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1 About UsabilityOne  

UsabilityOne is Australiaôs leading usability research consultancy with offices in 
Melbourne and Sydney. Since 2001 we have staked  our claim as a leader in our 

industry and are recognised for our excellence and innovation.  
 

Over the past eight years UsabilityOne has supported development of hundreds 
of websites for some of Australiaôs most prestigious clients including blue-chip 
corporates, SMEôs across all industries, as well as Local, State and 

Commonwealth Government.  Some of our recent clients include:  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What sets us aparté? 

We are obsessed with delivering value!   
We work with our clients to demonstrate the market ing value and financial 

returns generated from usability research and analysis. This requires specialist 
commercial understanding and skill sets. Our extensive knowledge of web 
analytics and business processes ensures we address the big picture. We are the  

only organisation that does this in a structured manner.   
 

Innovative and passionate about continuous improvement.   

UsabilityOne has forged new methodologies in web analytics and market 
research and is committed to improving the quality of our research.   This is 

further demonstrated through a series of research papers and conferences 
addressing current issues in web communication and usability across a range of 
industries and markets.  
 

Our Services  

The range of services offered by UsabilityOne includes:  
 User Testing  
 Card Sorting  

 Website Analytics  
 Website/page Optimiser Experiments  

 Focus Groups  
 User Surveys  
 Expert Reviews  

 Accessibility Audits  
 Usability Compliance Audits  

 Website Performance Management  
 Content Writing  
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2 Executive Summary  

Accessibility is fund amental to a good website. So after new accessibility 
guidelines (WCAG 2.0) were recently released by the World Wide Web 

Consortium in December 2008, UsabilityOne conducted an accessibility audit of 
twelve Federal Government websites assessing the accessib ility of the sites.  

The accessibility guidelines provide a reference for web dev elopers and web 

designers to create  websites that are accessible to any user, regardless of 
physical, sensory and cognitive disabilities, and/or technological barriers .   

None  of the websites audited adhere  to all criteria  in the latest accessibility 
guidelines . Clearly, updates will have to be made. Even UsabilityOne is  updating 

their website based on the new guidelines.   

It is possible to excuse websites not being compliant to  the new guidelines at this 

stage, w hat is alarming is the vast majority didnôt even comply with the WCAG 
1.0 guidelines which have been in place for over 9 years. Of most concern is that 

many of the Government Department websites reviewed are respons ible for 
protecting the rights of the public, including those with disabilities.  

Government websites  are often providers of important information to the general 

public, therefore have great responsibility to be accessible  for all users. 
Additionally, Government  websites are seen to set a benchmark in accessibility 

for web development in general.   

In September 2008, Government website publishers were reminded of the 
importance of this with Graeme Innes  (Disability Discrimina tion Commissioner) , 

stating he was read y óto start naming Government publishers that are not taking 

the effort to make their documents sufficiently accessible for people with 
disability ô.  

http://egovau.blo gspot.com/2008/09/australian -human - rights -commission.html  

The successful court case against the óinaccessibleô Sydney 2000 Olympics 
website is often cited as evidence of the obligation for commercial entities to 
develop accessible websites. More recently,  news of a visually impaired man 

claiming that the Virgin Blue website is not accessible has hit mainstream media. 
http://www.theage.com.au/travel/virgin -blue- in -court -over -website -20090119 -

7kc1.html  
 

UsabilityOne decided to put twelve  Federal Government websites to the test with 

the new accessibility guidelines, using the minimum level (Priority A) of 
conformance  for an accessible website.  

Common accessibility  issues found in the review include (but are not limited to):  

 Not making it clear to assistive technologies  (such as screen readers and 
Braille displays ) , the intricate details of a website such as form field 
names, and the structure of PDF documents.  

 Not p roviding appropriate alternative text for images.  
 Having all keyboard functionality (forms, navigation) accessible.  

This report provides practical insight for those involved in web development 
through providing examples of issues alongside techniques which  can alleviate 
accessibility issues.  

http://egovau.blogspot.com/2008/09/australian-human-rights-commission.html
http://www.theage.com.au/travel/virgin-blue-in-court-over-website-20090119-7kc1.html
http://www.theage.com.au/travel/virgin-blue-in-court-over-website-20090119-7kc1.html
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3 Introduction  

Section 24 of the Federal Disability Discrimination Act requires that  all companies 
make parts of their business accessible to people with disabilities i.e. website 

visitors with disabilities have the same  fundamental right  to access information 
as the rest of the community . 

