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General Comments

· General appreciation and positive impressions about the usefulness of the methodology and process it prescribes.

· The document and methodology are great, but still need some work. They will be extremely useful for providing a base, if not the actual methodology, for upcoming assessments of NZ Government agencies' implementations of WCAG 2.0. 

· The wording can be hard to understand in some places.
· We've not had an opportunity to actually use this particular methodology, so most of the comments have to do with some of the language used and clarifications of some of the requirements.
Comments on Specific Sections of the Document

Sections of the document on which we have commented are reprinted below, each section followed by our comments.
===========

Status of this dDocument
COMMENTS
"document" should have an uppercase 'D'
<snip>

Introduction

...

Purpose of this dDocument

COMMENTS
"document" should have an uppercase 'D'
...

· Web accessibility monitoring activities monitors who want to benchmark or compare the accessibility conformance of websites....

COMMENTS
"monitoring activities" are not people: replace with just "monitors"
<snip>

Terms and Definitions

...

Common Functionality

[Review Note: Feedback on alternative terms is welcome. However, terms such as "essential functionality" could be misunderstood to mean relative importance between functionality.]

Functionality of a website that, if removed, fundamentally changes the use or purpose of the website for users. This includes information and tasks that users of a website carry out to perform this functionality.

Note: Examples of functionality include "selecting and purchasing a product from the shop area of the website", "filling and submitting the form provided on the website", and "registering for an account on the website".

Note: Other functionality are not excluded from the scope of evaluation. The term "common functionality" is intended to help identify critical pages and include them among others in an evaluation.

COMMENTS
The Review note suggests that whatever term is used, it shouldn't imply relative importance between functionality, but isn't what is being called "common functionality" necessarily more important, in the context of the website, than other functionality that, if removed, would not fundamentally change the use or purpose of the website? Isn't "common functionality" to help identify critical pages, and aren't critical pages more important than non-critical pages? Doesn't the term "common", as in average or ordinary, itself imply relative importance?
What is a "critical page" and how do they differ from other pages? This should be explicit.
To the extent that a site's "common functionality" serves, collectively, to identify the central intended uses or purposes of a website, perhaps some alternatives to the term "common" might be "key" or "core" or "basic" or "fundamental" (as in fundamental to the site's use or purpose).
The sentence "This includes information and tasks that users of a website carry out to perform this functionality" is a little problematic. Strictly speaking, since users do not "carry out" information, one could read the word "information" as having no qualifier, in which case the sentence means that "common functionality" includes (all?) "information". How closely related to the site's "common functionality" does the information need to be to be included in the scope of that "common functionality"? It also seems a stretch of the word "functionality" to include discrete bits or pages of information. What about "core content and functionality" or similar with a definition of something like "Functionality, including associated information and tasks, that, if removed, fundamentally change the use or purpose of the website for users. Information and tasks are associated if they are used or carried out in the performance of this functionality"?
Website

A coherent collection of one or more related web pages that together provide common use or functionality. It includes static web pages, dynamically generated web pages, and web applications.

COMMENTS
Is a "common…functionality" here the same as a "Common Functionality" as defined previously,  i.e., a functionality of a website that, if removed, fundamentally changes the use or purpose of the website for users? If so, and one of the site's pages does not contribute to the site's "Common Functionality", but perhaps only to some discrete, inconsequential feature of the site, does that page thereby not form part of the website?
<snip>

Using This Methodology

<snip>

Website with Separable Areas

[Review Note: Feedback on this section is particularly welcome. Are there examples of "separable areas" other than password-protected ones (back-end)?]

In some cases websites may have clearly separable areas, such as a password-restricted area of a website (extranet) that is not part of using the public area (log-in is not required to complete a function or process). Such areas can be considered as individual websites rather than sub-sites for the purpose of this document.
COMMENTS
The word "using" in the first sentence is superfluous.
<snip>

Required Expertise

Users of the methodology defined by this document are assumed to be knowledgeable of WCAG 2.0, accessible web design, assistive technologies, and of how people with different disabilities use the Web. This includes understanding of the relevant web technologies, barriers that people with disabilities experience, assistive technologies and approaches that people with disabilities use, and evaluation techniques and tools to identify potential barriers for people with disabilities. In particular, it is assumed that users of this methodology are deeply familiar with the resources listed in section Background Reading.

COMMENTS
The word "of" in the second sentence is superfluous.
Conformance Evaluation Procedure

<snip>

Step 3: Select a Representative Sample

<snip>

Step 3.b: Include Exemplar Instances of Web Pages

Methodology Requirement 3.b: Include (where applicable and available) of each (1) common functionality, (2) distinct types of web pages, and (3) web technologies into the selected sample of web pages.

