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Web Database Accessibility 
Introduction
 Like many other forms of information and media, Web-based databases are inherently designed with emphasis placed on visual aesthetics that help the sighted user access information with ease.  Frames and tables are used to organize the information that is displayed within the various interfaces.  Images, buttons and icons are created to provide a pictorial representation for various database features.  These features are laid out to provide a sense of visual balance, while pop-up menus and windows help to provide secondary sources of information.  Despite the helpfulness of Web databases, “access to the Internet and its resources newly defines the distinction between the haves and have-nots in our society” (Axel Schmetzke 2002).  
Previous studies indicate that adaptive software can help someone who is visually impaired access the same Web-based information as his/her visual counterparts.  However, the process of gathering this information by the non-sighted user can be problematic on many levels (Ron Stewart 2002).  Byerley and Chambers state that “many Web-based resources are not designed with an ‘eye’ toward accessibility, causing tremendous frustration for users with visual impairments” (2002).  Most problems encountered by the visually impaired user lie within the design of the database not being compliant with the screen-reader that is being used to access the information (Ron Stewart 2002).  Problematic areas include:

· The lack of (or the inclusion of vague) alt tags to describe the database’s visual information (such as images, graphics, links, etc.) (Valerie Lewis and Julie Klauber 2002).  
· The inclusion of frames or tables to organize information cannot always be adequately relayed to the user by the screen-reader, especially if they are not labelled accurately (Ron Stewart 2002).  
· Some forms of scripting (when left activated), such as Java Script, can interfere with the adaptive software’s performance (Ron Stewart 2002).  
· PDF files are usually unreadable by screen-readers (Ron Stewart 2002).
· Certain portions of the search interface cannot be accessed by using the TAB key (Ron Stewart 2002).
· Some forms of pop-up menus and/or windows can pose accessibility problems (Valerie Lewis and Julie Klauber 2002).

· A lack of universal terminology or design used to clearly express the various database functions/options (Bryna Coonin 2002, Jennifer Horwath 2002).
Purpose of the Database Accessibility Project

The purpose of the University of Waterloo Library’s Database Accessibility Project was to determine which Web databases still impose hindrances when visually impaired users try to access information (via JAWS) (Janet Wason 2003).  The initial phase of the project involved completing a literature search on previous database and Web accessibility studies, then creating an evaluative checklist (see appendix A) for the purpose of testing selected UW databases (Janet Wason 2003).  A questionnaire was also created as alternative testing tool (see appendix B).  Both checklist and questionnaire are derivatives of the respective studies by Vibiana Bowman of Rutgers University (2002), and Ron Stewart from Oregon State University (2002), plus the W3C/WAI evaluation standards (1999).

Once the checklist was approved at the March 11th IRMC meeting, testing procedures and times were discussed for the second phase of the project.  A list of 9 vendors/databases was created by Janet Wason (Library Assistant, Services for Persons with Disabilities, ISR Porter) and Doug Morton (Librarian, ISR Davis) for the purpose of evaluation during the month of April (2004).  The vendors (and respective databases) selected to be evaluated for accessibility included:

· ABC Clio (America History & Life)

· SilverPlatter (Geography)

· ISI Web of Science (Social Science Citation Index)

· CSA (Worldwide Political Science Abstracts)

· EI Village (Compendex 2)

· OCLC FirstSearch (Alternative Press Index)

· ProQuest (ABI Inform/Global)

· WilsonWeb (Social Sciences Full Text)

· EBSCOhost (ATLA Religion Database)

Additionally, Janet Wason recruited a WLU/UW student to help with the database testing.  This student was in her third year of Political Science at Wilfrid Laurier University.  She is a proficient JAWS (4.5) user and is visually impaired.  Due to her experience with using JAWS for accessing Web-related information, having this student assist with the testing process for database accessibility was more authentic than having a sighted user try to access the same database information using JAWS.  (NB: This student was paid by the University of Waterloo Library for her testing services.)
Database Accessibility Testing – Process


Nine databases were tested using the evaluative checklist. The testing process remained consistent in the following ways:

· Testing took place in UW’s Adaptive Technology Centre between 9am to 11am during series of pre-schedule dates.

· The computer used (computer room 2) provided access to JAWS 4.5.

· JAWS 4.5 was set at a speed of 46%.

· JAWS 4.5 and the respective databases being evaluated were always accessed by student tester.

· Testing and data recording was conducted by a UW Library staff member (Intern/UWO MLIS Student). 

· Instructions for navigating and searching the database were prepared in advanced by the UW Library Intern.

· The same (or similar) features of each database were tested (Web features, basic and advanced search options, and retrieved information/output.)

· The student tester was given approximately 15 to 20 minutes to become familiar with the database being evaluated before being asked questions about accessible Web design.  

· Predetermined basic and advanced search strings were read to the student tester to execute.  Following this, questions were asked regarding the accessibility of the search options and output.

· All quantitative and qualitative remarks from the student tester were recorded on paper, then transcribed (see Appendices C-F).
· Each session ended with the student tester discussing her overall impression (pros and cons) of the database evaluated.

· All quantitative and qualitative data were collected then transcribed into comparable spreadsheets and/or small reports.

Selection and Revision of the Evaluation Method


Initially it was undecided as to which evaluation tool would be used for testing the accessibility of the selected databases.  Therefore, the checklist and the questionnaire were both used during the preliminary week of database testing.  Both evaluation tools presented various strengths and weaknesses that needed to be addressed.  


Although an excellent tool for gathering quantitative information, the checklist presented some loopholes in regards to some of the criteria terminology.  Despite the attached report explaining each criteria term, some appeared to still be vague or confusing, such as the definition for “Pop-up Windows”.  This term (and a few others) was modified so that it correctly encompassed why it was being evaluated. 


The objectivity of the evaluation terminology for each piece of criteria in the checklist was also vague.  At face value, it was difficult to attribute what constitutes a database’s content as being “good”, “satisfactory” or “poor”.  Therefore, the checklist was revised to include a section which explained the objectivity and value for each possible rating (see appendix A).


