Authoring Tools Accessibility Guidelines 2.0 
(Working Draft 10 March 2008)
Comments by Sally Cain, Digital Accessibility Development Officer, RNIB  - 15 May 2008
Due to my area of work I am commenting on Part A of the document. This specifically relates to the accessibility of the authoring tool interface for authors with disabilities. 
I feel that there is some detail missing in this draft. If you are trying to encourage a developer to make an editor with an accessible user interface, then they should be referring to standards that are out there to do this, for example ISO 9241-171. If they would prefer the developers use ATAG, then ATAG should at least be as comprehensive as ISO 9241-171 which at the moment, it isn't.
General Concerns and Comments
Conformance and accessibility

· There is a statement at the beginning that says that "authoring tools that conform to ATAG 2.0 may not be fully accessible to every person with a disability"

This concerns me as people are being asked to conform to something which has no guarantee of accessibility. It is hard enough to get accessibility on the agenda, without saying to someone - do this - it will make it better but we can't guarantee accessibility. Will ATAG be taken seriously in this case? Will the developers use the standard and what is their incentive to conform?

What are the steps being taken to change this statement, or improve knowledge so that ATAG can be improved accordingly? Will we be looking at the next version of ATAG after 2.0, for this information and improvement?
Partial conformance claiming

· I understand the need for partial conformance claiming, however there is a risk that developers will claim partial conformance where it relates to accessible output. It is important that developers understand how crucial an accessible interface is.
Label location

There is no detail within the guidelines about how labels for elements within application windows should be displayed. As authoring tools are in effect applications, it is important that they consider these aspects as well. So for example referring to ISO 9241-171 for label location it says:

"The labels of user interface elements on the screen should be as close as possible to their contents, to the left except for radio buttons and check boxes.  [Guideline 8.2.8]"
Comments on specific guidelines

Point A.1.2 - interoperability with Access Technology

This guideline states that it does not apply to web based authoring tools user interface functionality. Why is this?

Is this because AT interoperability in web based authoring tools is covered off in A.1.1?  In my experience, the importance of the access technology to get to programmatical information in web-based authoring tools is the key to accessibility. At the moment we are not aware of an accessible web-based authoring tool that provides an accessible user interface.
With developments in ARIA it is encouraging that AT will be able to recognise applications and use them when they are within a webpage. 
Point A.3.1 - functionality is available from a keyboard

It clearly mentions getting access to floating toolbars for example which is great. However floating toolbars can be a bit of a nightmare for access technology, so fixed ones or options via drop down menus are better. There is no reference to the fact that this functionality could be provided through a menu instead and make things much easier. 
I think my point is as long as there is an accessible way to undertake a task in a reasonable amount of time, not every single icon on a toolbar needs to be accessible. If there is a way of achieving this through a menu instead then this is fine. I want developers to focus on this from a task perspective rather than - 'oh we have to make every tiny thing available more than one way as it is for mouse users'.

- Can I refer to the aspect of ISO 9241-171 for keyboard accessibility (Enable full use via keyboard. [9.3.2]) as there is good stuff in there about tab orders, being logical, circular and based on usage etc which I think is really important. 
I might have missed it, but I can't find a note that states that it is important not to have information that once completed autofills or changes the content of a preceding field. It is important that any information entered changes only information following that element. This is because screen readers and high level screen mag users, will not know information has changed on the screen.

Using a database example, if you enter a postcode, this then can often auto completes customer information preceding that postcode field. In this case the postcode field should be before the customer information details.

Point A.3.5 - Provide text search

Why is the text search function conformance Level AA not Level A? Surely being able to search within the document whilst editing is a basic requirement, or am I missing the point here?

Point A.3.7.1 - Returning from Previews

It might be helpful to have a note here that when focus is returned from a preview window, the focus returns to the place it was previously before the window opened.
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