From the variety and types of web pages identified in Step 2: Explore the Target Website (within the scope of the evaluation as defined per Step 1: Define the Evaluation Scope), select at least one distinct web page for all of the following features (where applicable and available):

· Web pages from distinct common functionality, as identified per Step 2.b: Identify Common Functionality of the Website;

· Web pages from distinct types of web pages, as identified per Step 2.c: Identify the Variety of Web Page Types;

· Web pages with distinct web technologies, as identified per Step 2.d: Identify Technologies Used in the Website.
Note: A selected web page could have any number of these features. For example, a selected web page could be used to represent the use of forms and scripting at the same time. The important aspect is to select at least one distinct web page for each relevant feature identified on the website, though more web pages may be necessary depending on the complexity of the website.
COMMENTS
The wording throughout this requirement is confusing. 

The requirement "Include (where applicable and available) of each (1) common functionality, (2) distinct types of web pages, and (3) web technologies into the selected sample of web pages."is missing a word: Include what? One page? One exemplar page?

The phrase "one distinct web page for all of the following features" is ambiguous and potentially at odds with the actual requirement statement: Does this mean one distinct page that implements "all" of the features? Does it mean one distinct page for each of the features? The "Note" says that it is one distinct page "for each" of the features.

The "Note" doesn't necessarily clarify for me if I can use one single webpage as the exemplar for the use of forms and scripting, but also as the exemplar for a distinct type of web page. The page may get included a few times, but it is a distinct page. It is not, however, unique in the sample at that point. The word "distinct" gets used a lot in this requirement, but it's not clear that it is always used in the same way.
The use of the preposition "from", as in "Web pages from …" is unclear. 
Suggest that something like the following may be clearer, or at least it represents what I've interpreted the requirement to mean.
"From the variety and types of web pages identified in Step 2: Explore the Target Website (within the scope of the evaluation as defined per Step 1: Define the Evaluation Scope), select at least one distinct web page to represent each of the following features (where applicable and available):

· Each distinct common functionality, as identified per Step 2.b: Identify Common Functionality of the Website;

· Each distinct type of web page, as identified per Step 2.c: Identify the Variety of Web Page Types;

· Each distinct web technology used, as identified per Step 2.d: Identify Technologies Used in the Website.

Note: A selected web page could have any number of these features. For example, a selected web page could be used to represent the use of forms and scripting at the same time. The important aspect is to identify in each case which distinct page has been selected to represent each relevant feature identified on the website, though more web pages may be necessary depending on the complexity of the website."
Step 3.c: Include oOther Relevant Web Pages
COMMENTS
“other” should have an uppercase “O”.
Methodology Requirement 3.c: Include other web pages relevant for people with disabilities and accessibility into the selected sample of web pages.

Websites frequently include web pages that are relevant for people with disabilities and accessibility but do not explicitly match the criteria described in the previous sections. These web pages are also part of the selected sample. They typically include:

· Web pages with information and help on the use of the website or relevant for accessibility (including settings, preferences, options, shortcuts etc.);

· Particularly popular web pages and those that are commonly used as entry pages to the website;

· Error messages from a web server (such as "404 - File Not Found") or from a web application;

COMMENTS
It's not clear how particularly popular web pages or error pages are any more relevant for people with disabilities than they are for people without disabilities, especially when compared to something obviously relevant such as an "Accessibility" web page. Aren’t these pages important for everyone? Aren't pages that are commonly used as entry pages already covered by "common web pages"?
Of course, these pages are important, but by using “relevant for people with disabilities” instead of general importance as the explicit criterion, someone might easily discount including them in the sample by arguing that, for instance, a 404 page is not specifically relevant for people with disabilities any more than it is for people without disabilities. What about something like “Include other important web pages that contribute to the basic usability and functionality of the website”?
Step 3.d: Include Complete Processes

Methodology Requirement 3.d: Include all web pages that are part of a complete process.

The selected sample has to include all web pages that belong to a series of web pages presenting a complete process. No web page in the selected sample may be part of a process without all other web pages that are part of that process to be also included into the selected sample.

COMMENTS
The sentence "No web page in the selected sample may be part of a process without all other web pages that are part of that process to be also included into the selected sample" should probably read something more like "No web page in the selected sample may be part of a process without all other web pages that are part of that process also being included in the selected sample.”
Step 3.e: Include a Randomly Selected Sample

Methodology Requirement 3.e: Include a randomly selected sample.

[Review Note: This section has been added since the previous draft and feedback on it is particularly welcome. For example, is 5% randomly selected web pages (to complement structured sampling of web pages) sufficient? Is a minimum of 5 web pages sufficient? What alternatives are there and what benefits do they provide?]