The questionnaire format of the evaluation tool was preferred by the student tester because it clearly asked questions and required a straightforward objective rating between Level 1 and Level 4 (which was explained at the beginning of the questionnaire).  However, while using the questionnaire format to test the ISI Web of Science database, Social Science Citation Index, it was determined that some of the questions were closed and only required a “yes” or “no” answer.  Assigning a level would have been misleading and provided incorrect data.  It was also observed that the questionnaire did not encompass all of the same criteria for evaluation as the checklist.  


Overall, it made sense to keep the checklist format for testing purposes since both testers were familiar with using it.  The appropriate adjustments have been made to clarify some of the vague criteria terminology.  The evaluation terminology now has an accompanying rubric to explain the object worth of each possible rating.  Furthermore, the data collected using the checklists also transfers to the comparative tables (see Appendices C-E) more comprehensively than the results from the questionnaire.  (NB: The ISI Web of Science database was retested using the checklist model in order to maintain consistent data reporting.)


One final aspect to keep in mind is that the quantitative checklist (and questionnaire) does not encourage qualitative responses from the JAWS/database user.  Although the testing should focus on a quantitative evaluation in order to remove potentially biased answers from the tester, qualitative remarks are important in providing examples as to why a database feature is accessible or inaccessible.  These examples could later assist in accessible Web database development.  Therefore, after each quantitative question is asked, any qualitative remark presented by the JAWS/database user is noted for further observations and analysis. 

Potential Evaluation Anomalies


There were several areas of concern in regards to the accessibility testing of the respective databases.  Although the testing process was created with consistency in mind, user inexperience and bias were two main factors that might infringe on the validity of the data recorded.  Some of the potential anomalies included:

· Only one student tester (JAWS user) assisted with the evaluation process.  Despite the quantitative, objective approach used for testing the criteria for each database, one perspective still introduces an element of bias based on personal preferences and experience/inexperience.  Having more than one student tester might have helped to eliminate bias by allowing for the comparison of quantitative and qualitative results.

· The student tester was inexperienced with using 8 of the 9 databases evaluated.  This might have influenced her responses for the quantitative evaluation (as well as the qualitative aspect).
· Due to the student tester’s inexperience with 8 of the 9 databases being evaluated, and the need for consistency when testing the databases functions for accessibility, each test session was provided with verbal instructions by the tester/data collector.  Would the student tester been able to access certain aspects of the database (at a consistent level of competency) independently?  
· Another potential anomaly was if a distinction was made between usability and accessibility (Vibiana Bowman 2002, Bryna Coonin 2002).  There seems to be a very fine line made between these two concepts and it is inconclusive if the line was crossed when evaluating the databases for accessibility.
Database Accessibility Testing – Results


All databases evaluated were accessible when used with JAWS 4.5.  However, the level of accessibility varied among the features evaluated with each database (see Appendices C–E).  It is important to note that the discrepancies found within each database are seen as being problematic due to a lack of universal design.

Accessible Web Design (see Appendix C)
i.) Ability to Navigate
The overall ability to navigate each of the 9 databases varied significantly across the three available rankings.  3 of the databases tested ranked as being easy to navigate.  However, 4 of the databases were provided a ranking of moderate, and 2 were considered to be difficult to navigate.  
With the databases provided a ranking of moderate, the problems associated with this feature included a lack of universal terminology, as well as the use of some frames and/or tables.  

The first of the two databases provided a ranking of difficult (EI Village), was problematic due to the poor quality of alt tags and frame/table labels.  This made navigation tedious and time consuming for the student tester.  The other problem was associated with the overuse of images.  Images generally do not provide meaning information to the visually impaired user; images lacking descriptive alt tags are only more confusing for the user.
ii.) Site Content

Within this area of evaluation, 5 of the 9 databases ranked as having good site content.  3 of the databases’ content were considered to be satisfactory in terms of content, while only 1 database was ranked as poor.


One of the five databases ranked as having good content (ProQuest), was due to the fact that it offered a text only version of the search interface, plus it provided a link for an accessibility help menu.  This was considered to be a good example for what all Web databases should provide.


Complaints for databases that ranked as satisfactory, usually co-related to the awkward organization of the content and/or options available.


The database that ranked as having poor site content (EI Village) was again due to the overuse of graphics, as well as the poor quality of alt tags and table/frame labels.
iii.) Standard Layout

Results for standard layout were somewhat similar to the results provided for site content.  This time, 3 of the 9 databases ranked as having a good layout, 5 were considered to be satisfactory, while 1 was labelled as being poor.


Common complaints for the respective layouts with a satisfactory rating included the awkward organization of information, inconsistent organization of information within the same database, and the use of frames to organize most of the information.


Consistent in being provided with a low ranking, the same database (EI Village) was considered to have a poor layout due to the same reasons provided for navigation and content.

iv.) Availability of Alt Tags

This area of evaluation appeared to be a strong suit for 8 of the 9 databases evaluated.  With the exception of the one database that included some alt tags, the rest always included alt tags for the appropriate images/graphics.

v.) Quality of Alt Tags

Despite the presence of alt tags, some databases did not focus on providing meaningful descriptions with these tags.  Out of the nine databases, 3 provided alt tags with good quality, 2 databases provided satisfactory quality, and 4 provided poor quality.

The main difference between the databases with a satisfactory ranking and the databases with a poor ranking co-related to the consistency of the quality of the alt tags.  The satisfactory ranking was provided when the database only provided some alt tags that lacked the proper descriptive qualities.  However, a poor ranking was assigned when the lack-lustre quality was consistent among all alt tags.  (Although there appeared to be only one image in the ProQuest database, its label was considered to be unclear, therefore its quality was poor.)
vi.) Keyboard Only Navigation

Only 2 out of the 9 databases evaluated possessed some problems with keyboard navigation.  The main problem had to do with the student tester’s inability to tab through certain parts of the search interface (e.g. tabbing through provided checkboxes for limiting the search parameters).

vii.) Skip Navigation Link

As desirable as this feature is for non-sighted users, only 2 of the 9 databases offered this option.  One of the 2 databases (EBSCOhost) with the skip navigation link did not always work properly for all respective interfaces.
viii.) Redundant Text Links

In this category, 1 database was considered to have many redundant text links, 3 had some, and 5 had none.  However, the student tester did not really elaborate on why or if the available redundant text links were problematic.

ix.) Pop-Up Windows, Menus, etc.

