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It's not always easy or clear how to assign a priority level to a proposed success criterion. Here are some thoughts that might be useful in the process, and feedback and discussion are encouraged.
Priority Levels

The current drafts of UAAG20 use three priority levels, but do not define the difference between them. In this discussion I use a system derived from ISO 9241-171 and ANSI 200.2, dividing success criteria into three categories:

1. Requirements represent the minimum accessibility requirements that can be expected of all software. In most cases they represent the set that would be required and hopefully verified when compliance has significant impact (e.g. government purchasing requirements), and from which no deviation is allowed. Because of this they should be objectively measurable and represent a reasonable expectation for sophisticated software. Requirements are denoted in ISO as "shall" statements, and in ANSI 200.2 as "Level 1".
2. Recommendations are optional, and therefore organizations are not under as intense economic pressure to claim conformance, and as a result do not need to be worded as a strict contract. Recommendations are denoted in ISO as "should" statements, and in ANSI 200.2 as "Level 2".
3. Suggestions are a subset of recommendations identified by ANSI 200.2 as lower priority, to help readers prioritize the large number of recommendations. This was also used for some provisions that are very difficult or inappropriate to implement in some circumstances. Recommendations are denoted in ISO as "should" statements, and in ANSI 200.2 as "Level 3".
General vs. Specific Language
When developing a success criterion for a standard you have two routes: be general, or be very specific. 

Being general and broadly worded is good in that it allows developers flexibility to implement solutions that make sense in their contexts and to take advantage of new ideas and techniques, and makes for rules that—unlike a contract—are easily read and understood. 
Unfortunately, being general also makes it hard to be objectively verifiable, as evaluators often need leeway to determine how to measure compliance.
Being specific with detailed, prescriptive language is appropriate when you really, truly need to make sure developers are doing the right thing, such as when the standard will have teeth and so developers will have incentive to abuse the spirit of the law in order to claim compliance. 
Unfortunately, being specific is also dangerous, because it's very hard to do it right. It's surprisingly easy to inadvertently force developers to do something actually detrimental in order to comply with badly worded requirements, or lock them into a specific implementation even after a better option has become available. You may also leave loopholes which, by allowing developers to avoid complying with the spirit of the law, undercut the entire reason for having such a guideline. You may also force the developer to add behaviors which are actually detrimental to other users.

And, it's often very difficult to write specific, detailed guidelines without making them complex and difficult for the reader—like contracts, which is essentially what they are.
Recommendation

One approach to deciding between them is the following guideline:

Be specific and detailed to leave no room for error when it's really, truly important that developers do it right, and/or it will be enforced in the near future.
Otherwise, avoid hassle for yourself and your readers by being general, and leaving implementation details to supplemental (non-normative) materials.

Questions for Prioritizing
Six key questions for assigning priority:

1. How important is it for accessibility? Which users will benefit, and to what extent? How much more important is it for the disability community than for other users? Will lack of this feature make a product inaccessible or nearly so, and to what population? Does it make use possible, or merely more convenient? If it concerns assistive technology, is it making a fundamental change or merely working around limitations in some or all current assistive technology products, and could the solution to be AT be modified instead of mainstream software? Are there other solutions, or could there be? If additional tools are required, are they expensive or difficult to find out about, obtain, learn, or use?