A randomly selected portion of the sample, even if it is small, can act as a simple verification indicator of the results found with the structured sample. In that case, a few web pages would then be sufficient to increase confidence in the results of the evaluation. Therefore, from the scope of the website as defined in Step 1: Define the Evaluation Scope, randomly select at least 5 percent of the number of web pages that are in the structured sample with a minimum of 5 randomly selected web pages. How the random sample was selected is reported in Step 5.a: Provide Documentation for Each Step.

COMMENTS
Are the randomly selected pages meant to improve the representativeness of the sample overall, or provide "a simple verification indicator of the results found with the structured sample." If the latter, it would seem that what should be compared are the results for the randomly selected pages with the results of the structured sample pages, a comparison that isn't described in the methodology. If the intention is for the random selection of pages to increase the representativeness of the overall sample, this might be better expressed.

If the intention is indeed to have a way to increase confidence in the results of the structured sample, and without being a statistician, it strikes me that the randomly selected set of web pages would need to be statistically representative within some reasonable margin of error and confidence level of the pages in the structured sample. That is, 5% may not be enough even for "reasonable confidence" as the number of randomly selected pages required for statistical significance will depend on the size of the structured sample. Suggest some input from a statistician to identify practicable numbers here would be useful.

Step 3.f: Eliminate Redundancies in the Sample (Optional)

Methodology Requirement 3.f: Filter the sample to eliminate excessive redundancies.

Once a sample has been selected according to Methodology Requirement 3.a, Methodology Requirement 3.b, Methodology Requirement 3.c, Methodology Requirement 3.d, and Methodology Requirement 3.e, evaluators may identify web pages that are identical with other web pages in the sample. Replace these redundant web pages in the sample with other web pages using the same Methodology Requirement as for the removed web pages.

COMMENTS
If the sample at this point includes numerous identical pages, and one chooses not to implement this optional requirement, don’t they effectively have a smaller sample and less work to do than were they to implement this requirement? That is, doesn’t each identical page really only need to be evaluated once, but gets counted as many times as it appears in the sample as a representative distinct page? Except to improve the quality of the sample beyond that which is established by the methodology up to this point, why would someone implement this requirement, as it will increase the work involved in meeting the methodology?
If it makes an important difference to the quality and representativeness of the sample, recommend that it not be optional. Otherwise, the benefit of implementing this requirement should be explained.
<snip>

Step 4.b: Assess Accessibility Support for Features

Methodology Requirement 4.b: Check if accessibility features provided on the website are accessibility supported.

To ensure that the accessibility features such as text-alternatives, captions, keyboard access are actually usable in practice, each of these accessibility features has to be accessibility supported. The Level of Assistive Technology Support Needed for "Accessibility Support" defined by WCAG 2.0 needs to be supported throughout the website.

In some situations techniques for meeting WCAG 2.0 and repositories on accessibility support provide insights on the level of support for accessibility features in particular combinations of web technologies, web browsers, and assistive technology. However, note that techniques, including "sufficient technqiues", are not automatically accessibility supported. The evaluator is responsible for the accuracy of the assessment of accessibility support and the resulting evaluation.

COMMENTS
It is not clear from the short ostensive definition what actually defines "accessibility feature". Is semantic markup to programmatically denote structure, headings and lists, an "accessibility feature"?

"Accessibility supported" is a complex concept to understand and attribution to make regarding technologies or features thereof. More just saying that the evaluator is responsible, I wonder if it wouldn't be useful to explicitly note that part of establishing what technology/feature is or is not accessibility supported may require a more formal judgment or rationalisation by the organisation, evaluator, evaluation commissioner, etc. of what qualifies as accessibility support with respect to the website being evaluated, given that site's context of use and audience, etc?
I also wonder if it would be helpful to draw a connection with the identification of those technologies that are "relied upon"?
Step 4.c: Use Techniques and Failures Where Possible (Optional)

Methodology Requirement 4.c: Where possible, use techniques and failures (that have been documented by W3C and others as meeting the Success Criteria) to help assess successes and failures in meeting the WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria relevant per Step 1.c: Define the Conformance Target (Optional).

Reminder: Techniques and failures in the context of WCAG 2.0 are only informative. They can help assess if WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria are met by providing documented ways of meeting them and commonly occurring failures in meeting them. However, as per the WCAG 2.0 conformance requirements, only the Success Criteria have to be met. And you can use any techniques that meet the Success Criteria, whether they are documented yet as part of WCAG 2.0 or not.

The initial sets or sources of techniques and failures to be used during evaluation may be defined in Step 1.d: Define the Techniques to be Used (Optional). However, during evaluation initial sets may often need to be refined according to the particular situation, such as for evaluating particular web technologies and accessibility features that are identified on the website.