Pop-up features within the databases can sometimes be a hindrance depending on their structure and compatibility with adaptive technology.  7 of the 9 databases contained at least 1 form of pop-up feature.  However, 2 of the 7 databases with pop-up features were considered to be well-labelled, especially because they clearly stated where the button was to close the window.  
x.) Tables/Frames Labelled

The use of tables and/or frames in databases were evaluated together since the respective databases evaluated used tables, frames, or a combination of both.  5 of the 9 databases that used tables and/or frames provided labels.  3 of the 9 databases provided some labels for their tables and/or frames, while only 1 did not provide labels.

A ranking of “some” table/frame labels provided within the database was allotted when the labelling appeared to be inconsistent.  

One database (ProQuest) did not provide table/frame labels.  However, this was not overly problematic for the student tester due to this particular database offering a text only version of the search interface.
xi.) Quality of Table/Frame Labels

Similar to the quality of alt tags, the quality of table/frame labels for most of the databases needs improvement.  Only 2 of the 9 databases possessed table/frame labels that were considered to be good.  4 of the databases had satisfactory table/frame labels, and 3 were considered to be poor.  The satisfactory and poor rankings can be co-related to the inconsistent or consistent quality of the table and/or frame labels. 

vii.) Effect with Scripting Available

Only 1 of the 9 databases appeared to work slowly when accessed with JAWS.  However, it remains to be inclusive if this result is due to the combination of adaptive software and the database accessed or the volume of traffic using the library’s network at the time of testing.

Database Search Features (see Appendix D)
(Basic Search)
i.) Entering Search Topics

When it came to entering search topics within each database’s respective basic search interface, this task was considered to be relatively easy.  Only 3 of the nine databases were attributed the rank of moderate when it came to entering search topics.  These three databases presented minor problems when trying to tab through the search interface to access the edit box(es) provided.  The other issue involved the layout of the search interface and being able to find the edit box(es) to enter the search information.

ii.) Submitting Search Topics

Again, the results were similar to entering the search topics.  6 of the 9 databases were ranked as being easy for accessing this attribute.  The other 3 databases were ranked as moderate, mainly due to the awkward location of the search button within the interface.  (The search button should typically be placed following all of the search options provided within the interface accessed.)
iii.) Limiting Search Parameters

It is important to note here that this feature was only accessed with 5 of the 9 databases.  Limiting the search parameters for 3 of the databases was easy, while the remaining 2 were moderate due to the awkward location of the search parameters within the search interface.
iv.) Returned Information

For this category, results were even between the rankings of easy and moderate.  The moderate rank was provided when the layout of the returned information was somewhat confusing or awkward.  Only 1 of the 9 databases (SilverPlatter) was considered to be difficult for accessing the returned information.  This was due to the time it took for the information to download, the awkward layout, and the overuse of graphics.  
v.) Accessible Format

All search interface/results information was accessible, but the level of accessibility varied from feature to feature and from database to database.  

vi.) Presence of Extra Data

Only 1 of the 9 databases was considered to have an abundance of extra data, and 2 of the databases had some extra data.  However, it remains undetermined if the presence of this extra data is helpful or hindering.

(Advanced Search)


It is important to note that 2 of the 9 databases evaluated did not have the advanced search option evaluated.  This feature was not evaluated within the respective databases due to their version of the advance search being similar to most databases’ version of an expert search.  Evaluating the expert search, or its equal, would have provided flawed/biased results due to the student tester’s level of experience.

i.) Entering Search Topics


Entering the search topics within each respective database advanced search interface, the results were somewhat mixed.  For 5 of the 7 databases with an advanced search option, entering the search topic was ranked as being easy.  However, for the remaining 2 databases, entering the search topics was considered to be difficult.  

The one database (SilverPlatter) did not clearly label its edit boxes.  The student tester commented that it would have been beneficial to perhaps number the edit boxes or provide them as a series of steps.  Meanwhile, entering the search topics in the other database (WilsonWeb) was labelled as difficult because the student tester could not locate the button to switch from the basic to the advanced search.  The button was not located due to the information being relayed by JAWS provided an alternative definition to describe the advanced search button.  (Again, this is an example that calls for the use of universal terminology.)
ii.) Submitting Search Topics

In the advanced search, submitting the search topics was considered to be easy.  One exception to this was a database provided a rank of moderate for this feature due to the extra time that it took to locate the search button.
iii.) Limiting Search Parameters

Results were somewhat mixed for limiting the search parameters in the advanced search interface.  Accessing this feature was considered to be easy in 3 of the databases, moderate in 3 of the databases, and difficult in the remaining database.

The moderate rankings were assigned due to the somewhat awkward organization of the advanced search interface and where the limiter options were placed.  With one database in particular (WilsonWeb), it was slightly difficult to make a distinction between the two combo boxes available for limiting the search parameters.


The database (SilverPlatter) that was considered to be difficult for this task was due to the limit option being inaccessible when using JAWS.  The only way to access this feature was by using the mouse.
iv.) Returned Information

5 of the 7 databases evaluated that had this task evaluated ranked as being easy.  The remaining 2 databases were labelled as moderate due to the awkward organization of the returned information.  The student tester did remark that it would help if the article title, author, journal title, etc. were labelled better so that the information was more distinguishable.  
v.) Accessible Format

Again, all search interface/results information was accessible, but the level of accessibility varied from feature to feature and from database to database.  

vi.) Presence of Extra Data


The student tester only thought that 1 of the databases provided some extra information after using the advanced search option.  In the case of the database it applies to (ProQuest), it has to do with some of the options being repeated twice by JAWS (such as the in the double links featuring both a text and a graphic link).
Information Retrieved (see appendix E)
i.) Mark/Save/Email/Print

These features were accessible with all 9 databases.  However, there were exceptions as to how accessible these features were.  


With some databases, the ability to mark an article was tedious due to the feature being called by another name (e.g. add to folder), or because it was available in an awkward location within its respective interface.


