Appendix D- Authoring Tool Accessibility Guidelines (ATAG 1.0) Evaluation


Significant improvements have been made in the accessibility of the student interface of courseware products, though there is still an effort required to bring the designer interface in these products up to compliance with the W3C WAI Authoring Tool Accessibility Guidelines. (ATAG 1.0). 

A follow-up study was conducted on three courseware products to determine the accessibility of the authoring tool itself to course designers with disabilities, as well as the authoring tool’s support of accessible design practices. Evaluation criteria were based on the ATAG 1.0 as documented on the WAI web site at: http://www.w3.org/TR/ATAG10/ . The three courseware packages evaluated for the follow-up ATAG 1.0 study included:

1. Blackboard Courseinfo 5.5

2. WebCT 3.6

3. Prometheus 5.08

Overall results of the ATAG 1.0 evaluations indicate that the courseware packages evaluated require significant improvements in order to reach ATAG Level-A status (See: http://www.w3.org/TR/ATAG10/#priorities). While it is possible for content authors to produce accessible content in each of the authoring tools, there are no utilities available for novice users to assist them in developing accessible content. To create accessible content requires that the content author be well versed in accessibility issues. In the tables that follow, ATAG compliance of each of the courseware products evaluated in the follow-up study have been summarized. 

Compliance Comparisons

Legend

- : The Priority of the checkpoint is too low to be required for this ATAG compliance level.
Yes: This checkpoint has been met.
Yes (Qualified): This checkpoint has been met, for the most part.
No: This checkpoint has not been met.
N/A: This checkpoint is not relevant to the tool (counts as a Yes when determining compliance).

Level-A Status Comparison

ATAG Checkpoints
WebCT (v. 3.6)
Prometheus (v. 5.08)
Blackboard (v. 5.5)

1.1 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

1.2 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

1.3 (RP)
No
No
No

1.4 (RP)
N/A
N/A
N/A

2.1 (P2)
-
-
-

2.2 (P1)
No
No
No

2.3 (P3)
-
-
-

3.1 (RP)
No
No
No

3.2 (RP)
No
No
No

3.3 (RP)
No
N/A
N/A

3.4 (P1)
Yes
No
Yes

3.5 (P3)
-
-
-

4.1 (RP)
No
No
No

4.2 (RP)
No
No
No

4.3 (P2)
-
-
-

4.4 (P3)
-
-
-

4.5 (P3)
-
-
-

5.1 (P2)
-
-
-

5.2 (P2)
-
-
-

6.1 (P1)
Yes
No
Yes

6.2 (P2)
-
-
-

6.3 (P3)
-
-
-

7.1 (RP)
No
No
No

7.2 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.3 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.4 (P1)
No
No
No

7.5 (P2)
-
-
-

7.6 (P2)
-
-
-

Level-AA Status Comparison

ATAG Checkpoints
WebCT (v. 3.6)
Prometheus (v. 5.08)
Blackboard (v. 5.5)

1.1 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

1.2 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

1.3 (RP)
No
No
No

1.4 (RP)
N/A
N/A
N/A

2.1 (P2)
Yes (Qualified)
Yes (Qualified)
Yes

2.2 (P1)
No
No
No

2.3 (P3)
-
-
-

3.1 (RP)
No
No
No

3.2 (RP)
No
No
No

3.3 (RP)
No
N/A
N/A

3.4 (P1)
Yes
No
Yes

3.5 (P3)
-
-
-

4.1 (RP)
No
No
No

4.2 (RP)
No
No
No

4.3 (P2)
Yes
Yes
Yes

4.4 (P3)
-
-
-

4.5 (P3)
-
-
-

5.1 (P2)
Yes
No
No

5.2 (P2)
Yes
No
No

6.1 (P1)
Yes
No
Yes

6.2 (P2)
Yes
No
Yes (Qualified)

6.3 (P3)
-
-
-

7.1 (RP)
No
No
No

7.2 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.3 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.4 (P1)
No
No
No

7.5 (P2)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.6 (P2)
Yes
Yes
Yes

Level-AAA Status Comparison

ATAG Checkpoints
WebCT (v. 3.6)
Prometheus (v. 5.08)
Blackboard (v. 5.5)

