 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The Kansas Web Accessibility Subcommittee (WAS) would like to take this opportunity to comment on the draft W3C WCAG Draft Guidelines version 2.0.  WAS is a committee comprised of state web authors and instructors charged with education and guidance on accessibility and compliance for the development of state government web sites and applications. 


First and foremost, we commend your efforts on the need to improve and evolve accessibility standards as technologies advance.  The rate of growth is enormous and working to keep up with the changes is no easy task.  

1.  In general, is this WCAG 2.0 Working Draft easy to understand?  
Speaking as advocators and web developers, the WCAG 2.0 draft was a bit hard to comprehend and follow upon initial review. 
Specific issues that were discussed:
a. Terminology 
Words such as “perceivable, substance, robustness, and unambiguously” were not immediately comprehendable and needed additional clarification (more so that what was provided).

The use of generalized and abstract terms tended to leave things open to interpretation.  If the terms are to be left as is, a more elaborate definition is suggested for better clarity.  
 

b. Organization
Is there a rationale to the ordering of the checkpoints?  It would be more      useful where a progression from more basic and general applicability to more      specialized can be created.  For example, Checkpoint 1.2 might be moved down the list.
The more general, consolidated format may be a positive change, provided that all lost detail is restored in the pending technology-specific checklists and technology-specific applications documents, as expected and detailed in 1.0. 

2. Is the concept of Core and Extended checkpoints easy to understand?

A potential problem may be for those users already familiar with 1.0 terminology. 

There was not an immediate correlation that P1, P2 and P3 were essentially translated into “Core” and  “Extended”. Adding supporting documentation for Core and Extended elements would be beneficial. An example of a supporting doc would be to provide summarization of just “Core” and “Extended” elements for those looking to comply with a particular level.

The Checkpoint Mapping document would be better utilized if the terminology used in version 1.0 was put first, then reference the new checkpoint in version 2.0.  Example:  


Checkpoint ID (version 1.0):  event handlers
WCAG 1.0:  6.4 and 9.3
WCAG 2.0:  Checkpoint 2.1, keyboard operation
Checkpoint ID (version 1.0):  pop-ups
WCAG 1.0:  10.1
WCAG 2.0:  Checkpoint 3.4, consistent behavior  

3. If your site or organization already uses WCAG 1.0, do you think it will be difficult to migrate from WCAG 1.0 to WCAG 2.0? 

In general, the WCAG 2.0 will be EASIER to implement on a site being built from the ground up than WCAG 1.0. However, it could be difficult for some developers to transition a site.

Providing good mapping documentation will be beneficial.

Detailed Suggested Solutions:


Checkpoint 1.3: Clarify the definition of “structure” more.  There should be a clear understanding of the difference between structure of code and layout of information.  Example:  Developers use xml to semantically mark up content but the output uses html/css to render screen layout.
Checkpoint 1.4: There are many individuals out there who do not know what the word “unambiguously” means nevertheless to understand it in this guideline.  Use words such as entirely, totally, absolutely, etc. that are more layman terms.
  The first best practice item for Checkpoint 1.4 cross-references Checkpoint 3.1.  It should refer to Checkpoint 3.2.
Checkpoint 1.5: Ensure all content is understandable and accessible by any user.  (Leaving out the word “perceivable” will narrow the margin for misinterpretation.  Perceivable is too broad a term as it would bring up questions as to “perceived by who”, “by whose perception”, etc.)  Then go into the checkpoints. 


Checkpoint 1.6: Why not just say “Foreground content is easily differentiated from background in all [mediums/forms of media]” or something similar that includes the auditory requirement.  Foreground and background are the proper terms to use, because it does happen that both the foreground AND the background image (like a watermark) can contain text. 

Regarding the Best Practice items for 1.6, gray-scale, contrast, and brightness testing are good examples.  Please try to include information regarding color-blindness. Visit the following page for a rather good bit on color-blindness, 
http://msdn.microsoft.com/voices/hess10092000.asp
Checkpoint 2.4:  The bicycle example was confusing at first.  Explanation in terms of web content and user experience might be more beneficial.
Checkpoint 2.5: Question would be “What error and recovery?”  “Graceful recovery” should be defined.  Specify outline on scripts errors, timeouts, nonsupportive elements due to browser versions, etc.  More examples should be provided.   