Sometimes the email feature was difficult to access.  Sometimes locating the feature using JAWS was difficult because the word, email or e-mail, was case sensitive.  One particular database’s email was difficult to access due to the frame that it was organized in.  Other databases did not always indicate which fields were required for completing before submitting emailing the marked citations.  This was sometimes problematic because an Internet Explorer pop-up error message would appear, and JAWS could not successfully exit from this error message without exiting from the entire database.

ii.) Retrieve Full Text Article

This feature was only applicable for 3 of the 9 databases evaluated.  The student tester was always able to retrieve the full-text article.  Granted, this was sometimes difficult due to the lack of universal vocabulary to describe this feature.  

iii.) Read Full Text Article

Out of the 3 databases that provided a full text option, only 1 (ProQuest) provided direct access to HTML articles.  The other two databases (ISI Web of Science and SilverPlatter) tested for this feature would indirectly lead the student tester to the full text article (by having the tester enter into an outside electronic journal index), which would then be inaccessible to read because it was only available as a PDF document.  
Issues and Considerations

Accessible Features

Despite the overall good ranking of CSA’s World Wide Political Science Abstracts, ProQuest’s ABI Inform was declared the database of choice by the student tester (see appendices C-F).  Although the ProQuest database had some reported accessibility glitches, it was preferred over the other eight databases evaluated for three main reasons: it had a comprehensive text only version of the search interface, it provided a skip navigation link, and it included an accessibility help menu.  These three features alone made accessibility and usability easier and practical for the student tester.  

It is strongly believed that other database vendors should follow suit and provide a text only version of their Web databases in order to heighten the level of accessibility for all users.  This version does not have to be provided as a hidden link either.  A text only version of the search interface could be beneficial for users with learning disabilities where less visual stimuli is optimum in learning/research situations.  PDA users might also benefit from a text only version of various databases since not all regular graphic and framed interfaces properly fit on the screen of all mobile research devices.
The skip navigation link offered by ProQuest was a nice feature because it helped the student user skip over information relayed by JAWS.  This helped the student tester find the database features that she needed more efficiently since she would not have to depend on JAWS to repeat sections of the present interface.  The only other database that offered this feature (plus an explanation of available hot keys) was EBSCOhost’s ATLA Religion database.

Of the nine databases examined, ProQuest’s ABI Inform was the only one that had an (obvious) accessibility help menu that offered information on accessibility between the database and adaptive software.   This is another feature that should be offered by any Web database.  The accessibility help feature would not only be accommodating for its users, but it would also reinforce that the vendors have taken accessibility of all users into consideration when designing and implementing is product. 
 If an accessibility help menu was not included, the student tester did mentioned that it would be good if there was information provided (in an obvious, retrievable location) that the database meets the appropriate Web accessibility standards (Suzanne L. Byerley and Mary Beth Chambers 2002).  For exampled, the University of Waterloo Library displays the following piece of information in the footer of their Library Guide pages to confirm their dedication to providing accessible information: “This page meets international Web standards and guidelines for XHTML and Accessibility”.  The XHTML link provided then connects the user with the accessibility guidelines provided by W3C.   The other option is that the database includes information that their product is “Bobby” approved (Suzanne L. Byerley and Mary Beth Chambers 2002, Bryna Coonin 2002).  Bobby is a free accessibility checking tool that can be downloaded from the Internet and will report accessibility “errors to three levels of severity” (Bryna Coonin 2002).  It is important to note that Bobby should be used alongside manual accessibility testing (Suzanne L. Byerley and Mary Beth Chambers 2002, Bryna Coonin 2002).
It was somewhat ironic that the ProQuest database was preferred over the other databases by the student tester.  When a ProQuest product was evaluated with WindowEyes (a screen reader that is comparable to JAWS) two years ago in the study by Vibiana Bowman, it ranked the lowest for accessibility compared to the other 3 databases tested (2002).  She stated that the “inconsistency in the HTML coding of ProQuest created the most barriers for use with WindowEyes” (Vibiana Bowman 2002).  It was difficult to ascertain whether the user in this study had accessibility difficulties because: the user did not find the text-only version of the database’s search interface, if the text-only version did not exist a few years ago and was created as a result of its previous poor performance, or if WindowEyes processes Web code differently than JAWS.  
Inaccessible Features


Unlike the CSA and ProQuest databases, several databases did not fare as well when it came to accessibility.  The respective databases evaluated from SilverPlatter, WilsonWeb and EI Village were considered to possess some of the most inaccessible database features for a variety of reasons (see appendices C-F).  Most of the accessibility issues for these databases had to do with a lack of universal terminology, poor alt tags and/or table or frame labels, overuse of frames, overuse of images/graphics, and/or an overall awkward layout of the features/information provided within the respective interface.  

It is important to stress that if a text-only version of the database’s interface(s) is not provided, then the designers need to be more conscious and accommodating towards having a universally accessible product.  The most common complaint from the student tester was that the various databases rarely stuck to using a universal language for describing functions and features.  When synonyms are used in place of what is usually seen as a universally accepted term, then it can confuse the (visual or non-visual) user (see appendix F).  If graphics, buttons, frames and tables are included to benefit the spatial-visual use of the database, then the appropriate tags and labels must be included to identify these objects to the non-sighted user.   
It was also mentioned that the combination of button links and text links can be tedious for the non-visual user; the database designers should stick to using one type of link or another to make the interface(s) more consistent.  Additionally, the layout of the features needs to be structured so that when the options are relayed to the user by the screen-reader, the order of the features is logical and meaningful in an auditory sense.  Again, a strong example of a logical interface layout would have the limit parameters for a search provided before the search button.   This way the visually impaired user does not have keep having JAWS repeat the list of features to figure out that there was more pertinent information following the search button.   As mentioned in Byerley and Chambers Web accessibility and usability study, accessibility is more prominent when the layout of information and features is kept simple (2002).

