From John Nissen, Cloudworld Ltd, London W4 2PR.
To: WAI chair and members
Re: WCAG 2.0

Date: Friday May 26th, 2006.

Hello Judy and members,
I am concerned about 4.2.2, point 1, as regards both (a) ease of comprehension (in particular in the use of “entered” when concerned with “content”) and (b) effectiveness (in case the user can be “trapped” through other means).
In the comparison document,

http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/appendixD.html, 
we have:

	And if all else fails (Priority 1)
	WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria

	11.4: If, after best efforts, you cannot create an accessible page, provide a link to an alternative page that uses W3C technologies, is accessible, has equivalent information (or functionality), and is updated as often as the inaccessible (original) page. 
	4.2.1 At least one version of the content meets all level 1 success criteria, but alternate version(s) that do not meet all level 1 success criteria may be available from the same URI. (Level 1) 

4.2.2 Content meets the following criteria even if the content uses a technology that is not in the chosen baseline: (Level 1) 

1. If content can be entered using the keyboard, then the content can be exited using the keyboard.

2. Content conforms to success criterion 2.3.1 (general and red flash).


In the “Understanding” document, 

http://www.w3.org/TR/UNDERSTANDING-WCAG20/, 
we have:

How to Meet Success Criterion 4.2.2

4.2.2 Content meets the following criteria even if the content uses a technology that is not in the chosen baseline: (Level 1) 

1. If content can be entered using the keyboard, then the content can be exited using the keyboard.

2. Content conforms to success criterion 2.3.1 (general and red flash).

Key Terms

content 

information to be communicated to the user by means of a user agent 

Note: This includes the code and markup that define the structure, presentation, and interaction, as well as text, images, and sounds that convey information to the end-user.

baseline 

set of technologies assumed to be supported by, and enabled in, user agents 

Note: For more information on baselines and their use, refer to Technology Assumptions and the "baseline." 

Intent of this success criterion 

The intent of this success criterion is to ensure that content which uses technologies outside the baseline does not include components that actively interfere with the accessibility of the remaining content. Such components include:

· components that would trap keyboard users within inaccessible content.

· flashing components that could cause seizures due to photosensitivity

"Keyboard trapping" refers to a common situation in which the keyboard focus can become stuck in inaccessible plugins, leaving a keyboard-only user with no way to return to the accessible content. The requirement that content that can be entered via the keyboard can be exited via the keyboard is to prevent this 'lock up' effect. 

The requirement to satisfy Success Criterion 2.3.1 is intended to ensure that users with photosensitivity (including users who may not be aware of their vulnerability) do not encounter flashing content that could cause a seuzure. 

Content may be implemented in technologies that are not in the baseline if accessible alternatives are provided using technologies that are in the baseline, or if the content is accessible from a user agent that supports only the technologies in the baseline. It is vital that there be no characteristics of any of the content that actively interfere with its accessibility. This is because user agents that support the technology used could be present and create accessibility problems even though the technology is not part of the baseline.

In the techniques document, 

http://www.w3.org/TR/2006/WD-WCAG20-TECHS-20060427/Overview.html#G21 

we have:
G21: Ensuring that users are not trapped in content

Applicability

All technologies which support interactive operation. 

This technique is referenced from:

· How to Meet Success Criterion 2.1.1 

· How to Meet Success Criterion 4.2.2 

Description
The objective of this technique is to ensure that keyboard users do not become trapped in a subset of the content that can only be exited using a mouse or pointing device. A common example is content rendered by plug-ins. Plug-ins are user agents that render content inside the user agent host window and respond to all user actions that takes place while the plug-in has the focus. If the plug-in does not provide a keyboard mechanism to return focus to the parent window, users who must use the keyboard may become trapped in the plug-in content. 

This problem can be avoided by using one of the following mechanisms to provide a way for users to escape the subset of the content: 

· Ensuring that the keyboard function for advancing focus within content (commonly the tab key) exits the subset of the content after it reaches the final navigation location. 

· Providing a keyboard function to move the focus out of the subset of the content. Be sure to document the feature in an accessible manner within the subset. 

· If the subset of the content does natively provide a "move to parent" keyboard command, documenting that command before the user enters the plug-in so they know how to get out again. 

Examples
· Once a user tabs into an applet, further tabs are handled by the applet preventing the person from tabbing out. However, the applet is designed so that it returns keyboard focus back to the parent window when the person finishes tabbing through the tab sequence in the applet. 

My concerns are over comprehension and effectiveness.

(a) Concern over comprehension
The use of the word “entered” in connection with “content” suggests that the user is entering text, for example entering text into a field of a form (such as search terms into Google).  It is clear from the “Understanding” document that “entering” refers to entering a part of the page (i.e. subset of the content).  Therefore I suggest changing the point as follows: 

1. If a part or subset of the content (using a technology that is not in the chosen baseline), can be entered using the keyboard, then that part or subset can be exited using the keyboard.

(b) Concern over effectiveness

It is not at all obvious that this is about trapping, nor that it is effective against trapping in general.  (For example, I could envisage being trapped by a pointing device if there were no way to exit using the pointing device.)  So I would like to see the point made more explicit and more general by a further change as follows:
1. If a part or subset of the content (using a technology that is not in the chosen baseline), can be entered using some device (such as the keyboard), then that part or subset can be exited using the same device, such that a user cannot be trapped in that part without a means to exit.

Furthermore, the effectiveness relies on the means of exiting being documented in such a way that it is obvious to the user how to escape.  So I suggest adding the word “obvious” to the above:
1. If a part or subset of the content (using a technology that is not in the chosen baseline), can be entered using some device (such as the keyboard), then that part or subset can be exited using the same device, such that a user cannot be trapped in that part without an obvious means to exit.

Yours sincerely,

John Nissen

