wcag20intro.ppt
Comments prepared 6th September – Andrew Arch

Document reviewed – 31st August version

General

All notes should be printable and be in the same font and size – at present some notes sections do not fit on the page when I print “Notes” from PPT (eg  slide 18, 56, and others). Also, lots of pages have different text size (eg 19/20/21).

Suggest that all notes should be able to be printed – this what many speakers will refer to during their delivery. Select a font size that will work with the longest page, and use for all pages – though some pages might need reformatting (eg inline lists rather than block lists, eg page 26) to fit even at a small font size.

Consider adding at the start that this is NOT a presentation about WCAG 2.0 itself.
Slide 3

Suggest changing slide title: “Talk about today” > “Topics for today”

Slide 4

“… and such” doesn’t say anything about what is actually not being talked about

Suggest deleting this point – possibly add as Pt2 “How PWD use the web”

Also – still a small contrast issue:
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Slide 5

Suggest bring the “not for novices” bullet pt back to top level:
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Then it is clearer who it is for and who it is NOT for.
Notes Section

Suggest text addition:

WCAG is not designed for novice Web developers or casual website maintainers (who may be using a CMS). 
Slide 7
Implies that W3C/WAI is the “standards making body for the web” – but I think it is ok with the notes.

I am still concerned that a JAWS user won’t understand who develops WCAG, and would still prefer to see something like:
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Slide 8

Notes Section

Suggestion:

[image description: “WCAG Working Group development” at the top with an arrow down to “WCAG 2.0 Working Draft” which is in the middle, and another arrow down to “Public review and comment” at the bottom. A longer arrow then goes from “Public review and comment”  back up to “WCAG Working Group development”]

Slide 9

Suggest adding ‘month’ to ‘year draft’ to be definitive, eg:
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Slide 12
Notes section

Suggest deleting “weeks or” from para 2 – it always takes months, don’t set false expectations!

Suggested addition to make it clear where the empty bullets are (and two typos corrected):

[layout description: there are 3 empty bullets after ‘last call working draft, which represent the milestone that will be addressed in an upcoming slide]

Slide 13

Notes section

Suggestion:

[image description: Arrow going from Last Call Working Draft back to Working Drafts. Another line going from Last Call Working Draft down to next milestones (which are empty bullets).]

Slide 15

Notes section

Suggestion:

[decorative images are are on the left of the text. there is also a decorative image of a piece of paper at the top right.]
Slide 16

Notes section

Suggestion:

“since 1999 in order to make WCAG 2.0 more useful” (added a space)

(as we’ll see in a few slides)
Slide 17

Hidden the slide title? Very clever to move it off the top of the slide (like a negative CSS margin)!

Slide 19

Notes section

Suggestion:

That is, the requirements are clearer, making it easier to understand how to meet them
Slide 23
WCAG 1.0 has the Checkpoint number – why no SC number for WCAG 2.0?

Suggest:
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Slide 25
Suggest removing the bullet from the URI

Notes section

Suggestion:

“Normative” formal standards and “informative” supporting documents
Slide 26

Suggest making the first bullet all one line:
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Notes section

Typos in bullet 3:

· Browser (User Agent) and Assistive Technology Support Notes

Slide 28

Slide is too dense – suggest splitting into 2 sample sides for the user to select either/or depending on their audience

Possible grouping: 28a – 7.1 with 2.3.1  & 2.3.2; 28b – 7.2 & 7.3 with 2.2.2 & 2.2.3

Slide 29

Notes section

Suggestion:

So now there are ways where you can use scripting, and even in some cases use it to enhance accessibility.
Slide 30

Notes section

Suggestion:

NOTE to presenters: This is a particular area that you might want to cover in more or less detail depending on your audience. You can get more about scripting techniques from links in the Techniques document contents list: www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20-TECHS/#contents – as well as other (non-W3C WAI
) resources on the Web

Slide 31

Bullet 3 should be indented, eg:
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Notes section

Suggestion:

Once ARIA is implemented, you’ll be able to make rich Internet applications much more accessible and usable by people with disabilities. For example, for a menu in a tree control, ARIA defines how to make the information about the nodes available to assistive technologies, so that users can to tell where they are in a tree, expand and collapse nodes, and get around and navigate a lot more effectively.
Slide 32

Can we add anything about the relationship (or preference/improvement) between ARIA and AJAX? Many in the audience will have heard (or used) AJAX, but never come across ARIA.

I think there were some papers at WWW2007 that covered both?