With the exception of ProQuest, most of the databases examined that did offer full text articles did not provide HTML versions to accommodate for the use of PDF files.  PDF articles are very difficult for the visually impaired user to access with JAWS or other forms of screen-reading software.  Most PDF articles cannot be read by a screen-reader due to their formatting (Suzanne L. Byerley and Mary Beth Chambers 2003, Ron Stewart 2002).  Stewart explains in his study that:

 “image based PDF document files which present an increased level of inaccessibility...these images based documents typically require a secondary intervention or a more complex conversion process...” (2002)
Therefore, preparing and converting the PDF documents would be a complex and tedious process that directly and indirectly affect accessibility.   The respective databases in this study that offer full text should seriously consider offering an HTML version of each requested article as an alternative that would help to provide universal access.
Conclusion


All of the Web databases examined in this study were accessible in some form or fashion.  This displayed that database vendors and designers are possibly improving their respective products so that they are closer to meeting the proposed accessibility standards and guidelines from the W3C Web Accessibility Initiative..  However, there are too many inconsistencies and problems among the databases and their functions when accessed using adaptive software.   It must be stressed to the database vendors and designers that a greater effort must be made so that Web databases possess a high standard of accessibility; simply covering the basic guidelines is not enough for a product that should be accessible for all users.  Canadian libraries, education systems, disability offices, and other advocates for universal Web accessibility need to take the initiative and responsibility to inform others that partially accessible Web products are not acceptable for anyone. 
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Appendix A – Checklist and Explanation of Evaluative Terminology
	
	CRITERIA
	VENDOR/ DATABASE

	ACCESSIBLE

WEB

DESIGN
	Access to Database   ()  
	

	
	Ability to Navigate Database  (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	Site Content  (good/satisfactory/poor)
	

	
	Standard Layout  (good/satisfactory/poor)
	

	
	Availability of ALT Tags  (yes/no/some)
	

	
	Quality of ALT Tags  (good/satisfactory/poor)
	

	
	Keyboard Only Navigation  (yes/no)
	

	
	Skip Navigation Link Available  (yes/no)
	

	
	Redundant Text Links  (yes/no/some)
	

	
	Pop-up Windows/Menus/etc.   (yes/no)
	

	
	Tables/Frames Labelled  (yes/no/some)
	

	
	Quality of Table/Frame Labels  (good/satisfactory/poor)
	

	ADAPTIVE

TECHNOLOGY
	Effect with Scripting Available  (useable, unusable, site slows, n/a, etc.)
	

	DATABASE

SEARCH

FUNCTIONS
	Basic Search
	Entering Search Topics  (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Submitting Search (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Limiting Search Parameters (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Returned Information (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Accessible Format  (yes/no)
	

	
	
	Presence of Extra Data  (yes/no/some)
	

	
	Advanced Search
	Entering Search Topics (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Submitting Search (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Limiting Search Parameters (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Returned Information (easy/moderate/difficult)
	

	
	
	Accessible Format  (yes/no)
	

	
	
	Presence of Extra Data  (yes/no/some)
	

	INFORMATION RETRIEVED
	Provision of Info to MARK/SAVE/EMAIL search results  (yes/no/some)
	

	
	Retrieve Full-Text Article  (yes/no/not applicable)
	

	
	Read Full-Text Article  (yes/no/not applicable)
	


Explanation of Evaluation Terminology

Section One – Rating Type #1 (good/satisfactory/poor)

good = accessibility problems are scarce/minimal for the respective feature

   being evaluated.   These problems do not impede access to the


   database’s functions.

satisfactory = there are a few minor accessibility problems for the respective

              feature that is being evaluated.  These problems should be


              considered for revision, but do not necessarily impede the overall


   access to the database’s functions.

poor = these accessibility problems for the respective feature that is being


 evaluated limit or impede access to the database’s functions.

Sections One & Two – Rating Type #2 (easy/moderate/difficult)
easy = the user is able to use/access the database’s respective functions


 efficiently and easily.  Functions can be easily accessed without causing

 confusion.

moderate = the user is able to use/access the database’s respective functions,

          but it takes some time to access these functions due confusing

          interface layouts, labelling of ALT tags, etc.

difficult = the user is unable to use/access the database’s respective functions

      due to the interface layout, poor coding, missing ALT tags, etc.
Sections One, Two & Three – Rating Type #3 (yes/some/no)
yes = this particular database feature/function is (abundantly) present 
some = the presence of this database feature/function is inconsistently present

no = this particular database feature/function is not present.

Appendix B – Questionnaire (Sample)

Tester:________________________



Date:__________
Vendor/Database Tested:__________________________
Adaptive Software Used:___________________________
Instructions


For each of the questions in the sections provided below, please provide one of the following ratings in the space provided:

Level 4 (L4) – A level 4 rating indicates that the aspect of the database being evaluated meets or goes beyond accessibility expectations. 


Level 3 (L3) – A level 3 rating indicates that the aspect of the database being evaluated adequately complies with accessibility expectations.

Level 2 (L2) – A level 2 rating indicates that the aspect of the database being evaluated complies with accessibility expectations, but could use improvement.

Level 1 (L1) – A level 1 rating indicates that the aspect of the database being evaluated does not meet accessibility expectations and should be reconfigured by the vendor.

Not Applicable (N/A) 
SECTION ONE – ACCESSIBLE WEB DESIGN

1. How accessible is the database when initially accessed? ______
2. How easy is it to navigate the components of the database? ______
How would you rate…

3.  the content of the database? _____
4. the availability of ALT Tags attached to the database’s graphics, links, etc.? ______
5. the quality of the ALT Tags provided (i.e. are the ALT Tags clear in describing the database’s graphics, links, etc.)? ______
6. the availability of keyboard-only navigation? ______
7. the availability of the skip navigation link? ______
8. the labelling of information provided in tables/frames? _____
Appendix C - Quantitative Results for Accessible Web Design
	

	Database Criteria
	ABC Clio (America Hist & Life)
	SilverPlatter (Geography)
	ISI Web of Science (Soc Sci)
	CSA (Worldwide Poli Sci Abs)
	WilsonWeb (Soc Sci Full Text)
	ProQuest (ABI Inform)
	OCLC (Alt Press Index)
	EI Village (Compendex 2)
	EBSCOhost (ATLA Religion)

	Access to Database (yes/no)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Ability to Navigate Database (easy/mod/diff)
	mod
	*mod
	easy
	mod
	*diff
	easy
	mod
	*diff
	easy

	Site Content (good/sat/poor)
	good
	sat
	good
	good
	sat
	*good
	*sat
	*poor
	good

	Standard Layout (good/sat/poor)
	good
	good
	sat
	sat
	*sat
	good
	*sat
	*poor
	*sat