 
The most widely respected methodology for creating an accessible website is by 
ensuring the website meets the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines . With the 

recent update to the guidel ines WCAG 2.0 superseding WCAG 1.0 we are at a 
key juncture for accessibility on websites moving i nto 2009.  

 
The following Government  websites were reviewed against the minimum level of 
conformance  for an accessible website of WCAG 2.0  (Priority Level  A) .  All 

websites reviewed are managed by Federal Government departments.  It should 
be added these Government departments have had limited time to adhere to the 

new guidelines.  

Department  URL 

Parliament of Australia  www.aph.gov .au  

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry  www.daff.gov.au  

Attorney -Generalsô Department www.ag.gov.au  

Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations  www.deewr.gov.au  

Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and 

Indigenous Affairs  

www.fahcsia.gov.au  

Department of Finance and Deregulation  www.finance.gov.au  

Austral ian Human Rights Commission  www.hreoc.gov.au  

Energy Rating  www.energyrating.gov.au  

Smart Traveller  www.smartraveller.gov.au  

Health Insite  www.healthinsite.gov.au  

Green Vehicle Guide  www.greenvehicleguide.gov.au  

AusIndustry  www.ausindustry.gov.au  

This report provide s practical ins ight for those involved in web development 

through providing examples of issues alongside techniques which can alleviate 
accessibility issues.  

www.aph.gov.au%20
www.daff.gov.au
www.ag.gov.au
www.deewr.gov.au
www.fahcsia.gov.au
www.finance.gov.au
www.hreoc.gov.au
www.energyrating.gov.au
www.smartraveller.gov.au
www.healthinsite.gov.au
www.greenvehicleguide.gov.au
www.ausindustry.gov.au
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4 Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.0)  

http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/  -  WCAG 2.0 Guidelines  

The Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.0) are comprised of four overriding 

principles , Perceivable, Operable, Understandable and Robust.  Each of these 
four  principles has a number of guidelines outlining how a website should meet 

all usersô needs.  Within the guidelines there are a number of success criteria 
which outline how the website should be developed to meet the guidelines and 
ultimately the principles.   

 
Further, there are three levels of conformance  within the WCAG 2.0, A, AA an d 

AAA (the highest level).  In this report we reviewed the websites at a Level A 
standard (25 success criteria).  The following diagram shows the structure of the 
Accessibility Guidelines.  

 

4.1  Guideline Update s  
On the 11 th  of December 2008 the World Wide Web  Consortium (W3C) released 
the new Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.0)  replacing WCAG 1.0 

guidelines which were developed in 1999 . WCAG 2.0 represent the new standard 
to which web developers and web designers should refer , to create websites th at 
are accessible to any user, regardless of physical, sensory and cognitive 

disabilities, constraints and/or technological barriers.  
 

Two main changes have been incorporated in the new guidelines :  
 WCAG 2.0 guidelines are precisely testable. Some of the gu idelines 

included in WCAG 1.0 were not very specific, making it difficult  to evaluate 
whether a website complied. An example of this was ñforeground and 
background colour combinations provide sufficient contrast ò (WCAG 1.0 -  

Guideline 2.2) . Testing the com pliance of a web page to WCAG 2.0 is more 
precise. For example, guideline 1.4.3 states  that  ñthe visual presentation 

of text and images of text has a contrast ratio of at least 4.5:1ò.  
 WCAG 2.0 is technology - independent. In fact, the new document provides 

a list of techniques that can be used to make a website accessible and 

such a list will be updated as technologies and new techniques are 
developed. This guarantees that WCAG 2.0 do es not only apply to the 

present technologies  but also future  technologies as they come to exist .  

It is also important to note that  websites that comply with WCAG 1.0 do not 
necessarily fulfil the new updated g uidelines . 

 
Some websites will need only minimal changes, others will require substantial 

modifications . In either  case , updates should be made as soon as possible.   

http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/
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5 Success Criteria  Compliance  

The following table shows  the percentage of websites that failed to compl y with 
each of the success criteria  for Level A of the WCAG 2.0 Guidelines.  

 

Success Criteria* for Level A compliance of WCAG 2.0  
% of  

websites  
failing  

Success 
Criteria 
Number  

Non - text Content.  All non - text content has an equivalent alternative text. e.g. 

images.  

67%  1.1.1  

Audio - only and Video - only (Pre - recorded) . An alternative is provided for 
pre - recorded au dio -only and video -only media.  