Slide 35

Notes section

Suggestion:

Add something to the notes that ‘no one ever new when “until user agent” actually occurred – many organisations/consultants/people had different views on this issue’

Slide 37

Notes section

Suggestion:

Add a note to the effect “don’t just invent your own list – rely on a reputable source”
Slide 38

Suggest rewording:
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Slides 40, 41, 42 set

Slide 40 – drop “that” and “if” until slide 41:
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Slide 41 – drop “and” and “and” until slide 42:
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In addition, Slide 41 & 42 Notes section suggestion:

The first text box adds:

· users' assistive technologies support, and

The second text box adds:

Slide 46
Notes section

Suggestion:

Now let’s say you are developing these Web applications and you are considering using SVG
WRT business photo – looks a little like a person with Downs Syndrome. Was that intentional?
Slide 48
Should be two separate points:
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Slide 49

The “+” is not needed after ‘techniques’ – it makes it look like extra techniques. Having 2 bullet points is sufficient to indicate that there is ‘techniques’ + ‘understanding’ documents:
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Notes section

Suggestion:

Not sure if the layout description is required? Can test with a screen reader user next week.

Slide 50

I think the first bullet text should be all on one line:
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Slide 51

Notes section

Suggestion:

[image description: 3 boxes stacked vertically and labeled Understanding, WCAG 2.0, Techniques respectively.]
Slide 52

What about putting the detail on the slide? E.g.:

· lists the requirements for WCAG 2.0
· provides summary information from the other documents
· links to details

Slide 53 & 54
I think these two should be combined – Slide 53 with just the lines did not add any separate clarity for me – in fact I thought the lines should have been arrows!
Slide 54 is missing an arrow – the ‘quick ref’ also has links back to WCAG 2.0 itself – from each Guideline, from the SC number, and from terms (to the glossary)
Slide 55

Notes section

Suggestion:

There's a short title: "Contrast (Minimum)" 
Slide 56

Notes section

Suggestion:

You can turn off things like [multimedia or SMIL (Synchronized Multimedia Integration Language) or scripts], and select which technologies you're using. 
Slide 57
Notes section

Suggestion:

(If you see someone linking only to the technical documents themselves, such as in a blog post, it would be great if you would encourage them to link to Overview first. Interested people can then follow the link to the ‘normative’ document if they are so included – or to the ‘informative’ supporting documents, which would probably be better.)

[image description: 3 boxes arranged vertically and labeled Overview, WCAG 2 FAQ, and “Issues, Changes” respectively.]

Slide 58

Some minor suggestions:
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Slide 59
Message is “WCAG is necessary for accessibility, but not sufficient’ – can we say it that pointedly, at least put that into the Notes?

Additional refs – WebAIM’s description of the implications of different disabilities on web use:
e.g. http://www.webaim.org/intro/#people
And possibly their videos - http://www.webaim.org/intro/index.php#video & http://www.webaim.org/intro/index.php#experiences 
Slide 60
Notes section

Comment:

We’ve talked about understanding how people with disabilities use your site and using WCAG to help develop accessible content. 
This wasn’t the point of the presentation – so the presenter will NOT have actually done this!

Not sure what the note should be – slide seem to reiterate what we said in #59:

WCAG is necessary for accessibility, but not sufficient

Slide 64

Notes section

Suggestion:

On the other side we have developers (incl content writers, publishers, coders) using authoring tools  and evaluation tools to develop content. 
Developers is often assumed to be ‘coders’, whereas we mean a boarder range of people.
I thought there were 3 aspects to WTAG:

1. Enable production of accessible content

2. Support & encourage the production of accessible content

3. Be accessible themselves
But I suppose you could consider 1 & 2 to be your first point (
Slide 65

Notes section

Suggestion 1:

For the CMS and alt text, I usually talk about a decision tree:

Is the image just decorative? Yes – end of story, [alt = “”]

No – does the image contain words? Yes – what are they [alt = “words”] usually

No – etc

Suggestion 2:

There are many more ways things that authoring tools can do to make our develops’ jobs easier, and to allow us to get more accessibility into our Web sites with less effort – eg form labels could be defined and coded properly and data tables could have their headers identified etc. Thus accessibility support in authoring tools is a major issue.

Slide 65

Notes section

Suggestion 1:

So please take action and actively encourage accessibility improvements in authoring tools (incl CMS), browsers, and other user agents. 
Slide 68
Add “and supporting documents” to the slide (don’t just have it in the notes):
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Shawn – I think that is all.

I had a look at the slides with long notes – I can reae them all on-screen. What viewer is Judy users? Open Office? If yes – I can check on Helen’s Mac, so please advise.

Andrew Arch

8th September 2007[image: image18.png]



�Not sure if we should say this as many references are either out-of-date of even misleading/wrong