	Availability of ALT Tags (yes/no/some)
	*yes
	some
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Quality of ALT Tags (good/sat/poor)
	poor
	good
	sat
	*sat
	*poor
	*poor
	good
	*poor
	good

	Keyboard Only Navigation (yes/no)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	*yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	*yes

	Skip Navigation Link Available (yes/no)
	no
	no
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no

	Redundant Text Links (yes/no/some)
	yes
	some
	no
	no
	no
	*some
	no
	no
	some

	Pop-up Windows/Menus (yes/no)
	*yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	*yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	*yes

	Tables/Frames Labelled (yes/no/some)
	*some
	*some
	yes
	yes
	yes
	*no
	some
	yes
	yes

	Quality of Table/Frame Labels (good/sat/poor)
	*sat
	poor
	good
	sat
	sat
	*poor
	*sat
	*poor
	good

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effect with Scripting Available
	*site slows
	useable
	useable
	useable
	n/a
	useable
	useable
	useable
	useable

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix D – Quantitative Results for Search Functions

	

	Database Criteria
	ABC Clio (America Hist & Life)
	SilverPlatter (Geography)
	ISI Web of Science (Soc Sci)
	CSA (Worldwide Poli Sci Abs)
	WilsonWeb (Soc Sci Full Text)
	ProQuest (ABI Inform)
	OCLC (Alt Press Index)
	EI Village (Compendex 2)
	EBSCOhost (ATLA Religion)

	(Basic Search)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Entering Search Topics (easy/mod/diff)
	easy
	easy
	easy
	easy
	*mod
	easy
	*mod
	easy
	*mod

	Submitting Search (easy/mod/difficult)
	easy
	easy
	*mod
	easy
	easy
	easy
	*easy
	easy
	*mod

	Limiting Search Parameters (easy/mod/diff)
	n/a
	n/a
	*mod
	easy
	n/a
	easy
	n/a
	easy
	*mod

	Returned Information (easy/mod/diff)
	*mod
	*diff
	easy
	easy
	*mod
	easy
	*mod
	*mod
	easy

	Accessible Format (yes/no)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Presence of Extra Data (yes/no/some)
	some
	no
	no
	no
	no
	*some
	no
	*yes
	no

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(Advanced Search)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Entering Search Topics (easy/mod/diff)
	easy
	diff
	n/a
	easy
	*diff
	easy
	easy
	n/a
	*easy

	Submitting Search Topics (easy/mod/diff)
	mod
	easy
	n/a
	easy
	easy
	easy
	*easy
	n/a
	*easy

	Limiting Search Parameters (easy/mod/diff)
	easy
	diff
	n/a
	easy
	*mod
	*mod
	easy
	n/a
	*mod

	Returned Information (easy/mod/diff)
	easy
	*easy
	n/a
	easy
	*mod
	easy
	*mod
	n/a
	easy

	Accessible Format (yes/no)
	n/a
	yes
	n/a
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	n/a
	yes

	Presence of Extra Data (yes/no/some)
	no
	no
	n/a
	no
	no
	*some
	no
	n/a
	no

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix E – Quantitative Results for Information Retrieved

	

	Database Criteria
	ABC Clio (America Hist & Life)
	SilverPlatter (Geography)
	ISI Web of Science (Soc Sci)
	CSA (Worldwide Poli Sci Abs)
	WilsonWeb (Soc Sci Full Text)
	ProQuest (ABI Inform)
	OCLC (Alt Press Index)
	EI Village (Compendex 2)
	EBSCOhost (ATLA Religion)

	Mark/Save/Email/Print (yes/no/some)
	*yes
	yes
	*yes
	yes
	*yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	*yes

	Retrieve Full Text Article (yes/no/not applicable)
	n/a
	yes
	yes
	n/a
	n/a
	yes
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Read Full Text Article (yes/no/not applicable)
	n/a
	*no
	no
	n/a
	n/a
	yes
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix F – Qualitative Results for Databases Evaluated
UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 1
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Wason, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: ABC Clio/America History and Life
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date Tested: Tuesday, March 30, 2004

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The ability to navigate the database was moderately accessible in part due to the user not understanding some terminology (i.e. using the word “tagged” instead of “mark” when marking a citation entry from the list of search results).  Some tables, frames and images made it slightly difficult to navigate the database with ease. 
· Despite the provision of ALT Tags, their quality was generally poor because images were not always coherently defined for the user.
· The labelling of tables and/or frames appeared to be inconsistent at times.  Tables, especially the one used to create the Author Index, were not properly labelled, thus making the index useless for the user.  However, frames were usually properly labelled (even though the frames used for the Help feature were not always clear for the user).
· When table/frame labels were available, they were only satisfactory due to an inconsistency in quality.
Adaptive Technology:

· The effect between the use of JAWS 4.5, the active scripting (i.e. Java Script), and the use of the database would be slow at times.  However, it is inconclusive it this is a result of the adaptive software and the database’s scripting OR due to the library’s network, the traffic of users, etc.

Database Search Functions:

Basic Search

· Although accessible, the returned search information was considered to be “moderate” due to the order in which JAWS would relay the information to the user.  The number of each search result entry would sometimes blur in with the respective title of each article.  It was suggested that the Display Full Entry feature was saved until the end of each entry.
Advanced Search
· Submitting the search was considered to be “moderate” due to the extra time it took to locate the search button.
Information Retrieved:

· Although the option to Mark/Save/Email/Print search results was always available, it was unclear due to the terminology used.  Instead of “marking” a search entry citation, one was to “tag” it.  Saving, emailing, or printing records was grouped under the term “output”.  It was suggested by the user that vendors try to be uniform/consistent in the terminology that they use for the database’s search and retrieval features.

Final Comments:

Although the database could be accessed, and both search options used with some proficiency, ABC Clio’s choice of terminology appeared to be the main source of confusion for the visually impaired user.  


Some of the alternative features, such as the Help information and the various indexes did not always make sense to the user due to use of frames or tables.

The user also commented that it would be more preferable to provide links over buttons, or else clarify the distinctions between the two.

UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 2
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: SilverPlatter/ Geography
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date Tested: Wednesday, March 31, 2004

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The ability to navigate the database was moderately accessible.  Additionally, some tables, frames, icons and images made it slightly difficult to navigate the database with ease.
· The labelling of tables and/or frames appeared to be inconsistent at times.  Tables, especially the one used to create the Author Index, were not properly labelled, thus making the index useless for the user.  However, frames were usually properly labelled (even though the frames used for the Help feature were not always coherent).
Database Search Functions:

Basic Search

· Accessing the returned information (i.e. search result entries) was considered to be difficult for the user.  Navigating this information took some time due to the layout of the interface.  

· There appeared to be some inconsistency between the search results and the full record.  The search results only provided the abbreviated terminology to indicate the Title, Author, etc. of each entry.  However, the full word for each term was indicated in the full record version for each entry. 

· The symbol used to indicate that the search entry was full text did not make sense for the user and appeared to be redundant with the abbreviation, FTXT, which also indicated that the full text article was available.  (The FTXT abbreviation also had to be explained to the user since she did not understand what it meant.) 

Advanced Search
· Accessing the “Change” button to limit search parameters was impossible for the user.  Whenever she would try access the button via keyboard navigation, an error message would appear.  (Therefore, limiting search parameters received a score of “difficult”.)  (This process was attempted three times.)

· Due to there being more than one search field (edit box) for the advanced search, the user found entering search topics to be difficult because the edit boxes were not properly labelled (or identified in steps).  

· Accessing the returned information was considered to be “easy” in the advanced search because the user became accustomed to the display format after having it explained to her following the basic search.

Information Retrieved:

· Marking entries would cause the screen to reload – this was confusing for the user because JAWS beings to re-read the information on the current screen.

· Although this database provides a full text article option, the full text articles cannot be accessed using JAWS because they are in a PDF format.
Final Comments:

· Although the user of this database appreciated the available help option with the Geography database, she found accessibility to be very difficult at times.  Most accessibility issues revolved around the inconsistent tagging and quality of tagged items to properly identify frames, images, etc.  

· Again, it was recommended that there should be more sporadic use of images and frames when possible so that information would be more accessible and comprehensive when relayed by JAWS to the user.

UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 3
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: ISI Web of Science/ Social Science Citation Index
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date(s) Tested: *Friday, April 2, 2004 (experimenting with the usability of the



   questionnaire)


            *Tuesday, April 13, 2004 (re-evaluation using the checklist)

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· Although it did not impede with accessing the database, it was unclear why there was an image/graphic called “clear dot”.

Database Search Functions:

“General” (Basic) Search

· Submitting the search was considered to be “moderate” due to the awkward placement of the SEARCH button (see next comment re: Limiting Search Parameters).

· Limiting the search parameters (in regards to language and document type) was considered to be “moderate” due to its awkward placement – JAWS would read this option AFTER indicating where the SEARCH button was.

Advanced Search
· Although this search was conducted originally on April 2, 2004, the data collected would be somewhat subjective since ISI Web of Science’s advanced search requires the use of field terms.  The student tester had to be diligently guided on how to use this type of search, which could have directly or indirectly influenced the results.

Information Retrieved:

· Although this database provides a full text article option, the full text articles cannot be accessed using JAWS because they are in a PDF format.

Final Comments:

· Although the returned search information is easy to access, it would be ideal to have each entry assigned a number so that the user can find/access desired entries with a greater sense of ease.

· Also, the number of returned entries was not directly communicated to the user right away.  The number of entries on the current page was confused with the number of entries overall.

· Some of the terminology used was not comprehensive at first.  It was requested that database designers are more consistent about using a universal vocabulary.


UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 4
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: CSA/ Worldwide Political Science Abstracts
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date Tested: Tuesday, April 13, 2004

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The quality of the ALT tags used was “satisfactory” due a lack of clarity at times.

· Headings for the tables/frames are sometimes unclear or vague.

Final Comments:

· It is important to note that the student tester is familiar with using this database and this was commented upon with the ease of use of the search features.

· It was mentioned that it would be nice if the edit boxes/search fields were numbered for easier access.

· The brackets ( ) around the edit boxes were slightly confusing to the user as to what their purpose was.

· The search examples provided under some of the edit boxes were in an awkward location for the user – she mentioned that it would make more sense if the examples were provided first, then the search options/ edit boxes were placed afterwards.

UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 5
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: EI Village/ Compendex 2
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date Tested: Tuesday, April 13, 2004

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The ability to navigate, the site content, and the standard layout of the database were respectfully labelled as “difficult” and “poor” mainly due to the poor quality of labelling for ALT tags, tables and frames.  The overuse of images makes finding interface information quite tedious and time consuming.
Database Search Functions:

“Quick” (Basic) Search 

· It is important to note that EI Village’s “Quick Search” is comparable to the advanced search option available in other databases.

· The returned information was labelled as “moderate” due to the overuse of imbedded images/graphics.  This made reading the returned search information quite tedious and annoying.  

· Due to the imbedded images/graphics and links, there was a definite presence of extra data (which was distracting for the user).

“Expert” (Advanced) Search
· Due to the use of field tags to complete searches, it did not seem appropriate to test this feature due to the possibility of usability bias.

Final Comments:

· Although the user of this database appreciated the available help option with the Compendex 2 database, she found accessibility to be somewhat difficult at times.  Most accessibility issues revolved around the quality of tagged items to properly identify frames, images, etc. and the overuse of imbedded images/graphics.

· Again, it was recommended that there should be more sporadic use of images and frames when possible so that information would be more accessible and comprehensive when relayed by JAWS to the user.


UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 6
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: EBSCOhost/ATLA Religion Database
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5
Date Tested: Friday, April 16, 2004

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The standard layout was provided a “satisfactory” rating – the user mentioned that the content could be organized a little better by keeping similar information/features within the same table. 

· Keyboard navigation was somewhat problematic when it came to using the “tab” button to navigate.  Tabbing could be used, but JAWS did not relay all of the content that was tabbed through (especially info near check boxes).  

· Pop-up windows/menus were considered to be well-labelled.

Database Search Functions:

Basic Search

· Entering the search topics and limiting parameters was assigned a rating of “moderate” due to problems with tabbing through the information.  It was also mentioned that it took some time to access one of the combo boxes.

