Here is a list of the edits from todays Telecon.

1)  First we found all the @@ questions in the doc and resolved them – as follows
1. The 4 major principles for accessibility (Perceivable, Operable, Understandable and Robust) 
@@still list them as these 4 words?.     

1. YES 

2. @@none of these have any words bolded. should we bold perceivable, operable, understandable, and robust?

1. YES

3. @@issue 317?
1. delete both of  these  @@. 
2. Delete the note on   1.3  L1  SC 2 
4. Move note on  3.1  L2  SC  2    to  the definitions of programmatically locatable   as it is now suggested (in the appendix)
5. 3.1 L2  SC 4   --  change to 
1. For each foreign language passage or phrase in the body of the content the language is identified through markup or other means.   Foreign passages or phrases are passages or phrases that are in a language other than the primary language of the document. 
6. 3.2   L2  SC 1  @@role=v?
1.  YES definitely  [V].
7. move  item j from 4.2 L1  SC2   to become Level 2 SC1 (and push others DOWN)
1. WAS

j. accessibility conventions of the markup or programming language (API's or specific markup) are used (@@in UAAG somewhere?)


MAKE IT

1. Accessibility conventions of the markup or programming language (API's or specific markup) are used

8. Graphic representations that are created by a spatial arrangement of text characters. Although it can be rendered on a text display, it is not text. @@need to link to this defn from 3.1? 

1. No    no link from 3.2 needed

2)  Next we examined the question of whether 1.6 Should be merged with 2.4
1. Yes merge with 2.4   (all agreed this was good idea to do for TR and that it wasn’t something that anyone felt they would have question about)
2. put level 3 item from 1..6  into level 3 of 2.4

3. EDIT  level 2 SC1 from 1.6 as follows and put it into level 2   as  FIRST SC  in 2.4
1. Different structural elements look or sound different from each other and from body text. [V]
4. link the word “stuctural” to “structure”      do not create defn for “structural elements – since they differ for different content.

5. remove the following comment: 
Editorial Note: We need to define "structural elements" in the above criterion. 

3. Next we looked at all of the JS comments. And the 3.1 list.  And edited them to look as follows:

Level 3 Success Criteria for Guideline 3.1 

1. The meaning of contracted words can be programmatically determined.

2. Where a word has multiple meanings and the intended meaning is not the first in the associated dictionary(s), then additional markup or another mechanism is provided for determining the correct meaning. 

3. Section headings and link text are understandable when read by themselves as a group (for example, in a screen reader's list of links or a table of contents). 

4. There is a statement associated with the content asserting that the Strategies for Reducing the Complexity of Content (the following list) were considered.

Editorial Note: We are still examining methods to make some or all of these testable.

· In general 

· Organizing material so it is easy to read and use. 

· Using a style manual, dictionary, and other reference materials. 

· Testing documents to learn if potential users understand the material, and including people with cognitive, learning, or reading disabilities in the test group.

· Developing a single topic or subtopic per paragraph. 

· Vocabulary 

· Using vocabulary that is likely to be familiar to intended readers. 

· If the resource is intended for people who work in a particular technical field, consider using a Controlled Language. For example, a resource designed for aircraft engineers could use a controlled language like the one used by Boeing Aircraft Company.

· If a technical resource is intended for translation into other languages, consider using a Controlled Language.

· Avoiding professional jargon, slang, and other terms with a specialized meaning that may not be clear to people outside a specific group when resources are intended for a general audience or for translation into other languages,. It may also be helpful to review the document for plain language, using a checklist like the ones produced by US and Canadian government agencies.

Editorial Note: : Need to add examples from other countries and other languages
· 

· 

· 

· Using length and complexity of sentences that are consistent with recommended best practices for the intended audience, such as those found in current textbooks about writing in the audience's field or discipline.

· Sentences 

· Making sentence-length consistent with common practice in the language of the document or the primary audience for whom the document is intended. Textbooks about writing in that field or related disciplines may be useful when such textbooks are available. 

· Syntax 

· Using the simplest sentence forms consistent with the purpose of the content

· For example, the simplest sentence-form for English consists of Subject-Verb-Object, as in John hit the ball or The Web site conforms to WCAG 2.0. 

· Using bulleted or numbered lists instead of paragraphs that contain long series of words or phrases separated by commas.

