Testing Pre-Considerations – Level A ATAG2.0
(based on June 13 2011 ATAG2.0 draft:
http://www.w3.org/WAI/AU/2011/ED-ATAG20-20110613/
 and augmenting/clarifying information in Implementing ATAG2.0:
http://www.w3.org/WAI/AU/2011/ED-IMPLEMENTING-ATAG20-20110613/
)
Part A:
A.1.1.1 Web-Based Accessible (WCAG): 

SC: Web-based authoring tool user interfaces meet the WCAG 2.0 success criteria. (Level A to meet WCAG 2.0 Level A success criteria) 

Pre-Considerations: 
· How to test WCAG SC satisfaction objectively?  I think we should assume WCAG 2.0 SCs are testable since it is now a Recommendation. See also http://www.w3.org/WAI/WCAG20/quickref/
· Meet all the SCs or just some?  All (of the appropriate level)
· Which WCAG techniques to use?   Any that they want – WCAG techniques not normative.
· Are we clear on what “web-based”  and “user interface” mean in terms of testing? Both are defined  
· All user interfaces or just one? The entire user interface of the authoring tool.
A.1.2.1 Accessibility Guidelines: 

SC: Non-web-based authoring tool user interfaces follow user interface accessibility guidelines for the platform.

Pre-Considerations: 
· How to test “follow” objectively (what is threshold for “follow”)?  I think follow them all....which gets me thinking about “bugs”. If a dveloper tries to do the right thing and a bug sneaks in, it doesn’t seem fair to fail the whole tool. But we would need a testable definition of “bug”.
· Some guidelines or all guidelines?   There is typically one primary document.
· What if there are no user interface accessibility guidelines that apply? Not applicable. But most do.  
·  Should we say “for the applicable platform”? Not sure that is needed.  
· Is there always a platform (or more than one)?  There is always at least one.
· How do we determine association of a platform with a user interface?    I think so.
· Are we clear on what “non-web-based”  and “user interface” mean in terms of testing?  Yes, they are defined.
 A.1.2.2 Platform Accessibility Services: 

SC: Non-web-based authoring tools implement communication with platform accessibility services
Pre-Considerations: 
· How to test what it means to ‘implement communication” objectively (what is threshold for satisfaction)?  That can be tested with a tool such as Inspect32 (Win) or Accercizer (Linux)
· One platform accessibility service or all such services?  At least one.  
· Is it possible to have no applicable platform accessibility services – what then?  Not applicable, but most platforms have them.
· Also see comments above..
A.2.1.1 Text Alternatives for Rendered Non-Text Content: 

SC: If an editing-view renders non-text content with programmatically associated text alternatives, then the text alternatives can be programmatically determined
Pre-Considerations: 
· How to test “can be” and “programmatically determined” objectively?  That can be tested with a tool such as Inspect32 (Win) or Accercizer (Linux)
· All text alternatives or just one such alternative?  All.
· Can we objectively determine/test “programmatic association” (definition?) –  That can be tested with a tool such as Inspect32 (Win) or Accercizer (Linux)
· how is programmatic association different from programmatic determination? Association is storage, determination is processing of the stored association.
A.2.1.2 Alternatives for Rendered Time-Based Media: 

SC: If an editing-view renders time-based media, then at least one of the following is true: 

· (a) Alternatives Rendered: alternatives for the time-based content are also rendered; or 

· (b) User Agent Option: authors have the option to preview the time-based content in a user agents that is able to render the alternatives.

Pre-Considerations:
· How to test what is “time-based” objectively?  Audio or video
· Why is “media” used instead of “content” in premise (consistent terminology)?   WCAG2 wording
· Are the alternatives “equivalent” in some sense (how to measure equivalency)?   We do not use that word.
· Need to be more than one alternative or just one? May be 0, 1 or more.
·  Is this an inclusive “or” or exclusive “or”?  Inclusive
· For (b), we are testing authoring tools, not user agents (or authors) per se? Right but a user agent can be used for this authoring step.  
· Should we refer to UAAG requirements?   No – previews have different requirements under ATAG2 
· Should we say “authoring tools provide the option..”  (typo – user agent” not “user agents”? @@EDITORIAL
A.2.2.1 Editing-View Status Information: 

SC: If an editing-view modifies the presentation to convey status information, then that status information can be programmatically determined. Status information conveyed by modifying the presentation of editing-views may include, but is not limited to, spelling, grammar and syntax errors

Pre-Considerations: 
· How can one determine whether the presentation has in fact been  modified (differentiating status information from unmodified content)?  View the same content in a user agent preview
· Is this the presentation of content rendered by an editingview or the presentation of the editing view itself (this seems more like diagnostic information than status information to me)? Could be implemented in both ways.
· The second sentence is a note, not part of the formal requirement?   Notes are normative unless otherwise noted.
· Do we need to more formal definition of “status information”? I don’t think so.
A.2.2.2 Access to Rendered Text Properties: 

