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How Accessible are the 50 Most Visited
Web Sites?
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INTRODUCTION

There are many idemifishle wols i sssiu perues imfliciod with
serme foem of disshiing circemstance.  Many of these are owsily recog-
slanbsle snch wh Tamps, clevaton, Braille, ang closed-cupiioning.  These
leatores have aha been used and desized by everyune, families
with strollers whi can take mbvantige of clevatary and ourh cuts. The
shesnee of these stmple wet effective {euteres tesulty in § direct viola-
thon of govermmental regolatmns g wefl av buman nghis Woukd you
docm it momndly scceptable to rovmict the beuring umpaired from watch-
nmwmmm-‘—_m-m-
ephemem lound-capnomimg” Mt prople sockd wy ne 1low showm
e Worbd Wabs Wel? Shockd disabled persres 5ot e abde bo wtiluss the
revozry of the lsacToct smply became Oy are davablod !
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atody conducted by Tomy Seffiven end Rebecca Matson which was -
Wi"mnlwh'ﬂhﬁmm“h
Wed s Mort Popular Sizes,” publinhed g 2000 Sullivan sed Mutsen
determined ihe fifty most populsr sites through the use of
woww Al com. of these siles may have oibér wanesed
#uyundhmmhymlﬂﬂﬂlthlmm“
concmxted.  The goal of this project was to svaluste whether er met and
e whst drpree thee bt peswrred This b sigrificant besmiee weh sooes-
whifiry m o growmg peer iz emae ogh and seubl bo sdirced
oex Srobogy progTass

The szalyws pectios of G pregcy e sumplooed wusg Sald
Bokdy s weh siss moeedey e cteris (1) The W (Warkd
Wide Wrk Comertmm, pmafrizers  This rofrm W fowrties pesdelos
#nh“--q--ﬂﬂ_ﬂ
iy Ser TRWCAGIN = dx leotorn gusirisac
(2 The IS sectien 508 podriees.  The mics w b fhae pories =
Socman W of ihe Reishdasios Act of B ADA. which arx descly
imn with thr wrh oommoTy Fmairitees propascd by the WAL ek Asszs-
wkilmy fmmsine g

Acgatding e the smxcle. Evelusag Fek Rrvowrrrs for Dhiafaliry
Arcesy (Rowsn, p. §1). veme lmmnatioas of Meblry inclade: (3) The
M”Hm&umuﬂﬂm.{il
rmarrizal inupectiom may he reguend e order b e simal problesn
hpﬂmurmm--ﬂmmm
maccrysble. and (d) doos Dt offcr &y Toseersensdatemy for makog &
partuler st Dare mTtde

The HTMWL solides mal w1 she unbond o see of g web pgo
conformed e HTM] sssterds Thin is ugmaficess brususs “mether
mae o ey thet 3 wek s Sue opteml scoreciabis 1w o FTTML
cowvey measing and st forma o byest” (Cosy. p 2N Mcwrsaiinday
ﬁﬂﬂ“h-muﬂu“ﬁ
mun pomsrs s eboy ot Indrvatraks Ty e e & tommper
mpﬂn{ﬁp;hﬂunnmmnd:-ﬂl
which semrulsbes ibr cxporienoe of ather dicbilgies

LITERATUREREMVTEW

What b Weh Aceeibiling?

Weh scersability deals with the ability 1 secess the World Wide
Web (WWW) Price to 1008, secossibility it m specifically apply
i vartual world under Section MIB of the Rehabilitathon Act. However,
during 1998, Previdrs Clinton expanded it soope, deeoiieg thai frderal
web siies shoudd be fufly socevuble 10 diablen idivumade
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+  Priority 2: These checkpomts should be fulfilled. A fmilore o pass
this would deem the page as firly secessible but weneld sfso highlight
key access mutters that should be addressed.

v Prierity 3: Thise checkpoints may be fulfilled, “If you can pass ol
items 0 this sechon, including relevant User Checks, your page meets
Cenformance Level AAA for the Web Content Guidelines™ (hitp:/f
www cast.org'habby f.