· Nouns, noun-phrases, and pronouns 

· Using single nouns or short noun-phrases. 

· Making clear pronoun references and references to earlier points in the document 

example of potential ambiguity: The sentence below contains several pronouns whose references are not clear:

Web developers can't understand those guidelines because they don't speak their language. 

. It is not clear which guidelines are referred to as "those guidelines" (the guidelines you are reading now would be these guidelines)

a. It isn't clear whether the pronoun "they" refers to the Web developers or to the guidelines (the rules of English syntax indicate that the reference is to the guidelines, but common usage doesn't always obey those rules)

b. It isn't clear whether the pronoun "their" refers to the language used by the Web developers or the language in which the guidelines are written.

The sentence can be rewritten to resolve the ambiguities:

Web developers can't understand these guidelines because the guidelines are not written in the developers' language. 

a. Verbs 

a. Voice 

a. Using the active voice for documents written in English and some other Western languages, unless there is a specific reason for using passive constructions. Sentences in the active voice are often shorter and easier to understand than those in the passive voice. 

· Active: Many people believe that readers understand sentences in the active voice more easily than sentences in the passive voice.

· Passive: It is believed by many that sentences in the active voice are more easily understood by readers than sentences in the passive voice.

· Tenses 

· Using verb tenses consistently. 

For example, do not switch randomly between past and present tense. In the sentences, John left the room. He takes the elevator down to the lobby, the shift from past tense (in the first sentence left the room) to present tense in the second sentence (takes the elevator) might create ambiguity about John's use of the elevator: did he use it in the past or is he using it now?

· Logic and relationships 

· Indicating logical relationships between phrases, sentences, paragraphs, or sections of the text. 

· In some cases, simple words such as and, however, furthermore, and therefore may be enough to make the logical relationship clear between one sentence and the next. Other cases may require longer phrases or even additional sentences.

· Instructions and operable content 


· Thoroughly explaining instructions or required actions.

· Using names and labels consistently. 

· Being clear where the document:


· 
· explains choices and options

· labels options to get more information

· instructs users how to modify selections in critical functions (such as how to delete an item from a shopping cart)

· 

· Using a goal-action structure for menu prompts.

· Using default settings (and the ease in re-establishing them)

· Using two-step, "select and confirm" processes to reduce accidental selections for critical functions

· Providing calculation assistance to reduce the need to calculate (for example, use a script to calculate the total price for an online purchase)

· Alternative representations: summaries, paraphrases, examples, illustrations, and symbolic languages 


· Providing summaries to aid understanding.

· Adding non-text content to the site for key pages or sections specifically to make the site more understandable by users who cannot understand the text only version of the site. 

Editorial Note:  WCAG 1.0 and Section 508 both allow text-only variants only in cases when the "original"can't be made accessible any other way, and then require that the text-only variant be updated whenver the "original"changes. That seems to have dropped out of WCAG 2.0, but I think we need to reinstate it.

· 
· 

· Using page design, graphics, color, fonts, animations, video, or audio to clarify complex text.

· Including non-text content to supplement text for key pages or sections of the site.

EDIT  to note on 3.1 L3 SC4 

1. Editorial Note: We are still examining methods to make some or all of these testable (which might make them success criteria on their own).
4) Next we walked the comments on the list to see what else should be done before TR.
1. benefits in 2.3 and 2.5 are worded as problems not benefits. Reverse the construction to correct.  Editorial – so hand off to GV to do;]

1. GV reconstruction for 2.3:

1. Individuals with photosensitive epilepsy can avoid having seizures triggered by flashing or by spatial patterns.
2. [DROP SECOND ONE]

2. Yveltte reconstructions for 2.5

1. Identifying typing errors helps individuals with writing disabilities and people with dyslexia who often have difficulty writing text in forms or other places that need text input. 

2. Allowing users to select an option from a list instead of having to enter text directly helps individuals with speech disabilities because they might not be recognized properly in voice input applications..

2. Delete the word “DEFAULT” in guideline 1.5


3. Change the exception for 1.1  SC 1 to:
If the purpose is to let users provide the text equivalent (for example a spelling test) then the text equivalent is not required.
5) not discussed in meeting


There is still a list in Appendix E.  these are now redundant with what is in 3.1 list of strategies – yes?    Remove them from appendix E?