Techniques in the context of WCAG 2.0 are documented ways for meeting or for going beyond what is required by individual WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria. A WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion is met on a web page when:

· For each instance of web content that is addressed by the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion at least one technique applies;

· The techniques used to assess conformance with the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion are accessibility supported;

· No failures in meeting the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion are identified.

Conversely, failures in the context of WCAG 2.0 are documented ways of not meeting individual WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria. A WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion is not met on a web page when a failure applies to any instance of web content that is addressed by the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion.

Techniques are not the only way to meet WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria, and failures are not the only way to fail WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria. Techniques and failures are not exhaustive as they 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 and failures available to the evaluator. The evaluator has to consider these limitations when using techniques and failures to evaluate conformance to WCAG 2.0.

COMMENTS
To avoid any potential confusion between the use of techniques and failures that have been documented by W3C and others as meeting the Success Criteria and those that have not, be more explicit wherever techniques and failures are referred to, preferably linking to the Techniques and/or Failures whenever they are the referred to. For example, 

"A WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion is met on a web page when:

· For each instance of web content that is addressed by the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion, at least one of the documented techniques for WCAG 2.0 applies;

· The techniques used to establish conformance with the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion are accessibility supported;

· No failures in meeting the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion are identified.

Conversely, failures in the context of WCAG 2.0 are documented ways of not meeting individual WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria. A WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion is not met on a web page when one of the documented failures applies to any instance of web content that is addressed by the WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion.

The documented techniques and failures are not the only way to meet or fail WCAG 2.0 Success. The techniques and failures are not exhaustive as they 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 and failures available to the evaluator. The evaluator has to consider these limitations when using the documented techniques and failures to evaluate conformance to WCAG 2.0.

<snip>

Step 5: Report the Evaluation Findings

<snip>

Step 5.a: Provide Documentation for Each Step

<snip>

· wWeb pages selected as the representative sample, as per Step 3.a: Include Common Web Pages of the Website, Step 3.b: Include Exemplar Instances of Web Pages, Step 3.c: Include Other Relevant Web Pages, Step 3.d: Include Complete Processes in the Sample, and Step 3.e: Include a Randomly Selected Sample;

COMMENTS
The "w" in "web" should be uppercase
<snip>

Basic Report
Only captures the successes and failures in meeting WCAG 2.0 globally for the entire website. For each WCAG 2.0 Success Criterion applicable as per Step 1.c. Define the Conformance Target, the report identifies if it is met or not met in the selected sample of web pages. Where failures in meeting WCAG 2.0 Success Criteria are identified, at least one example web page from the sample in which such a failure has been identified has to be indicated in the report.
COMMENTS
The NZ Government has required similar reports from its various departments and agencies for each of their websites, but have found this type of report to be of very limited benefit and usefulness, as remediation based on the results involves a range of work to review the site a second time to determine where each identified failure may exist. This is extra work that could be avoided were each page where an identified failure occurs noted in the report, since presumably that work has already been done as part of the actual assessment.

Such a basic report can be useful if all one wants is a high-level indicator of general compliance across the site as a whole, but it would be a shame for an organisation to commission such a report and not also get access to the mid-level detail of failures for each page in order to assist the remediation process. Recommend that this limitation of basic reports be more clearly articulated to allow a business owner/evaluation commissioner to make a more informed cost-benefit decision when contracting evaluation based on this methodology.
<snip>

Step 5.c: Provide a Performance Score (Optional)

[Review Note: Feedback on this section is particularly welcome. Another scoring approach being considered is to instead record failures of success criteria. Also being considered is tracking those that are not applicable. Are there other simple yet effective scoring approaches? Is there an approach preferred by the reviewer? For example, how do these scoring approaches work in practices? Should the scoring be based on applicable Success Criteria only? Is scoring be a good idea at all?]

Methodology Requirement 5.c: Provide a performance score. (Optional).

COMMENTS
Either remove this section it, make people aware of its intention, or really make sure scores are given for big improvements. Whilst I understand the intention behind this may be to use the Carrot approach to evaluation, and give website owners the ability to track progress, I feel that this is a very subjective area, and efforts in this direction, i.e. to keep track of scores, should really be directed at the actual goal of full WCAG compliance. (I should disclose that I have previously worked in a corporate environment that introduced scores for tracking progress of projects, and I have witnessed the unintended consequence of slowing the real progress, due to the minimum "levelling up to the next score" becoming the focus, not the goal itself. Reward structures are then built around this levelling up to the next score, and if reports on progress are done annually and there are no other means to put time pressures on testing teams, then the minimum required to get another score point, will be what is done).
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