Sullivan and Matson's Research
Sullivan and Matson evalinted the 50 mast frequently visited sires
of the venr 2000, Methodology: The scope of the project entuiled the
eviluation of eight guidelines thee were tiled uader Prionty 1, corme-
sponding ta guidelines 1.1, 1.2, 200 6.1, 6.3, 7.1, 9.1, and 11,4, The
researchers enalyzed only the main page of the sites. This was heciuse
it wotld have been exhaustive to check edch page within the gites and if
the mein pages were deemed inaccessible or poorly accessible, mavigi
ton through and onto other pages can be assumed to be similar.: The
researebers glso gvalusted the sited both sutomated and munually, The
significance of this was to decipher between potential and aceunlly areas
of failure, Sttes that contitingd text-enly allermative home pages wire
evaluated solely on that fext version. In osder 1o display the results of
the project more adequately, & four-tier model was used.  These were
ranked de follows: '
= High Accessibility, This refers to sites that contained no perceived.
content necess prohlems.
+ Medium Accessibility (Mostly Accessibly). This refers to sites with
few necessibility problems; five pnd lese checkpoints identified.,
»  Medium Accessibility (Pastly Accessibly), This refers to sites with
many accessibility problems; between 510 checkpmints idemtified.
+  Ineccessible: This refers (o sites: thet contain major chstacles in the
s of the pape; more thin 10 checkpoints identiffed.

Sampling: Sullivan end Matson toak a sample oF 530 weh sites.
Thesc sites were significant because they represenied clemenis of a
purpesive sample.  Thal is to say, the sites were categorized us {re-
quenthy vigited. Therefpre. they should be resconnhly aceeszible to
CVETYONE. )

Findings: Tuble | shows the results of their fndings (ormatted in
i fowr-tier tuble according to the rénkings previeusly defined. The sites
i the first ter ame in alphabetical order because their secossibility mnk-
ing was identical, For tiers 2-4, the sites are listed in order of which was
mere necessible

OURRESEARCH

Methodalegy: Our research entailed an evaluation of the 16
checkpotnts thiat are ttled under Priesity 15 as stated previously these
guidelines mivst e satisfied in order to consider a site aceessible, The
prirpose of focusing mainly en the Priority | guidelines is not anly te
mare casily desw similaritics w Gie research condicted by Sullivin and
Matson but aisn to maintain consistency, Prienty | guidelines slso
represent the minkmun reguirements to be Bobby approved. In an

Table I+ Findings from Syllivan and Matson

Tier 1 Axizron, Golig, Coogle, Gete, Hotbat, Micrasofl,

Highly Acoessible Muonster, MEN, Smap

Tier2 AltaVista, Ast.net, Excite, leq, Tripod, Geoeilics, Lyeos,
Maostly Accessible Angelfire, Iwon, Yahoo, Infespace, Go

Tier 3 Degpile, Locksmarn, Preferences, Xeom, Bluanountn,
Partly Accessibic Ehay, ZDNet, Netseape

Tierd iz, Mp3. Homestead, Quicken, Ancestry,
Inaccessible Webshots, Rexl, MSNBC, Freeserve, Cnet, About, Crn,

ACL, Hithox, Askjesves, Networkselutions, Ragimgbull,
lyn, Weather, Cdnow, This

atternpt to be as accumte s possible we ranked the sites” accessibility
nccording to vetual issues eacountered by Bobby, which excludes user-
checks. “User ¢hocks are triggered by semething on (e page; however,
you need fo determine whetker they apply.™ (www.cast.org/bobhy) These
are ssunlly checked manually bocause they represent potental, not ac-
tunl violotions: The sigrificance of this |s that the scope of the reseurch
solely deals with the swtomated evaluation of the web pages. The re-
searchers furthered the previously conducted research by net anly in-
corporating Web Content Aceessibly Guidelines 1.0 but ulse the 118
Sectinn 5038 Guidelines, under 8afy and the HTML valldator i ordet o
be equipped 10 construct more deliled comparisons,  AS with the previe
ous study, only the home page of each site was analyzed.

This project will also rmnk the web siles in o similbor four-tier madel
Hewever our technigue of sssigning the web sites with o specific. rating
will vary due o the minner i which we tested the siles. The sites will
be mnked according to:

+ Highly Accessible - site revealed no fistanees of Priority 1 gudeline
violations

*  Mostly Accessible - site revealed only one Instance of 2 Prionity §
guideline visiation

*  Partly Accessible — site revealed twa instances of Prionty | gudeline
vielations -

+ Inmccessible — site revenled three or more instances of Proonty 1
guideline violntmons

