Determine if any disruption was explicitly requested or confirmed by the user.
Expected result

e Pass: The software respects all activated accessibility features, or the user
explicitly requested any deviation.

e Fail: The software overrides or disrupts the features without explicit user request.



Examples of FAIL scenarios:

Font size: An app that does not respect the user's increased font size setting and
defaults to a smaller font, the user can however adjust the font to be larger inside
the app.

Dark mode: The interface does not honour the user's dark mode setting and
displays content in light mode, the user can choose dark mode inside the
interface.

Motion reduction: The interface shows animations and transitions despite the
user setting their device to reduce motion.

Voice control: An app that starts recording audio automatically, disrupting voice
control features.

Screen reader: Auto-playing videos interfere with screen reader usage.

Examples of grey area PASS scenario:

Captions: An app that provides its own captions that overlap with the device's live
captions, causing confusion and cognitive overload.

Action items and other discussion points

1. Align terminology with real-world expectations of accessibility features in both apps
and webpages:

e Adjustreferences from only “platform” to “platform or user agent”
documentation to better reflect how different environments expose and
manage accessibility features.

2. Clarify overlaps with other requirements:

e Define the boundaries and relationships between 11.6.2 No disruption of
accessibility features and:

= 11.7 User Preferences

= Related WCAG criteria (e.g., 1.4.2,1.4.4,2.1.2,2.1.4,2.2.2,2.3.3)

e This helps preventing misinterpretation or double requirements for the same
feature.

3. Revise platform scope in Annex A:

e Currently, native apps are obligated to comply, while web-based and partially
hybrid applications may fall outside the requirement, despite being technically
capable of supporting many accessibility settings.

e Remove orrevise the “non-web software” limitation to ensure that web
applications and hybrid apps are also required to respect platform-level
accessibility settings.



e This loophole could unintentionally incentivize app owners to choose web
apps over native apps to bypass stricter accessibility requirements, ultimately
reducing accessibility for users.

e Forinstance, modern web technologies already support features such as:

= prefers-colour-scheme (dark/light mode),
= prefers-reduced-motion (reduced animations),

= Relative units (em, rm) for responsive font sizing.
4. Expand affected user groups in Annex B:

e The diversity of users who benefit from 11.6.2 should be explicitly recognized,
to strengthen the rationale for keeping and improving the requirement.

e Annex B should list a broader and more accurate set of user groups who rely on
accessibility features or assistive technology.

5. Make sure the terminology aligns in Annex C:

e The main requirement says “requested” but Annex C adds “or confirmed”,
which introduces confusion.

e Align the terminology in Annex C with the terminology in the requirement
clause.

11.8.4 Repair assistance

Current text in the standard:

If the accessibility checking functionality of an authoring tool can detect that content
does not meet a requirement of clauses 9 (Web content) or 10 (Non-Web content) as
applicable, then the authoring tool shall provide repair suggestion(s).

NOTE: This does not preclude automated and semi-automated repair which is possible
(and encouraged) for many types of content accessibility problems.

When is it relevant / applicable?

Primarily, this clause is relevant when organisations have to choose an authoring tool,
this clause can help them find one that supports their accessibility efforts.

Secondarily, this clause is relevant to users of authoring tools, as products that meet
the requirement help them make more accessible content, and end users, as they
would consume that content.

Relevant target groups

Procurement managers, authoring tool makers, users of authoring tools (including users
with disabilities and users of the content produced (including the use cases listed in
Annex B: usage without vision; usage with limited vision; usage without perception of
colour; usage without hearing; usage with limited hearing; usage with limited
manipulation or strength).
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Issues

Issue 1: definition of authoring tool”.

We worried people would not recognise all authoring tools they make, use or buy, as
authoring tools. We suggest adding examples of authoring tools to NOTE 4 in the
definition. We sent this suggestion to the editor of EN 301 549 and it was accepted.

Issue 2: “can” in “authoring tool can detect” is ambiguous.

The word “can” as it is written in the latest published draft of EN 301 549 could be read
as “the authoring tool is capable of detecting the issue”, or as “the issue would with
current technologies be automatically detectable by tools like authoring tools”. The
former is probably how it is meant by this criterion.

Our recommendations:

a) Use “is capable” of instead of “can” to make it less ambiguous and suggest this is
about the software's existing capabilities, rather than theoretically possible
additions. We suggested this to the editor, and it was accepted.

b) Add arequirement to actually require tools to build the detection features when
they reasonably could. This would be a new requirement that requires wider
input. We opened an issue on GitLab (553). Possible issues include: there is no
consensus on which issues are detectable (different sets of issues from different
vendors and specialists; ACT Rules collaborates with multiple stakeholders on
rules for automatically testable).