25%  1.2.1  

Captions.  Captions are provided for all pre - recorded audio content.  33%  1.2.2  

Audio Description or Media Alternative (Pre - recorded) . Alternatives are 
provided for media or audio descriptions of pre - recorded video.  

8%  1.2.3  

Info and Relationships. Users can  understand page structure and form 
behaviour using assistive technologies e.g. screen readers.  

83%  1.3.1  

Meaningful Sequence.  Pages correct reading sequence can be determined by 

assistive technologies.  

0%  1.3.2  

Sensory Characteristics.  Instructions do not rely solely on shape, size, visual 
location, orientation or sound of components.  

8%  1.3.3  

Use of Colour.  Colour not to be used as the only visual means of conveying 
information.  

8%  1.4.1  

Audio Control.  Users  are given control over audio playing automatically for 

more than 3 minutes.  

N/A  1.4.2  

Keyboard.  Content and functions are accessible from the keyboard.  50%  2.1.1  

No Keyboard Trap.  After moving keyboard focus to a component, focus can be 

moved away using  the keyboard.  

0%  2.1.2  

Timing Adjustable.  Give users control over time limiting functions.  N/A  2.2.1  

Pause, Stop, Hide.  Users are given control over moving, blinking, scrolling, or 
auto -updating information.  

8%  2.2.2  

Three Flashes or Below Threshold.  No pages contain anything that flashes 
more than three times per second.  

0%  2.3.1  

Bypass Blocks.  Links are provided to bypass content repeated on pages. e.g. 
navigation menus.  

50%  2.4.1  

Page Titled.  Pages titles describe topic or purpose.  25%  2.4.2  

Focus  Order.  Focusable components receive focus in an order that preserves 
meaning and operability  e.g. Tab orders are in presented in a logical structure.  

0%  2.4.3  

Link Purpose.  The purpose of each link  can be determined from the link text 
alone. I.e. limiting use of links such as óclick hereô. 

17%  2.4.4  

Language Of Page.  Language is specified using the ólangô attribute. 33%  3.1.1  

On focus.  When any component recei ves focus, it does not initiate a change of 
context  or behave unpredictably.  

0%  3.2.1  

On Input.  Changing the setting of any user interface component  does not 

automatically cause a change of context  unless the user has been advised of the 
behaviour before using the component . 

0%  3.2.2  

Error Identification.  If an input error  is detected, the item in error is identified 
and the error is described to the user in text.  

25%  3.3.1  

Labels or Instructions.  Labels or instructions are to be provided when user 
input is required.  

8%  3.3.2  

Parsing.  Markup languages are used according to their specification e.g. all 

HTML start tags have equivalent end tags.  

83%  4.1.1  

Name, Role, Value.  Reading and interacting with interface components such as 
check boxes, buttons radio options etc. is possible, irrespective of the technology 
used.  

67%  4.1.2  

* Descriptions have been modified from the official descriptions for simplification . 

 

http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/#linkpurposedef
http://www.w3.org/TR/UNDERSTANDING-WCAG20/consistent-behavior-receive-focus.html#context-changedef
http://www.w3.org/TR/UNDERSTANDING-WCAG20/consistent-behavior-receive-focus.html#context-changedef
http://www.w3.org/TR/UNDERSTANDING-WCAG20/consistent-behavior-receive-focus.html#context-changedef
http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/#user-interface-componentdef
http://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG20/#context-changedef
http://www.w3.org/TR/UNDERSTANDING-WCAG20/minimize-error-identified.html#input-errordef
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6 Perceivable  (Principle 1)  

Website  content should not rely only  on  one human sense to be perceivable. In 
other words, the information on a website has to be presented in such a way that 

users missing one or more human senses will be able to perceive it.  

 
Of the nine  success criteria  which are assessed to test the above guidelines, 

three  proved to be most problematic. These are described below . 
 

6.1  Non - text C ontent  

All non - text content that is presented to the user has a text alternative that 

serves the equivalent purpose.  (Success Criteria  1.1.1)  

 

Two common  mistakes are  made :  
1.  Websites not offer ing  an alternative description  at all.  Figure 1 shows a page 
fro m the AusIndustry website that contains several images , none of which  has an 

associated alternative text .  
 

 
 

 

Figure 1: óAbout AusIndustryô page from AusIndustry website and the associated 
HTML code for one of the images. No óaltô or ólongdescô tag has been provided. 