Sampling: Since this respurch wis meant 0 be compured w the
one previousfy conducled by Sullivan and Matsen, we attempted 1o
utilize their same sites to the best of our akility, Thesefore the 50 maost
fraquemntly visited sites of 2000, as obtnined by www Alexa com, were
apmy sampled. Due o the timely namre of this project o Tew of the web
sites were o longer valid for analysis by 2002 — 3 sites were no Jorger
in existence and 7 sites could not be-suceessfully evaluated through
Babhy. A possihle reason i compatibility fssues with JavnSeript. In the
coses menticned above the rescirchers sobstinuted those invalid skees
with other sites that were relevant to the project scope. The substitute
sitzs-were frequently visited sites in their respootive eotegeries during
the year 2002, according ta www, | (0hotsites.com. 1t i5 important ta
nnte that www. Alexn.com temporartly does not carry @ list pertaining
to. the top moss feguendy visited sites {see www.alexacom/exec/ fagsides!
help/index. html/index=3); hence the rewsen our teseurch used
waw 100hatsitescom to find substitute sites: The list of sites broken
out by category 15

Tier 1: Highly Accessible
FBLGov, Google, Microsefl, MSN

Tier 2: Muostly Avcessible
AlmVista, Askleeves;, AnNel, CDNow, CheapFares, Doppile, Ex-
cite, Geoeities; GoTo, HomeStead, Homail, I1CQ; InfoSpace, lwon,
LookSmart, MTV, NetworkSolutions, Priceline, Quicken, Weather,
WebShots: ZDNel.

Tier 3: Partly Accessibie
100Fmes, About, Ameritrade. Ancestry, AngelFre, BlueMountiin,
BusinessNow, CNET, Ebiy, Etrade, FreeServe, Go, GoHip, HitHox,
HetBat, Hotlobs, Tnpod. Yihoo

Tier 4: Inaccessible
Amazen, EOnline. IGN, Lycos, MSNBC, Netscape

Findings & Interpretation: Generally, we encountersd negative
results with respeet to the overall secesability of the web's most fre-
guently visited stes. The rankings of the fifty web sites were nll placed
in ilphabeticnl order beeauze no site has precedence over the other sige
our methodalogy wis hased on 4 speeifie tumber of ermrs that needsd 10
occur i order to be categorized in a specific tier,

Overall no sites were considered o he Bobby approved. However
8% of the sites could be deemed as highly accessible since the nnalysis did



not reverl any instances of Priorily | violations, This impties that
amengst these 50 frequently visited sites mose, that in 92%, possessed
an actual significant bartier in respect o s aocessibility for disabled
mdividosls.

Fiphty percent of the sites bisd medinvm sccessibility, with 44 per-
‘cent elassified a8 mostly sceeisible, and 36 percent dre partly mecessible
The remnining 12 percent of the sites were considered innceessible.

The sltes were also evaluated according to the 1.5 Section S0

pondelines: Among these 50 sites it was found that 6% of the sites were
ot 308 spproved, while [00% of the sites did not poss the HTML
validation, The U.S Section 308 guidchines are less restrictive thin
Wese of the WIC. Hence, 4% of the sites that were nod approved hy
fatby were Section 308 npproved.
Frequently viokited peidelines were Priority Guidelmes 1.1 and 12,1
The guidelines wre described as follows:
= Guideline 1.1: “Provide n text equivalent for every mon-text cle-
ment” (Chisholm, pp. 39-40). 92% of the sites violued this puideline
ut deasd vmee. This problem can be (ixed casdy and with negligible
uenount of (ime
+  Guideline 12.1: "Title coch frame to facilitute frume identification
and mavagetion” (Chisholm, p. 46). 20% of the sites vialated this
puideling ot least once,

COMPARISON

Table 2 compares ver teselis with the previons study of Sullivan
ané Matson (2000). Tt depicts the specific puidelines thar were violated,
as well ns their chanpe, if any, over the past two years  Inoluded ure also
the sites thit we Bad 1o ceplice and their sespective resules,

From Tuble 2, nine siles were considered highly necessible during
the year 2000; of these sites twa were no lonper valid Tor the evaluation.
Three sites however remuinet highly aceessible in 2002, On the othes
Tumd, four sites moved into e lower lier classifrention, Thevefare, of the
seven working sites, 57% of these became less accessibie between 2000

Purthy Acerssible (Year 2008) | Nwinber of Priariy 1 Eevses (Vear | Impmyved, Wersenod, or
e Remalned the Same?
1 (hacicline £ 1 1 B tramned
Low 1}Mu|1l1tnu.g} —Amgevanl
P ferences WA
Soam N’ﬂ HA
Trkex Mcantain 3 (aiddeling 1 1) | Imismes Romainod the fame
Clubzetine 12,1 1 [nsancer
By 2 ((hnactre 11 | brstancs Kemained the Same
Uhiscelive 1211 Insiance) S
FAts) | (Civideime 0.1 ) festancel Imgroved
Wetncape 3 {Gedededive | 1 2 Inntancey, Wemwred
Chisdelive §2 1 3 |ectanve)