Checkpoint 3.2: The checkpoint itself reads “The definition of abbreviations and acronyms can be unambiguously determined”, but then the definitions have information about complex content, tables, summaries, etc., entirely unrelated to the checkpoint.
Checkpoint 3.3:  “Supplement” should be changed to “supplemented”.  The “Required Success Criteria” label is missing.  As to whether the definition of “non-text content” is adequate, it might be useful to describe proper and effective use of non-text content for the purpose indicated (something along the lines of the definition of “text equivalent” under Checkpoint 1.1.)
Checkpoint 3.4:  The best practices should be made parallel.  The examples should be more detailed.
Guideline 4: Use of the word “ROBUST”.  Unless you were highly involved in technical circles, most individuals would not understand the implications of using the word “robust” in relationship to systems that do not breakdown easily, systems that either recover quickly from or hold up well under exceptional circumstances, a system that is not wholly affected by a bug in one aspect of it or a system that comes with a wide range of capabilities (it should be noted that this last sense of the term robust is not uniformly accepted in technical circles.)  Maybe the robustness checkpoints can be handled more consistently.
Checkpoint 4.2: Recommend definitions for “declared” and “widely available”, and the promise of technology-specific implementation techniques in the forthcoming documents. This checkpoint also needs to make very clear what is and isn’t meant by declaring user agent requirements. Shouldn’t this checkpoint speak to the choice of technologies used in the first place that they should themselves be accessible (meaning that mechanisms for applying the other guidelines are provided)? 





4. 



�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� This paragraph is about specificity of language; I’m guessing the reference to WCAG 1.0 is about its specificity of implementation techniques, which clearly will be provided later in the technology-specific checklists and technology-specific application information (as mentioned in the “How to read this document” section). So while lack of specificity of language is a valid complaint, I don’t think lack of specificity of implementation techniques is, for this document. If that’s the reason for the reference to WCAG 1.0, then, it should be removed.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��It’s stated in the aforementioned “How to read this document section” (also in “Priorities and Techniques”) that this is planned.


I think “perusing your site was difficult” requires more explanation. What, specifically, was difficult? Why was it difficult? What would make it easier?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Well, the term is defined in the document. Do you have a suggestion to clarify the definition? (As to “structure as meaning layout of the information”, “layout” has a visual presentation connotation, which is distinctly not what is meant by structure.)


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��I must say I have a problem complaining about this one. “Unambiguously” is not being used here as a technical term or jargon—terms which may be unfamiliar to some because they have specialized meanings within a particular field—but according to its standard dictionary definition. Moreover, I believe it’s the simplest word that conveys the intended meaning (which in this case it is important to specify precisely). (“Entirely”, “totally”, and “absolutely” do not have the same meaning. Specifically, they all essentially refer to completeness, whereas “unambiguously” refers to uniqueness, which is the key point.)


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��This checkpoint is one of the ones I find most troubling. It is terribly ambiguous and confusing, but not because of the word “perceivable” (which I actually think is precisely the right word). I take more issue with the phrase “to more people”. Which people? How many more? The whole guideline of which this checkpoint is a part is “make content perceivable by any user”; if it’s perceivable by any user, then how can it be made perceivable to more? In short, I think “more people” is an overly ambiguous phrase, and that the checkpoint appears to be a restatement of the guideline.





Further, though, the checkpoint seems to blur the separation of structure and presentation. It’s always been the key to user agent independence, and thus accessibility, in that it ensures that the structure is complete without the presentation, enabling user agents that do not support the presentation to render the structure completely and perceivably within their capabilities. (Checkpoint 1.3 of this very document maintains as much.) This seems to now say that the presentation is necessary.





As an example, today a Web page could be written in plain—but properly applied—XHTML, with no CSS attached, relying on user agent defaults for presentation specifics, and be considered accessible. This new guideline seems to imply that if the author doesn’t supply the CSS to specify a perceivable presentation design, the page wouldn’t conform. This is problematic.





