3.4.2 Step 4.b: Use WCAG 2.0 Techniques Where Possible (Optional)

Methodology Requirement 4.b: Where possible, use applicable WCAG 2.0 techniques to demonstrate successes and failures in meeting the WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria relevant per 3.1.3 Step 1.c: Define the Conformance Target. (Optional).

Reminder: Techniques in the context of WCAG 2.0 are informative and not required for satisfying the WCAG 2.0 conformance requirements; WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria are written as testable statements. Techniques provide documented ways of meeting WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria and failures in meeting them. More information on techniques is provided in WCAG 2.0 Layers of Guidance.


The initial sets or sources of WCAG 2.0 techniques to be used during evaluation may be defined in section 3.1.5 Step 1.e: Define the Techniques to be Used (Optional). However, during evaluation such an initial set may often need to be refined according to the particular situation, such as for evaluating particular web technologies and accessibility features.

WCAG 2.0 defines three types of techniques:


· Sufficient Techniques: documented ways for meeting what is required by individual WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria;


· Advisory Techniques: go beyond what is required by individual WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria to better address the WCAG 2.0 Guidelines;


· Common Failures: documented commonly occurring failures to meeting individual WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria;


When using techniques, a WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion is generally:

· Met when for each instance of content addressed by a WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion on a web page at least one Sufficient Technique

 that is accessibility supported applies and no Common Failure applies;

· Not met when for any instance of content addressed by a WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion on a web page at least one Common Failure applies;


WCAG 2.0 techniques are not the only way to meet WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria. They are also not exhaustive and cannot cover every possible situation. Also, the techniques used to meet WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria during the development may not be known to the evaluator. Particularly for newly released web technologies or when these web technologies are used in particular contexts there may be no publicly or proprietary documented techniques available to the evaluator. The evaluator must be considerate of these limitations when using WCAG 2.0 techniques


Note: Sufficient and advisory techniques may not be fully supported by assistive technology. If they are used, make sure that these work with the web browsers and assistive technology defined in 3.1.4 Step 1.d: Define the Context of Website Use.

�This is so technical that it won’t  do what you want I don’t think.  How about





REMINDER:  With WCAG the techniques are only informative. That is, they just provide ideas or ways that could be used to meet the WCAG 2.0 success criteria.   There are other ways as well besides those currently documented by the WCAG working group.  Only the success criteria must be met. Not the techniques. 


�OK, we could work on the wording.


� WCAG doesn’t define anything.





Only Understanding WCAG 2.0 





�I believe these terms are defined in section “WCAG 2.0 Layers of Guidance” http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/#intro-layers-guidance


�It is unfortunate but the ONLY ‘sufficient techniques” that are defined by Understanding WCAG 2.0  document are those “considered sufficient by the working group”.   Other techniques can meet the SC – but as currently worded they are not “sufficient techniques” even though they are sufficient.     We should rename our sufficient techniques as  “Working Group Documented Sufficient  Techniques  (WGD sufficient techniques)”   or something. But as it stands – this language does not match with the Understanding WCAG 2.0 document.’





If you can wait – we can maybe change something to help





�Again, I’m primarily orienting myself to WCAG 2.0 itself. Maybe we can add an Editor Note for this draft and see what the new wording in Understanding WCAG 2.0 will look like?


�This is not accurate – some do and some don’t.   there are many reasons for something to be advisory and this is only one and is not true for all.  Some don’t go as far as.  Some would be sufficient but they are not testable 


�This is pretty much taken literally from WCAG 2.0 document.


�These are NOT techniques.   They are in the  Techniques document – but are not techniques. 


�This is quite hard to explain given how it is currently worded in WCAG 2.0


�This leads people back to believing they can only use ours.  Please you my language instead to make it clearer that other techniques can be  as well.     The capital letters make it really sound like only official STs can be used. 


�We qualified this entire section to day “when using techniques”. The proposed wording seems really unneccessarily overly complex and does not help some understand how to actually use techniques in practice.


�This is REALLY not true.  Most all pages that fail, fail for other reasons.  This is just one way they fail.     Please use my language 


�Same as above.


�Why did you not use my ending “to evaluate conformance”.   Authors usually use techniques.  Evaluators don’t use the techniques.  They use the list of them to evaluate conformance – but they don’t actually use the techniques.  Read one and see if the evaluators uses it.  There is even a test to see if you used it correctly. 


�This ending seems redundant given the entire context of this document and given that this sentence starts with "the evaluator..." but we could possibly add the requested ending if you feel it is actually benefitial.