*NA means that the site ne longer exists, ar thar there were evvars when
Bebby raa (1

Tnarrescible {Yeur 2008) Mumher u!l‘rhrlyl Ervors (Yesr | Imprwved. Warsened, o
10M1Free !ﬂ}m‘khul ! 2 |mtances)
N'a
mﬁug Tmiptorvmt
T ikiadeline 13- 2 Ins ‘! \ Imgroned
Hﬂmﬂelhﬂ' um lrpsoves
L WA
MSNBEC llﬂuﬁﬂuull o= Formmines the it
(i 121
Fremzrer 1 |Chradeficg 1,11 2 Sentwicen) Tmprovet,
CNT 2 jiidiee 1.1° 2 Deminness) et
Al 1 V1.7 iestances) I_g{:nn
g;! RM A
A
Thitson zsmddmt u 1 Irstarcs Tmgaoves
deline 131 11
Ask Jeeves 1 ifiuiceline 11| Tritesec Imgwned
: Sohtins I tiuideline 1.1 | Irsance) Imreee
Ragin g il WA WA
o Filhuidelire 11 2l ® e Same
Chirfetine | 111 | Yotk
Weather, T (uideline L1 1 Iratareal T
TN 1 {Cicddeline 1.8 1 litane=) %lee
Thas NA A

*NiA means that the site na langor exises, ar that theee were erears when
Realbbsy: pan it

Tahle 2 o Comparisan of Sitey from 2000 z:ml 202
11 Sites Arded fur Conchdeney demn&mwnrau} _{
— FOf v —_— -
Tricelite mu‘duni 1 Irmsanced
MY | asdetora 1,11 1 1
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Loy L . Riiriined i Sarie. C  uinembow 3 iGradetine | 1- 2 lestancal
fary jchnadipe 2 1 T A Amesiace T {timetine | | 3 brstzmeon)
Rty Ti(Ruideline |01 lnsmace Wi =
e Quideling 121 Vipamecst | ] . — SRR L
Mficronfl Remaned fhe S
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mogessibility cun be attmbuted to the move towards graphically. och
pages, The accessibility trends of the highly sccessible sites of 2004 are
shown in Figure 1) This griph illustmies the speeific number of sites (in
their respective tier), whnse ranking cither chunged or remained the
sdme in comparison to the previous research conducted by - Sullivan and
Matson,

The sites that wore clussificd g8 mostly accessible i 2000 had
similar rends o these thit were highly aceessible in thar same year, All
iwelve of these sites were valid for the 2002 cvaluation, Of ihese twelve
siles, soven remained in the mestly necessibly hrecket. OF the sites
where accessibility was considered to have changed between 2000 wnd
2002, 10075 fell mio a lower tier of decessibility,

There wern eight partly necessible sites of 2000; two of these were
ni longer valid for the 2002 sppraisal. Two of these siles remiined in
the partly sccesalbie clasmfication while four shified 10 other brackets,
Three of these siies impreved their scoessibility. However, one siie's
research secessibility evel slipped inte & lower classification.

The benehmark project eonducted in 2000 ranked 2§ sites as fmic-
cessible, OF thege sites six were no longes valid for the present cvalua-
tion., Two sites remained inaccessible 1o disahled wsers, while thirteen



Figure 1! Avcessibility Trende of the Highly Accessible Sites of 2000
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sites. moved into different brockets.  These ‘sites showed & general im-
provement concerning accessibility, revealing that 86% of the valid
sites improved as opposed (o remaining relatively constant. However,
it {5 important w note that these sites still have 0 considerably high
level af accessibility problems m 2002,

CONCLUSION

“One in five Americans have seme dissbility; as the couniry ages,
thot percentage is expected to increase™ (Heim, p. 1823 This figure is
shocking, Muny of the sites that previously possessed satisfictory
levels of necessibility worsened by 2002, Sites may meed incentivey in
order to reman or become web accessible.  The more publicity dmwn to

the issue of web aceessibility and listings pertaining 1o ‘aceessihle friendly”
sites may curh this problem by generating some form ef scknowledg-
ment by web sites.

Many wceh sites appear to be improving pecessibility. However,
this imprevement has not bees signifieant. Communiention vin the
Internet has expanded rapidly over the past few yeurs. Therefore it
would be sale 10 assume that the web's populanty has grown signifi-
cantly, and one is expected to utilize vanious virtoal mediums such as
emuil.  Barriess to gecess limit disabled individusis. This ultimately
pluces these individuals in an overall disadvantagesus position.  Just as
with buildings, ol citizens should have wweess (o the World Wide Web,
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