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ABSTRACT 

As library publishers and open education programs grow, it is imperative that we integrate practices 
in our workflows that prioritize and include end users. Although there is information available on 
best practices for user testing and accessibility compliance, more can be done to give insight into the 
library publishing context. This study examines the user and accessibility testing workflow during the 
modification of an existing open textbook using Pressbooks at Texas Tech University. 

INTRODUCTION 

As library publishers and open education programs grow, there is an opportunity to integrate into 
our workflows practices that prioritize and include end users. Although there is information 
available on best practices for user testing and accessibility compliance, more can be done to give 
insight into the library publishing context. There are currently no case studies that examine the 
user and accessibility testing workflow during the modification of an existing open textbook. This 
study examines user experience testing as a method to improve OER interfaces, learning 
experience, and accessibility during the OER production process using Pressbooks at a large 
research university. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

User experience (UX) is a “momentary, primarily evaluative feeling (good–bad) while interacting 
with a product or service” that can go beyond simple usability evaluations to consider “qualities 
such as meaning, affect and value.”1 UX evaluations are generally applied to library websites, 
spaces, and interfaces and are not currently a common element in library publishing workflows. 
Open Educational Resources (OER) are defined as teaching, learning, and research resources that 
reside under an intellectual property license that permits their free use and repurposing by 
others.2 Whitfield and Robinson make a distinction between teaching vs. learning resources, 
instructional vs. interface usability, and ease of modification for creators.3 This select literature 
review considers usability testing of e-books, OER workflows, and accessibility evaluations and 
how they apply to local contexts. 

Along with incentives for instructors to engage with OER, the ability to adapt OER is often 
highlighted as a benefit. Walz shares common workflows for OER production, including broad 
steps for design and development during creation of original OER.4 In the case of reuse, the design 
stage in Walz’s workflow includes review, redesign, redevelopment, and adoption. Open 
University models for transforming OER include the integrity model, in which the new OER 
remains close to the original material; the essence model, in which material is transformed by 
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reducing some features and adding new activities for interactivity; and the remix model, in which 
content is redesigned to be optimal for web viewing.5 Student participation in OER production is 
often seen in open pedagogy, but these cases look at student frustrations and feedback with the 
objective of experiential learning, not for usability or evaluation.6 Now that OER production has 
grown in scale, librarians and advocates seek the most effective and sustainable workflows. 

 

Figure 1. Illustrations of two OER lifecycles. This work was adapted by Camille Thomas from an 
original by Anita Walz (2015) under a CC BY 4.0 international license.7  

In his workflow and framework analysis Meinke recommends the inclusion of more discrete steps 
and believes each institution’s ideal workflow will be based on local context.8 Usability testing is a 
discrete workflow step that gives us human-centered insight about how users are affected by 
interfaces and how they value systems.9 Libraries favor collections-based assessment that 
measures how many end users are using digital items, without prioritizing who users are or how 
and why they use resources.10 Demonstrating and assessing value is essential for scholar buy-in 
and content recruitment, for example, which are central to all types of open resources.  

In the case of educational materials, lack of engagement and breakdowns in learning can be 
attributed to barriers and marginalization of learners.11 Additionally, critiques of OER include 
assumptions that access to information equates to meaningful access to knowledge, but without 
context there is no guarantee that there will be meaningful transference or learning.12 Harley 
believes defining a target audience and considering reasons for use and nonuse of resources in 
specific educational contexts beyond measuring anecdotal demand (e.g., website page views or 
survey responses, which Harley does not see as indicators of value but rather of popularity) may 
address challenges to effectively measuring outcomes for content that is freely available on the 
web.13 Meaningful evaluation of learning resources requires deep understanding of contextualized 



INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND LIBRARIES  MARCH 2021 

USER EXPERIENCE TESTING IN THE OPEN TEXTBOOK ADAPTATION WORKFLOW | THOMAS, VARDEMAN, AND WU 3 

educator and student needs, not just content knowledge.14 To address these barriers and 
assumptions, OpenStax, a leading OER publisher, has UX experts on staff, but this model is 
exceptional and rare at a university or library. Many universities and libraries publishing OER do 
not have full-time personnel dedicated to review. Some library user experience departments have 
hired content strategists for auditing, analyzing, defining, and designing website content, content-
related projects, and overall content strategy.15 Currently, OER work is rarely included in the 
scope of library user experience departments. However, limited literature does show the use of UX 
research methods in library publishing contexts.  

Libraries and support units with few resources can also perform user testing.16 User experience 
practitioners have established that a low number of test participants—three to five—are enough 
to identify a majority of usability issues.17 Borsci et al. suggest the important aspect is not securing 
a high-volume sample, but rather finding behavior diversity to make reliable evaluations.18 The 
number of users required to find diverse behavior can depend on what is being tested. Following 
this standard, the consistent inclusion of user evaluations in OER workflows will not necessarily 
require large amounts of funding, participants, resources, or time. 