Issue 3: there are no requirements or suggestions on the nature of suggestions.

This could take into account the differences in skillsets of authors (some will be new to
accessibility, others very skilled, many in between). It could also include UX guidance
like to include a link between suggestions and the source, or to test with authors to
ensure that they can easily apply the suggestions in their work.

What should be tested and how?

This test procedure assumes that the definition of “can detect” means the detection
functionality is built into the authoring tool (not that the technology exists and could
potentially be built in).

Objective

To ensure that when accessibility issues are detected by the authoring tool, the Ul also
provides appropriate repair suggestions, and optionally supports automated or semi-
automated repairs.

Preconditions

1. Software is an authoring tool.

2. The authoring tool has accessibility checking functionality.


https://labs.etsi.org/rep/HF/en301549/-/issues/553

Procedure
1. Trigger accessibility issue
e Create web content using authoring tool

e Insert an element that violates a requirement of clauses 9 (Web) or 10 (non-
web documents)

2. Activate accessibility checking function of authoring tool
3. Verify detection of accessibility issue
4. Verify at least one repair suggestion appears

e Repair suggestion should describe the issue clearly (e.g. colour contrast is
low for this text)

e And should include a clear, complete, suggestion for how to fix it (e.g. use a
darker colour for the text, colour contrast should be 4.5:1 ratio)

5. Verify support for automation or semi-automation

e Checkifthereis an option to fix the issue automatically or semi-
automatically

Expected result
e Pass:Check4istrue
e Fail: Check 4 isfalse

e Optional encouraged automation feature:
= Pass:check5istrue

= Fail: check 5is false

12.2.2 Information on accessibility and compatibility features

Current text in the standard:

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

NOTE: Accessibility and compatibility features include accessibility features that are
built-in and accessibility features that provide compatibility with assistive technology.

When is it relevant / applicable?

This requirement is relevant when end-users contact support services. It ensures that
they can obtain information on accessibility/(in)compatibility features included in the
product or service. ltis particularly important for end-users to get support when
products or services do not work or behave as expected, or when end-users encounter
incompatibility with their own assistive technologies.
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Relevant target groups

This requirement can be relevant to any end-user, it depends on the specific
accessibility and compatibility features provided by the product or service.

Issues

Itis unclear to what degree “support services” includes online or self-service
documentation, and Al-driven services (e.g. chatbots). It is also unclear to what degree
“first line support” vs. specialized support services are expected to handle accessibility
matters.

Some examples include:

e Company X might provide a general customer support that does not know how to
respond to accessibility inquiries.

e CompanyY provides a general email address for support, but accessibility
inquiries are not understood and only responded to with generic “thank you”
messages.

e CompanyZ provides an Al chatbot that is not specifically trained to respond to
accessibility questions, and/or the Al provides wrong responses because it is not
adequately trained (e.g. hallucinations).

What should be tested and how?

Testing should focus on whether the support service provides all the information about
accessibility and compatibility features provided in the documentation.

Testing methods include:

e [manual] Contacting the support service to determine if it provides information
that is consistent with the documentation. Undisclosed (mystery) testing with
users can be beneficial (usability testing), but yes/no determination (QA testing) is
sufficient to assess this requirement.

e [automatic?] Checking that information provided by self-service documentation
and Al-driven services (e.g. chatbots) are consistent with the documentation,
might be automatically testable.

Proposed testing procedure:

e Pre-conditions:
= |CT provides support services.
= |CT provides documentation.

= |CT documentation contains information on accessibility/compatibility
features.
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Procedure:

= Check 1: Check that the ICT support services provide all information on the
accessibility and compatibility features that are included in the product
documentation.

Expected result:
= Pass: Check 1 is true
= Fail: Check 1 is false

= Notapplicable: Pre-condition 1, 2, or 3 are not met

Action items and other discussion points

12

In this rewrite of the requirement, we refer to all accessibility/compatibility
features provided in the documentation; this might imply exhaustive testing or
spot checking that covers all features.

Term “compatibility features” should include aspects of:
= jncompatibility/known issues;
= non-standard/non-expected behaviour;
= interference with assistive technologies;

= regional differences of accessibility features provided by the
product/services (e.g. different keyboard shortcuts for different language
variations).

Terms “accessibility features” and “compatibility features” do not specify how
complete/comprehensive and how current these must be.

Meeting the letter of this requirement does not ensure that the information
provided by the support service is of any value (e.g. the support agent simply
reads aloud what’s already in the manual; the support agent does not know which
accessibility/compatibility features apply to a particular disability).

Meeting the letter of this requirement does not ensure that the information
provided by the support service is accessible (e.g. perceivable and
understandable), and that it is effective (e.g. incompetent support agent).
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