2. Will compliance hurt or inconvenience any population? Does it conflict with the needs or preferences of some users? Can or should it be "always on", or the default setting, or a non-default user option? Could it prevent or discourage developers from offering better solutions? If the feature is significantly detrimental to some users, ensure it is worded so they can avoid it, or make it a recommendation rather than a requirement.
3. Is it always possible? Are there circumstances that would make it impossible for a product to comply? Is it possible for all platforms and technologies? Does the wording need to include explicit exemptions? If it is not always possible, be sure to include appropriate exceptions in the wording, or else make it a recommendation rather than a requirement.
4. Can it be objectively measurable? Will it be a problem if the developer, evaluators, and/or users disagree as to its compliance? Is testing possible? Is it realistic? Could testing be automated? If it cannot be objectively measured at reasonable expense, it should be a recommendation rather than a requirement.
5. How difficult is it to implement? What would be the impact on developers and their products? If it is so difficult or costly that it would have a severe detrimental effect on the company or other users, consider making it a recommendation rather than a requirement.
6. When is compliance likely? Is compliance already so widespread as to be expected? Which products already comply, which are planning to do so, and which are unable able to comply by the time the requirement goes into effect? Should the requirement go into effect immediately, or scheduled to give developers more time to comply? If we cannot expect at least two products to comply in a reasonable time frame, make it a recommendation or future requirement. If it is already widespread enough to be expected, and the other criteria are met, consider making it a requirement even if is not of high importance.
Assigning Priorities
After evaluating those questions, you may use the results as follows:
1. It should be a requirement (Level A) if it is VERY important, can be worded so as to not be detrimental to other users, can be worded to only be required in situations where it's possible, is not horrendously expensive, can be objectively measurable, and can be expected to be implemented by at least two developers by the time the requirement comes into force.

2. It should be a future requirement (Level AA but marked as scheduled for promotion to Level A) if it is VERY important, can be worded so as to not be detrimental to other users, can be worded to only be required in situations where it's possible, is not horrendously expensive, can be objectively measurable, and is not expected to be implemented by at least two developers by the time the requirement is enforced.

3. It MAY be a requirement (Level A) if it IS NOT very important, but it is so widely implemented as to be expected (as well as being objectively measurable, can be worded so as to not be detrimental to other users, and can be worded to only be required in situations where it's possible).

4. It SHOULD BE A RECOMMENDATION (Level AA) if it is at least moderately important, not detrimental to other users, and not extraordinarily difficult.

5. IT MAY BE A SUGGESTION (Level AAA) if it is at least of some importance.

Here it the same thing in table format. Starting at the top, use the first row in which all the criteria are "True" for the success criterion.

	1.
	Very Important
	Not Detrimental
	Always Possible
	Objectively Measurable
	Not Extraordinarily Difficult
	Compliance Likely
	SHOULD BE a REQUIREMENT (Level A)

	2.
	Very Important
	Not Detrimental
	Always Possible
	Objectively Measurable
	Not Extraordinarily Difficult
	Compliance Unlikely
	SHOULD BE a FUTURE REQUIREMENT (Level AA now; Level A in the future)

	3.
	Not Very Important
	Not Detrimental
	Always Possible
	Objectively Measurable
	Not Extraordinarily Difficult
	Compliance Already Widespread
	MAY BE a REQUIREMENT (Level A)

	4.
	Moderately Important
	Not Detrimental
	
	
	Not Extraordinarily Difficult
	
	SHOULD BE a RECOMMENDATION (Level AA)

	5.
	Of at least some benefit
	
	
	
	
	
	MAY BE a SUGGESTION (Level AAA)


Splitting and Combining Provisions
Sometimes it's useful to split one provision into two or more. This is most useful when:
1. Different aspects of the provision deserve different priority levels. 
2. Where it's likely that products will comply in some areas and not others, and such information is thought to be useful for developers, reviewers, or users.

For example, allowing the user to customize the keyboard command for an action may be very important if the shortcut command is the only way to access the feature, but less critical if it is merely a shortcut to a menu item.
For example, if a user agent allows customizing keyboard shortcuts in its user interface but not those in rendered content, the developer may appreciate recognition of where it does apply rather than simply being listed as failing a combined provision. Users could use that information when choosing between products.

On the other hand, it's sometimes useful to combine multiple provisions into one, if only to reduce length and complexity of the guidelines.

For example, one recommendation that toolbar settings be persistent and one that keyboard settings be persistent could be combined into a single recommendation that user preference settings in general be persistent.
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