Office of Distance Education Course Portfolio Reviews
Fall 2015

ATI Course Accessibility Evaluation
As a part of the Office of Distance Education’s Open Call Course Portfolio Review process, the instructional materials used in your course (i.e., documents, audio, video, websites, and web applications) were examined to determine if they are accessible and usable by Mason students, including those with disabilities, in accordance with University Policy 1308.
This is not a comprehensive evaluation of all the areas covered by this policy; rather this review focuses on those areas that have traditionally had the most significant impact on the ability of students with disabilities to independently access instructional materials (e.g., alternative text descriptions, keyboard navigation, captions, transcripts, etc.).
COURSE:
· Term:				Spring 2015
· Professor:			
· Course Evaluated:		
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Course Reviewer: 		
PRIORITY RECOMMENDATIONS and RESOURCES:
	Priority Issue
	Action Plan

	Ensure all course videos have synchronized captions and/or transcripts.
	Go to the ATI’s Accessible Media Request page for information on requesting this service.


	Ensure all course videos are streamed through an accessible video playback platform (i.e., Kaltura, YouTube).
	Upload course videos using the “Kaltura My Media” link in MyMason\Courses Tab. For assistance, contact the ATI Office and/or Learning Support Services.


	Ensure that PowerPoint Presentations and Word Documents are accessible. 

	Visit ATI’s Guide to Creating Accessible Electronic Materials (PDF – Section 2: Part II and Part III).

Visit ATI Website: Creating Accessible Documents



UNDERSTANDING THE REVIEW PROCESS:
Reviewers examined selected examples of the elements highlighted in the attached checklist (i.e., course readings, LMS layout/structure, 2-3 documents of each type – i.e., Word/PDF/PPT, 2-3 videos, and supplemental applications) and provided feedback and resources for the instructor on how best to remediate any accessibility issues that were identified.  
Tools used for testing accessibility:

· Website Accessibility Reviews – WAVE Toolbar
· MS Office Accessibility Reviews – Built-in MS Office Accessibility Checker
FINDINGS:
· Syllabus and Textbooks/Course Readings (Evaluated: Syllabus, Course Readings) 

· Electronic equivalent not identified for course textbooks (required and/or recommended)

Many textbook publishers now offer electronic equivalents (e.g., PDF, Kindle, Nook).  Whenever possible, faculty member should consider identifying this information for students who would prefer to have access to an electronic copy of the reading materials.

· Use appropriate document markup (i.e., headings, bookmarks, etc.) in syllabus

The existing course syllabus is 8 pages. While it is easy to visually identify the appropriate section headers, the document does not contain any markup that would enable users to navigate the document using bookmarks or a document map. Faculty member should consider recreating the document in MS Word, using Styles (i.e., Heading 1, Heading 2, etc.) to identify the section headers, and then resaving the file as a PDF document. This would allow the file to maintain the markup throughout the conversion process.

· Avoid using nested tables

Course schedule is designed using a very complex nested table. This layout would prove challenging for students with cognitive and/or sensory impairments to navigate. Faculty member should consider simplifying the design of the table and avoid the use of nested cells.

· Avoid using color to denote importance

Students with visual impairments (i.e., color blindness) may have difficulty identifying the differences between action items and the deliverables. Faculty member should consider using some other type of identifier to highlight the important of this information (e.g., “*”, “Please note:”, etc.)

· [bookmark: _Blackboard_Learn_Accessibility]Blackboard Learn Accessibility (Evaluated: Overall Course Site Layout)

· No issues identified. 

· Word Accessibility (Evaluated: Issues and Stakeholder doc, Team Study doc)

· Use document markup to improve document navigation

The Issues and Stakeholder document was short, thus headings or structure was really not necessary. However, a cursory review of some of the assignments (e.g., Team Study) reveals that Styles were not used in those documents as well. It is necessary to use appropriate document markup (i.e., Styles) whenever possible to ensure ease of navigation for screen reader users and those with cognitive challenges.
· PPT Accessibility (Evaluated: Week 6 PPT)

· No descriptions provided for images, complex diagrams, SmartArt graphics, etc. 

To ensure equivalent access to instructional materials for screen reader users and those with cognitive challenges, all images, complex diagrams, SmartArt graphics, etc. should contain appropriate alternative text descriptions. 
· PDF Accessibility (Evaluated: Syllabus)

· Refer to “Syllabus and Textbooks/Course Readings” section for recommendations

Only PDF document identified was the syllabus.
· Multimedia Files (Evaluated: Welcome video and Blackboard Coursepage Tour video)

· Uncaptioned or poorly captioned videos 

Several videos (e.g., Welcome, Bb Coursepage Tour, Weekly lectures) were either not captioned or poorly captioned (i.e., YouTube auto-generated captions).  No transcripts were provided as an alternative. Faculty member should consider submitting videos to ATI Office for captioning. 
QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS EVALUATION?
Contact the ATI Office: 

· Phone: 	703-993-4329
· Email:		ati@gmu.edu
· Web: 		http://ati.gmu.edu
· Twitter: 	@AccessibleMason 
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