Now, I think I understand what the spirit of this guideline is: that when presentation is specified, it should be designed to maximize perceivability of the structure. This is an idea that certainly belongs, but it should not be expressed in a way that suggests that well-defined structure, by itself, is incomplete. (I suspect the difficulty stems from trying to be technology-neutral, which I understand, but more care must be taken to avoid this implication.)





As to the term “perceivable”, as I said above, I think it’s actually the right word. Perceivability is the responsibility of the author, while understandability requires something of the user, viz., the ability to comprehend what is being perceived. (In other words, if I can’t understand what your page is saying to me because it cannot be rendered to me, that’s your failing, but if what you’re saying has been clearly expressed and I have unimpeded access to it, but I just don’t get it, that’s not your fault.) As for “accessible”, its use in this document would be circular.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Well, you seem to be saying essentially the same thing they did—you’ve suggested “text, images, and other information” replace “foreground content”, “distinguishable” replace “easily differentiable”, and “on all information displays” replace “for both auditory and visual default presentations”—so you should probably be specific about what exactly you think needs changing in this sentence. Here’s how I see it:





“foreground content” vs. “text, images, and other information”: The former is more general and uses fewer words, so I’d favor the original.





“easily differentiable” vs. “distinguishable”: I like the inclusion of “easily”, but otherwise it’s just a matter of word choice, and I think these are reasonably equivalent. “Distinguishable” is a more common word, so I’d go with “easily distinguishable”.





“for both auditory and visual default presentations” vs. “on all information displays”: Where the guideline is to be applied is self-evident and non-unique (you could pretty much add “on all information displays” to the end of every guideline, couldn’t you?), so by itself could be left off entirely. What the original phrase adds, though, is emphasis on the inclusion of auditory presentations as well as visual, where in the case of this particular guideline the latter is fairly obvious but the former probably isn’t. I like the original text here.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��“Graceful recovery” should be defined, and I agree more examples should be provided.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��My comment on the use of “unambiguously” is likewise the same.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��I’d be happy with definitions of “declared” and “widely available”, and the promise of technology-specific implementation techniques in the forthcoming documents.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��It’s stated in the aforementioned “How to read this document section” (also in “Priorities and Techniques”) that this is planned.


I think “perusing your site was difficult” requires more explanation. What, specifically, was difficult? Why was it difficult? What would make it easier?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Again, the document already states that this is planned. Remember, this is a working draft!


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��As detailed in the “Conformance” section, this is clearly something the group is still grappling with. I think the basic delineation is simple enough (it’s basically two priority levels instead of three), and validation and conformance follows as well (we had multiple conformance levels before, with “A”, “Double-A”, and “Triple-A”). What I think is missing is definition of what distinguishes a Core checkpoint from an Extended one, particularly with respect to the relative necessity of each. Something along the lines of the definitions we had before is still needed, e.g.,:





A Web content developer must satisfy this checkpoint. Otherwise, one or more groups will find it impossible to access information in the document. Satisfying this checkpoint is a basic requirement for some groups to be able to use Web documents.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��This doesn’t really answer the question of whether migration from WCAG 1.0 to WCAG 2.0 will be difficult. (On this point, I definitely would like to see advice provided, as mentioned in the “Conformance” section, in addition to the checkpoint mapping.)





I’m also not sure why we would say flat-out that we will not use WCAG 2.0. Of course we won’t use this working draft, but won’t it be worth a look when it’s completed and reaches official recommendation status? In the course of our annual review, wouldn’t we want to take a look at the W3C-defined state of the art, at least as a benchmark? After all, our guidelines were based on WCAG 1.0 originally, so shouldn’t we at least consider tracking changes? I’m not saying we’ll want wholesale adoption, or that we’ll want to follow the more generalized, consolidated format, or anything like that—we shouldn’t be bound by what the W3C does. But once the new guidelines are finalized, along with the accompanying technology-specific checklists and technology-specific application information, I think we’d be remiss not to look at them and see if they suggest any improvements we could make to our own guidelines. To say “we will not be using WCAG 2.0” is shortsighted.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��This begs the question: what knowledge level can be assumed? What should the target level be?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��How was this figure arrived at? Perhaps “much” would be better than “1/3”.