· Submitting the search was “moderate” due to the awkward placement of the search button.  The button should be placed after the search parameter options.

Advanced Search
· Entering the search topics and submitting the search were considered to be “easy” with this search because the tester was now familiar with the interface’s logistics.

· Limiting the search parameters was considered to be “moderate” because it was difficult to make a distinction of the respective roles of the two combo boxes.

Information Retrieved:

· Accessing the e-mail option took some time due to awkward phrasing.

Final Comments:

· Despite some glitches, the tester noted that this particular database is very nice to use due to the clarity and detail of most ALT tags, button descriptions and table labels.  She also liked how the search result entries were numbered.

· Some glitches included repetitive labels (e.g. “Journal Title” and “Publication Type” would be repeated twice by JAWS).

· She did wonder why marking entries was called “add to Folder”.  Again, it was requested that database creators stick to using universal language for database features.


UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 7
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: WilsonWeb/ Social Sciences Full Text
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date Tested: Friday, April 16, 2004
COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The ability to navigate the database was “difficult” due to the “poor” quality of ALT tags.  Most tags were not well defined, were inconsistent, or had vague/awkward definitions.  For example, the button for the basic search was relayed as being called “natural and Boolean searching”.  (Again, universal terminology should be applied.) 

· The standard layout of the database interface(s) was “satisfactory” due to the use of frames (not preferable).

· Keyboard navigation was somewhat problematic when it came to using the “tab” button to navigate.  Tabbing could be used, but JAWS did not relay all of the content that was tabbed through (especially info near check boxes).  

· Pop-up windows/menus were considered to be well-labelled.

Database Search Functions:

Basic Search

· Entering the search topics was “moderate” since tabbing through the interface did not always relay the information displayed on the screen.

· The returned information was “moderate” due to the awkward organization of the displayed information.  The tester mentioned that it would have made more sense to number each entry, state the citation, then provide the button information that explained the extra features (such as checking the library’s holdings).  The returned information did not directly indicate how many entries were available on the page accessed.  

Advanced Search
· Entering the search topics was “difficult” mainly due to the tester not being able to access the link (due to the poor quality of the button labels).

· Limiting the search parameters was “moderate” due to the tabbing issue.

· The returned information was “moderate” due to the awkward organization of the displayed information.  The tester mentioned that it would have made more sense to number each entry, state the citation, then provide the button information that explained the extra features (such as checking the library’s holdings).  The returned information did not directly indicate how many entries were available on the page accessed.  
Information Retrieved:

· The email option should indicate which portions are required fields to be completed.  When the subject was not indicated by the tester, an Internet Explorer pop-up message appeared and could not be closed by using JAWS.  This made the tester lose her search information.

Final Comments:

· Overall the tester did not like this database due to the poor use of ALT tags, vague graphics.  The use of frames is also an undesirable trait for navigation purposes.

· Again, using the tab key for navigational purposes would be a good option to have available.

· Universal language should be used when addressing database search terminology.


UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 8
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: ProQuest/ ABI Inform/Global
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date Tested: Wednesday, April 21, 2004

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The site content was considered to be “good” with the exception of the graphic called “common/x”.  Due to this graphic, the quality of ALT tags was considered to be “poor”.  

· There was believed to be “some” redundant text links, such as the search button and the about feature.

Database Search Functions:

Basic Search

· Presence of extra data was only obvious due to the double links (one text, one graphic) provided for features, such as retrieving an entry’s abstract.  The repetition of these types of links was a little bit confusing for the student tester.
Advanced Search
· Limiting the search parameters was “moderate” due the organization of the advanced search interface.  It would make more sense to provide this feature after the search edit boxes.
Final Comments:

· Overall, this database was deemed to be the best of the nine examined.  The student tester found it to be the most accessible due to: the skip navigation feature, the provision of appropriate titles/headings, the lack of pop-ups, the available of HTML full text articles provided directly by the database, the checkbox for marking entries would follow the entry’s information.
· Most importantly, this database offered the user a text only version of the database and an Accessibility Help link containing comprehensive information.  The student tester would like to see both of these accessibility features offered by all databases.

· The only changes that the student tester would like to see with this database is that the Accessibility Help link is provided near the top of the text only search and to change the wording of the “about” feature to something more comprehensive.  


UW LIBRARY DATABASE ACCESSIBILITY TESTING: QUALITATIVE COMMENTS 9
Tester(s): R. Caldwell, J. Bains* (JAWS/database user)

Vendor/Database: OCLC FirstSearch/ Alternative Press Index
Adaptive Software: JAWS 4.5

Date Tested: Wednesday, April 21, 2004

COMMENTS
Accessible Web Design:

· The site content and standard layout of the database were respectively considered to be “satisfactory” due to the awkward organization of information in all interfaces.

· The quality of table labels was “moderate” due to a lack of clarity.

Database Search Functions:

Basic Search

· Entering the search topics and accessing the returned information were respectively labelled as “moderate” due to the awkward organization of both interfaces.  

· Submitting the search was “easy” due to the availability of hotkeys (e.g. to enter a search, the user would press the ALT and S keys).

Advanced Search
· Submitting the search was “easy” due to the availability of hotkeys (e.g. to enter a search, the user would press the ALT and S keys).

· Accessing the returned information was respectively labelled as “moderate” due to the awkward organization of the interface.
Final Comments:

· The student tester did wonder if bias was a factor since the most accessible database (from ProQuest) was evaluated prior to evaluating this database.
· It would be preferred if an accessibility menu/feature was provided with this database.
· It was of some concern (by the recorder) that there was an obvious time-out feature with this database.  Without being directed on what to access within the database, the student tester might have used up her time while becoming familiar with the interface (or if she had to leave the computer for a short break).  

· Again, the use of text links over buttons is preferred.

· Organization of features/information was overwhelming and confusing with each interface (goes along with the cliché less is more.)

· The student tester could not “arrow-through” the information provided in combo boxes.  

· A combo box should have been provided instead of listing the available language links.  
· Entries should provide the Author, Title and Abstract information near the top of the page.

· Checkboxes for marking the articles were in an awkward location – always place after each entry’s information, not before the number of each entry.

· Despite the provision of a skip navigation link and hot keys, the student tester did not like this database.
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