[bookmark: _GoBack]Lisa,
Please find our comments to COGA recommendations, related to : https://github.com/w3c/wcag21/issues?q=is%3Aissue+is%3Aopen+label%3ACOGA

1. Labels and instructions:
a. Even though this requirement is presented over 3.3.2, the new clarification using the word: “fully” is unambiguous, since it is subject to personal interpolation.
2. Clear purpose:
a. Since this requirement is very similar to G141, User1st is already following it.
b. In many cases it was done for SR users only, as a hidden tag or attribute, the new specification, will help to share more light on this issue implementation.
3. Feedback:
a. As for people with mental disabilities, as well as for all of us, this issue is very essential
b. You may add, that a feedback description is also multiple steps, when then steps (e.g. step 1, step 2) are presented.
c. You may also add: visually feedback (and I think it should be a requirement), is when I complete a process it provides an alert “process XYZ is completed), which align with my previous note: 3.b.
4. Return: Absolutely! Missing from WCAG today. 
5. Extra help (Enhanced): 
a. My 2 cent idea on this, which can make an impact on mental disabilities, is to provide “tooltips” over elements that require additional understanding, which align with 1. Labels and instructions. For example: input with a tooltip. Elements that are part of multiple steps, usually are more complicated and critical and should have additional info. We have used this method in few websites, and we have tested it, mainly with SR users, though I believe it can be used by other user’s profiles as well, The websites were our clients experimental testing websites.
6. Extra symbols: it’s a very good idea, but as long as W3 will define the baseline to the symbols outline, it will make sense, otherwise its unambiguous, since it is subject to personal interpolation.
7. Familiar Design (Minimum)
a. The help mechanism to provide user access to help content, is aligned with Labels and instructions, and our proposal for tooltips, that we already tested, and it makes sense.
b. “Know what the interaction may do” also should be as a part of the semantic description of an additional info about elements that are ambiguous or part of a process.
c. Every website is a platform specific user interface design; not sure this is clear enough?
d. Adaptive interface: this is exactly how we approach this, as well as so many other vendors. This is also essential since in some cases, keyboard only functionality users may have conflicts with SR users, and cognitive users may have conflict with others as well.
8. Change on request: the concept of a direction and flow such as a GPS route, as “page map” – as different from site map. This map changes on each page, we have implemented across tens of websites, Usually the content is based on a header, as the user can skip to various sections on the page, or back to the source of all the headers. We found it critical feature for keyboard users, but SR users don’t like it, since it built-in SR already
9. Interruptions: 
10. Search: Must! Nilsen recommendations since late 90’s
11. Finding help : as a general note, the entire concept of advisory of providing beginner's help for non-critical content, is one of the most essential aspect to cognitive disabilities. It requires more implementation clarifications, as for failure and success
12. Plain language (All Content) – is it going to be recommended for level AA? If so – Woo, this is going to make a huge negative impact, since it will require a huge change of content.
13. Section headings: Should be level AA, and it is already implemented, and aligned with Clear purpose.
14. Undo: it might create a negative effect to WCAG 2.1, since it will require a massive change of code, though I agree – it does make sense. How would you address a single page application, when you have steps, and one can’t go back?