SC: If a text property is both rendered and editable and the property can be communicated by the supported platform accessibility service, then the property is programmatically determinable
Pre-Considerations: 
· definition of “platform accessibility service” (Yes) and/or “text property” (No) (use CSS)?  
· We are testing authoring tools, not text properties per se (rendered and editable by the authoring tool)?  In this case we are ensuring that text properties that are editable by the authoring tool and rendered for the convenience of authors during editing, are properly communicated.
· Don’t you mean “the property is supported by the platform accessibility service..”?   @@EDITORIAL
· Add “text” in front of “property” to make consistent..?   @@EDITORIAL
· What if there is no platform accessibility service?  Then N/A
· Testability of “can be..”? Means that this is N/A if the PAS does not support text presentation attributes for example
A.3.1.1 Keyboard Access (Minimum): 

SC: All functionality of the authoring tool is operable through a keyboard interface without requiring specific timings for individual keystrokes, except where the underlying function requires input that depends on the path of the user's movement and not just the endpoints. 

· Note 1: The path exception relates to the underlying function, not the input technique. For example, if using handwriting to enter text, the input technique (handwriting) requires path-dependent input, but the underlying function (text input) does not. The path exception encompasses other input variables that are continuously sampled from pointing devices, including pressure, speed, and angle.

· Note 2: This success criterion does not forbid and should not discourage providing mouse input or other input methods in addition to keyboard operation.

Pre-Considerations: 
· need to make a list of functions and test each of these just using keystrokes to ensure that functions can be accomplished..  Right
· What about timing for the group of keystrokes as a whole?   That type of timing is covered elsewhere
· Testability of “input that depends on..? Wording is directly from WCAG2
A.3.1.2 No Keyboard Traps: 

SC: Keyboard traps are prevented as follows: 

· (a) In the Authoring Tool User Interface: If keyboard focus can be moved to a component using a keyboard interface, then focus can be moved away from that component using only a keyboard interface and, if it requires more than unmodified arrow or tab keys or other standard exit methods, the user is advised of the method for moving focus away; and

· (b) In Editing-Views that Render Content: If an editing-view renders content (e.g. WYSIWYG view), then a documented keyboard command is provided that moves the editing-view keyboard focus to a known location (e.g. the start of the editing-view).

Pre-Considerations: 
· (a)How to test whether focus is on/off a component objectively?   Press ENTER and see which component takes it.
· What are “standard exit methods” (is there a list of such methods, and if not on that list, the user is advised..)? Would be standard for the platform. Wording from WCAG2.
·   ..testing authoring tool, not user.. maybe replace “it” by “this action..”  Wording from WCAG2.

· is the author advised in advance of the method for moving focus away (b) what editing views would not render content (examples)? Text editors do not typically render content – they simply display the markup
·   Is there a definition for “editing view keyboard focus”? not needed
·    Testability of a “known” location (known to whom/what.. what happens if the known location changes? Known ahead of time by the author from the documentation of the the keyboard command
· .. “documented” in authoring tool documentation?   Right

· Please define start of the editing view (in reading order..navigation order.. structural order..)? it is an e.g. so not necessary
A.3.2.1 Content Edits Saved (Minimum): 

SC: If the authoring tool includes authoring session time limits, then the authoring tool saves all edits made by authors.

Pre-Considerations: 
· Are edits after a time limit expires saved as well? Authors can only edit during a session (by definition of session)
A.3.2.2 Timing Adjustable: 

SC: If a time limit is set by the authoring tool, then at least one of the following is true: 

· (a) Turn Off: Authors are allowed to turn off the time limit before encountering it; or

· (b) Adjust: Authors are allowed to adjust the time limit before encountering it over a wide range that is at least ten times the length of the default setting; or

· (c) Extend: Authors are warned before time expires and given at least 20 seconds to extend the time limit with a simple action (e.g. "press the space bar"), and authors are allowed to extend the time limit at least ten times; or

· (d) Real-time Exception: The time limit is a required part of a real-time event (e.g. a collaborative authoring system), and no alternative to the time limit is possible; or

· (e) Essential Exception: The time limit is essential and extending it would invalidate the activity; or

· (f) 20 Hour Exception: The time limit is longer than 20 hours.

Pre-Considerations: 
· Is this a time limit per authoring session (scope of time limit)?  
· (a) instead of “encountering” say “before the time limit is reached.. (the authoring tool makes the author aware of a time limit in advance and offers the author the option of turning in off in advance of the time limit)..  if authors can turn off the time limit, that means there is no time limit (alternate behavior)?
·   (b) see comments for (a)  
· (c) what happens if warning is given fewer than 20 seconds before time expires.. definition of “simple action” needed? 
· (d) definition of “real time event”.. testability of “is possible..”, 
· (e) testability of “essential”.. and “invalidate”.. 
· (f) are there studies supporting the 20 hour number (also 20 second number earlier)?