1.1 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

1.2 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

1.3 (RP)
No
No
No

1.4 (RP)
N/A
N/A
N/A

2.1 (P2)
Yes (Qualified)
Yes (Qualified)
Yes

2.2 (P1)
No
No
No

2.3 (P3)
No
No
No

3.1 (RP)
No
No
No

3.2 (RP)
No
No
No

3.3 (RP)
No
N/A
N/A

3.4 (P1)
Yes
No
Yes

3.5 (P3)
No
No
No

4.1 (RP)
No
No
No

4.2 (RP)
No
No
No

4.3 (P2)
Yes
Yes
Yes

4.4 (P3)
No
No
No

4.5 (P3)
No
No
No

5.1 (P2)
Yes
No
No

5.2 (P2)
Yes
No
No

6.1 (P1)
Yes
No
Yes

6.2 (P2)
Yes
No
Yes (Qualified)

6.3 (P3)
Yes
No
Yes

7.1 (RP)
No
No
No

7.2 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.3 (P1)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.4 (P1)
No
No
No

7.5 (P2)
Yes
Yes
Yes

7.6 (P2)
Yes
Yes
Yes

 

Conformance Summary

This survey concludes that none of the three courseware products we examined have reached Level A compliance with the Authoring Tool Accessibility Guidelines 1.0. Of the tools surveyed, WebCT v.3.6 appears to come closest to meeting the requirements for Level-A.



The two following sections list some of the areas in which the tools performed well and some areas that require improvement in order to achieve conformance with ATAG 1.0.

Positive Areas:

An important first point to make is that none of the products actually prevent users who are already familiar with accessibility issues from producing accessible content. In some cases, this means that the determined user will have to edit the HTML code by hand and avoid tools such as "chats" and whiteboards. Nevertheless, this is very important, since it would be fairly easy for courseware tools to prevent this hand editing or strip the accessible content during saves or transformations. 

As far as integrating accessibility authoring practices, all the tools had methods for adding "alt" tags, but only WebCT extended that to other non-text elements, such as audio and video clips.

In terms of promoting accessibility, only WebCT provided an "Accessibility" section in their documentation.

Areas for Improvement:

1. Accessibility Checking
Probably the most cost-effective improvement for all three of the courseware tools surveyed would be the addition of accessibility checking. A utility capable of checking any of the course content and correcting (or advising the user on how to check and correct) WCAG Level A problems, would go a long way towards meeting:

· ATAG 3.1 (RP) (Level A)
· ATAG 3.2 (RP) (Level A)

· ATAG 4.1 (RP) (Level A)

· ATAG 4.2 (RP) (Level A)

· ATAG 4.4 (P3) (if summary is implemented) 

2. Generation of Valid and Accessible Code
Another change that would allow multiple checkpoints to be met is the generation of valid and accessible HTML. Although all the tools already comply with most of the WCAG Level A requirements, if this task was completed the tools would meet (except see note):

· ATAG 2.2 (P1)
· ATAG 2.3 (P3) (would be N/A if all markup was valid)

· ATAG 1.3 (RP) (see note)

· ATAG 7.1 (RP) (see note)

[Note: A stumbling block to meeting: ATAG 1.3 and ATAG 7.1, both of which are relative priority checkpoints, is WCAG 6.3, which requires pages to be usable with scripts turned off or not supported (however, this may change for WCAG 2.0).]

3. Integration of Accessibility Authoring Practices
Another important area for improvement is the integration of accessible authoring practices. This involves integrating accessibility strategies into the markup authoring (e.g.. the use of CSS) as well as integrating accessibility supports into the tool (e.g. accessibility checker). In both case, the user interface for the accessibility functionality should fit as seamlessly as possible with the of the rest of the tool.

· ATAG 5.1 (P2)
· ATAG 5.2 (P2)
4. Documentation:
In terms of documentation, integrating accessibility information effectively into the help system will meet most of:

· ATAG 6.1 (P1)
· ATAG 6.2 (P2)
· ATAG 6.3 (P3)
5. Structure Navigation during Editing:

And finally, implementing a navigation system that uses the structure of the document being edited to allow the author to quickly jump from element to element will meet:

· ATAG 7.4 (P1)