Guidelines relating to the óPerceivableô Principle 

 
Text Alternatives : Provide text alternatives for any non - text content so that it 
can be changed into other forms people need, such as large print, braille, 

speech, symbols or simpler language.  (Guideline 1.1 )  

Time - based Media : Provide alternatives for time -based media.  (Guideline 

1.2 )  

Adaptable : Create content that can be presented in different ways (for 
example simpler layout) without losing information or structure.  (Guideline 1.3 )  

Distinguishable : Make it easier for users to see and hear content including  
separating foreground from background.  (Guideline 1.4 )  

 

 

 

 
 

8 of the 12  websites reviewed do not comply with the Success Criteria.  
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Since the code does not include attributes used to provide alternative text (such 
as alt  and longdesc ), text browsers and screen readers canôt provide users any 

meaningful information  for the image . As illustrated in Figure 2, some of them 
show  the name of the image files, which in most cases is simply confusing . 

 
 

   
2.  Another common mistake is when  alternative text is provided , but does not 

offe r the same information as contained in the image. For example, on the 
homepage of the Energy  Rating website , an image used as a  background is 
described with the alt tag as ñSpacer Yellow background Graphicò. Such  a 

description  is of no use to users who c annot see the web page. In this case the 
null alternative text (alt=òò) is required.  

 

   

 

Websites successfully providing text alternatives and thus fulfilling the success 
criteria , offer  equivalent alternative text to each relevant image on the website 
(as shown in Figure 4).  

        

Figure 2 : The same óAbout AusIndustryô page displayed on a text browser (Lynx) 

Figure 3 : The Homepage of the Energy Rating website displayed in a graphic 
browser and in a text browser  

Figure 4 :  The Homepage of th e Australian Human Rights Commission  website displayed 
in a graphic browser and in a text browser  
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6.2  Captions Pre - recorded  

Captions are provided for all pre - recorded audio content in synchronised media, 
except when the media is a media alternative for text and is clearly labelled as 
such.  (Success Criteria 1.2.2 )  

 
Users wh o are deaf or hard of hearing cannot take in audio  content of 

synchronis ed media presentations unless captions are provided. Captions need to 
include not only dialogue, but also identify who is speaking and communicate  
non -speech information conveyed throu gh sound.   

 

Many techniques are available to add captions to media presentations with  
several websites providing this as an online service . 

   

 

 

6.3  Info and Relationship  

Information, structure, and relationships conveyed through presentation can be 
programmatically determined or are available in text.  (Success Criteria 1.3.1 )  
 

The code of each web page has to indicate t he structure of the page and the 

relationship between its  different elements  such as headings, paragraphs, lists,  
forms and tables. This can be achieved in different ways  depending on the 
technology . For instance, with HTML, the appropriate attributes and elements 

have to be included to describe the role of all page items. In  the same way , tags 
are used  to describe d ocument structure  with PDF documents . 

Supporting the document structure using appropriate elements and attributes in 
HTML and tags in PDFs ensures that a ssistive technologies such as screen 
readers  preserve document structure.  

None  of the 4 websites containing synchronized media offer captions. As a 
result, hard of hearing visitors to these websites are excluded  from being able 

to consume the  audio content.  

 

 
 

Figure 5 : A video on YouTube that offers closed captions  
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Three common mistakes include :  

1.  Several PDFs are not tagged.  Screen reader s struggle to define the document 
structure in untagged PDFs , especially if it has a complex structure and include s 

tables, images and charts.  

 
  
 

 

2.  Some websites fail to properly c ode data tables. For  HTML elements , 
attributes like td , th , scope , headers  and axis  need to be utilised correctly to 

distinguish data cells from header cells.  

 
 

 
 

Figure 7 shows a table from the Attorney -Generalôs Department website. The 

HTML code does n ot include scope , headers  or  axis  attributes. As a result, it is 
likely that visitors using screen readers will experience difficulties understanding  

wh ich  header cell a specific data cell refers  to . The more complex a table is, the 
harder it is for these users to understand them.  

 

An example of a table whose HTML code contains the scope  attribute is offered 
by the Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and indigenous 

Affairsô website, as illustrated in Figure 8. 
 

Only 2  of the 12 websites comply with the Success Criteria.  

Figure 6 : an untagged PDF available on the Green Vehicle Guide website  

Figure 7: A table from the Annual  Report 2003 - 04 Management and Accountability  
page of the Attorney -Generalôs Department website and the HTML code. 


