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Background

The purpose of this document is to provide the Internet Advisory Committee (IAC) with a response to the W3C request for comments on the July 30, 2004 WCAG 2.0 draft. The response incorporates discussions and feedback received from members of the Access and Technical Working Groups. The Internet Advisory Committee is a cross Government group representing a large number of Canadian Federal Government Departments and Agencies. These agencies use the WCAG1.0 as the basis for the Canadian Government’s Common Look and Feel Policy (http://www.cio-dpi.gc.ca/clf-nsi/index_e.asp)
The response is divided into two sections, General Issues and Technical Issues.

Section 1:
General issues

The majority of comments received refer to the following W3C question 1:

“In general, is this WCAG 2.0 Working Draft easy to understand?  Please identify phrases that are difficult to understand.  Please suggest wording for the Working Group to consider.”

We acknowledge that this is a working draft and that not all materials, such as complete checklists, are available.  There are definite improvements in the content of the WCAG 2.0 draft documents over WCAG 1.0. Progress is being made in the effort to reach a wider audience. However, there are a number of issues that should be addressed in order to provide a more usable reference document for designers and developers working to deliver accessible web content and services. Key points include:

Level of language:

· We recommend that content, especially techniques documents intended for use by developers, be edited by a technical writer with a focus to using concise and plain language. The language used in the July draft is still too abstract, ambiguous, and more suited to a high level academic audience. While this format is useful for a certain audience such as those working on standards development and other subject matter experts, it is not practical for developers responsible for implementing web content and services that comply with standards.

Mapping between WCAG 1.0 and 2.0:

· The section on mapping between WCAG 1.0 and the WCAG 2.0 working draft is useful for organizations who have web sites compliant with WCAG 1.0 priorities.

· We are concerned that there is not a direct correspondence between the WCAG 1.0 priorities and WCAG 2.0 levels, so that conformance to priority 1 does not guarantee conformance to level A, etc.
For example, WCAG 2.0 Guideline 1.1 maps into WCAG 1.0 Checkpoints 1.1, 1.2, 1.5, 6.2, 9.1, and 12.1. Five of the checkpoints are priority 1, but one (1.5) is priority 3. Thus a website compliant to WCAG 1.0 Priority 1 and 2 is not necessarily compliant to WCAG 2.0 Level A, creating a situation where a site has gone from being compliant with WCAG 1.0 Priority 2 to being non-compliant with the lowest level A of WCAG 2.0.

· The document advises the use of a conformance statement which would state that materials created before a certain date conform to WCAG 1.0 and those created subsequently conform to WCAG 2.0.
We are concerned as to what this will mean for the average user and what happens to pages whose content changes but whose structure remains the same? For example, an organization may update some information on a page, such as a street address, but the rest of the page remains the same. Thus, the last updated date would be after the date, but the page might still only be compliant to WCAG 1.0 Priority 1 & 2, and not WCAG 2.0 Level A.

· We recommend revisiting the change in terminology since the WCAG 1.0 “priorities” are more familiar and understandable for developers than the “levels” now being used in version 2.0.

· Additional material, containing recommended strategies and best practices for organizations making the transition to WCAG 2.0 conformance, would be useful. 

Legacy technologies:

· The version 2.0 draft provides a more technology-neutral approach to web accessibility.

· The July 30 draft references newer technologies. Although this forward thinking approach is to be applauded, recommendations must also continue to include users of legacy technologies since many users are not able to update to the latest technologies.

Section 2:
Technical Issues

· Consider adding a phrase about changing the focus or view of the user without warning, for example, new browser windows in the Web world.

Overview of Design Principles

· We recommend the use of plainer language. The use of “Perceivable”, “Operable”, “Understandable”, and “Robust” may be confusing for readers without the provision of clear definitions. For example, “Perceivable” could be defined as “content that can be properly interpreted regardless of the method of access, for example, screen readers, PDAs, text browsers, etc.”.

Guideline 1.2

· We recommend using other phrases for "synchronized media equivalents" and "time-dependent presentations”.

HTML techniques

· 4.1 and 4.2 Should specify xml:lang along with lang except in XHTML 1.1 where lang is not allowed. Some assistive devices use the lang attribute while XML renderers will use the xml:lang attribute.

· 5.13 Should have "Use non-deprecated presentational markup" in the tan area as well to be consistent with how the tan area is being used.

· 7.5 Suggest adding a note for tbody, thead and tfoot, indicating there may be issues with older browsers that do not properly support them. Some users of older browsers will be confused since the footer would be rendered at the top of the table instead of at the bottom.

· 7.7 Should be more comprehensive and include examples.  It also needs to be made clear that this is a solution only to be used for simple data tables.

· 7.8 Suggest a more comprehensive explanation with examples, preferably of some complex data tables using the headers with ids solution. Should provide a link to the examples in 7.11.

· 7.11 Recommend reviewing the use of empty cells in the example travel expense report data table, as it may cause problems for some assistive technologies (screen readers).

· 8 and 8.1 Tables for layout presently work more consistently across browsers. Until CSS layouts are better supported across browsers, please review statements like "Do not use the table element for layout purposes unless the desired effect absolutely cannot be achieved using CSS".

· 9.7 Put more emphasis on not using display : none and display : hidden. Since it is an accessibility issue, it should stand out more.

· 9.10 What about how the title attribute is rendered in non-IE browsers such as Mozilla? There are also inconsistencies with how different assistive devices such as screen readers handle this technique. Suggest adding notes about this as well.

· 9.11 Suggest including a warning about pop-up blockers and how some of them block user-initiated new windows.

· 9.13 Target is deprecated in XHTML. Recommend making this clearer and propose alternatives.

· Suggest using id and name on all anchors in XHTML (except 1.1 which does not support name) and HTML, to cover all bases for linking with various rendering agents.

· 10.8, 11.3, 14.3, 15.8 are not clear enough that the techniques are deprecated. Should provide reasons why these are deprecated.

· 10.9 It is good practice to introduce images in the surrounding text to give additional context.

· 10.11 Suggest using another word than "judiciously". For example, minimize the use of emoticons and other ASCII symbols.

· 14 Should state that some user agents, especially internet enabled devices, are incapable of rendering frames.

· 15 Should suggest strongly the use of <select> instead of radio buttons and checkboxes for accessibility reasons. Both users with visual and mobility impairments prefer select solutions to radio button and checkbox solutions. Can replicate the “view all options at once” that you get with radio buttons and check boxes by using the size attribute.

CSS Techniques

· CSS examples should have all properties terminated to ensure backwards compatibility with legacy browsers.

· Put an emphasis on using Web-safe colours.

· Markup code should be XHTML not HTML to be consistent with HTML document which has mostly XHTML examples.
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