A.3.2.3 Static Pointer Targets: 

SC: Authoring tool user interface components that accept pointer input are either stationary or authors can pause the movement

Pre-Considerations: 
· Definition of “user interface components” – are we clear on what is or is not a component?  defined
· Definition of “pointer input”?   input from a mouse or other pointer
· How to test this objectively?   Check if anything is moving around...typically would be part of tools such as Flash. 
· Is the component itself stationary (that is what the sentence implies) or the input? The component is stationary or (is in movement AND can  be paused)
· We’re testing authoring tools not authors? Right
A.3.3.1 Static View Option: 

SC: Editing-views that render visual time-based content can be paused and can be set to not play automatically

Pre-Considerations: 
· What is –visual-content (content can be rendered in other ways (e.g., audio)?  Right.
· Is the editing view itself paused (which is what sentence implies) or the content? Either. 
· Do you mean the authoring tool offers the option to not play the content automatically?  Right.
A.3.6.1 Independence of Display: 

SC: Authors can set their own display settings for editing-views without affecting the web content to be published
Pre-Considerations: 
· Testing authoring tools not authors?  Do we want to say the “authoring tool allows the author to set display settings..”  @@EDITORIAL
· How to test “without affecting” and  “to be published” objectively?  
· Do we have definitions for “web content” and “editing-view”? Yes
A.3.7.1 Preview (Minimum): 

SC: If a preview is provided, then at least one of the following is true: 

· (a) Pre-existing User Agent: The preview makes use of a pre-existing user agent; or 

· (b) UAAG (Level A): The preview conforms to the User Agent Accessibility Guidelines Level A

Pre-Considerations: 
· How to test “makes use of” objectively?  User agents do what they do (render wevb content), so I think this is ok
· What version of UAAG?  Any normative version (so 1.0 until 2.0 is normative)
· Can a preview itself conform to UAAG, or does it have to be a user agent? A preview is essentially a user agent
A.4.1.1 Content Changes Reversible (Minimum): 

SC: For authoring actions, one of the following are true:  

· (a) Reversible: The authoring action can be immediately reversed; or 

· (b) Warn and Confirm: The authoring tool includes a warning to authors that the action is irreversible and requires authors to confirm the action before proceeding.

· Note 1: Reversing actions (e.g. an "undo" function) are also considered authoring actions, meaning they must also meet this success criterion (e.g. a "redo" function).

· Note 2: It is acceptable to collect a series of text entry actions (e.g. typed words, a series of backspaces) into a single reversible authoring action.

· Note 3: It is acceptable to clear the authoring action history at the end of authoring sessions.

Pre-Considerations: 
· How to test “immediately” objectively?  We could drop that
· Typo – “one..is..true” (not are).?   @@EDITORIAL
· Are we clear on exactly what it means to “reverse” an authoring action (the “state” of authoring is as if the action had never occurred?) I think this is clear  
· For (b) maybe say “provides” instead of “includes”?  @@EDITORIAL
·  Is the warning always given in advance of the action being performed?  I think that is implied by the wording
A.4.1.2 Setting Changes Reversible: 

SC: If actions modify authoring tool settings, then one of the following are true:

· (a) Reversible: The authoring tool setting can be reversed by the same mechanism that made the change; or 

· (b) Warn and Confirm: The authoring tool includes a warning to authors that the action is irreversible and requires authors to confirm the action or save the current settings before proceeding. 

Pre-Considerations: 
· Typo – is true @@EDITORIAL 

· - How to test “can be” and “reversed” objectively?  I think these are common sense
· Say “authoring actions” or something else (other types of actions)?  @@EDITORIAL
· Precise definition of authoring tool setting (what is a setting and what is not)  Maybe
· For (b) maybe say “provides” instead of “includes”..?  @@EDITORIAL
· If there are both current settings and modified settings, which takes precedence (or is the author allowed by the authoring tool to choose which settings to use)? ???
A.4.2.1 Document Accessibility Features: 

SC: All features that must be present to meet Part A of ATAG 2.0 (e.g. keyboard shortcuts, text search, etc.) are documented. 

· Note: The accessibility of the documentation is covered by Guideline A.1.1 and Guideline A.1.2.

Pre-Considerations: 
· Definition of “feature” and  IMO this is common sense

· “documented”? Documentation has a defn  
· “Features” of the authoring tool?  @@EDITORIAL
· How to test “are documented” objectively? Do they have any documentation?  
· Where is the documentation located (as part of the authoring tool itself)?   It is implied that it is documented for the author – part of the tool – or a website accessible from the tool etc.
· Does the authoring tool make the documentation available to the author? I think this is implied. 
-------------------------

�This is all from WCAG2. Yes, I realize it is arbitrary to some extent.