OER, in particular, are well suited to cumulative, early, frequent, and specific user testing. With 
their open copyright licensing and availability, OER are an example of the mutable digital content 
needed for collaboration, cumulative production, and support of networked communities.19 
Several studies assert that complete information behavior analysis should be carried out before or 
during development, not after.20 Meinke concludes his workflow analysis by encouraging iterative 
release in OER production workflows, which aligns with lean and iterative “guerilla” approaches 
used in libraries to sustainably improve usability.21 Iteration is a process of development that 
involves cyclical inquiry or repetitive testing, providing multiple opportunities for people to 
revisit ideas or deliverables in order to improve an evolving design until the end goal is reached.22 
In the context of design, it is a method of creating high-quality deliverables at a faster rate.23 A 
cyclical approach also reflects Walz’s as well as Blakiston and Mayden’s workflow visualizations.24 

Walz asserts that incentives for instructors and the quality of the resources are key factors in 
advancing adoption, adaptation, and creation of OER.25 Harley uncovered disconnects between 
what faculty say they need in undergraduate education and what those who produce digital 
educational resources imagine is an ideal state.26 Influence on faculty resource use, including OER, 
varied by discipline, teaching style and philosophy, and digital literacy levels, with personal 
preferences having the most influence on decision-making. In the evaluation or tracking stage 
found in most OER production workflows, we can see the impact of the quality assurance stage. 
The study by Woodward et al. on student voice in evaluating textbooks found that incorporating 
multiple stakeholders into the process resulted in deeper exploration of students’ expectations 
when learning. Students ranked one OER and one conventional textbook the highest based on 
content, design, pedagogy, and cost. Multiauthored options ranked higher, and texts with 
examples were seen as more beneficial for distance learners.27 

Meinke believes unless discrete parts of the development process are identified, it is not useful to 
signal others to contribute to a project.28 An example of an OER production workflow containing 
usability considerations is the Content, Openness, Reuse & Repurpose, and Evidence (CORRE) 
framework by the University of Leicester (see fig. 2).29 The openness phase of the CORRE 2.0 
framework includes “transformation for usability,” which is assigned to the OER evaluator, 
editorial board, or head of department.30 Versions of the CORRE workflow were adapted by the 
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University of Bath and the University of Derby in the United Kingdom for their institutional 
contexts. For example, the University of Derby assigned “transformation for usability” to a 
developer. By building usability as a discrete step in OER production workflows, publishers and 
collaborators can make improvements on pain points, make changes in context, and create clear 
guidelines for partnerships based on local needs. Betz and Hall’s study supports considerations for 
how user microinteractions, or individual actions within a process, can be improved to make them 
scalable and commonplace in library workflows.31 This can include publishing workflows. For 
example, a study of OER on mobile devices in Brazil found problems related to performance, text 
legibility, and trigger actions in small objects.32 Other guidelines for OER and usability include 
using high-quality multimedia source material, advanced support from educational technologists, 
and balancing high and low technology in order to avoid assumptions about learners’ internet 
connection or devices.33 Although usability testing alone is an important part of evaluating a 
website or product, because the user experience is multifaceted, it is also important to ensure that 
the product is accessible, meets user needs, and has an appealing design.34  

 

Figure 2. CORRE framework for OER development at the University of Leicester.35 

Accessibility studies also encourage integrating user interactions into the creation workflow. 
Accessibility impacts usability, findability, and holistic user experience.36 Creators and supporting 
advocates have relied on universal design, web standards, and ADA compliance when creating 
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accessible digital content, emphasizing that accessible content for those with disabilities means 
more accessible content for all users.37 Areas addressed can include text style and formatting, 
linking, and alternative text considerations, as detailed in the BCcampus Open Education 
Accessibility Toolkit.38 For example, Kourbetis and Boukouras drew from universal design to create 
a bilingual OER for students with hearing impairments in Greece, incorporating contextual 
considerations for vernacular languages and other local user needs.39  

Early efforts toward accessible OER, such as a 2010 framework, prompted critiques from 
members of the accessibility community and impeded adoption.40 While guides based in universal 
design offer a starting place and consistent reference, OER advocates could create workflows that 
support adaptive changes seen in inclusive design. Universal design and web standards are fixed, 
while inclusive design seeks to support adaptive changes as needs evolve and does not treat non-
normative users as a homogenous, segregated group.41 Treviranus et al. go on to state that 
compliance is not achieved by providing a set of rules, guidelines, or regulations to be followed.42 
Beyond lack of awareness of accessibility best practices, librarians and creators tend to have little 
control over customizing proprietary digital content platforms to add local context.43 The Flexible 
Learning for Open Education (FLOE) project, for example, aims to integrate automatic and 
unconscious inclusive OER design through open source tools, but many institutions may not be 
able to develop such tools to incorporate local contexts.44  

Both librarians and e-resources vendors have been interested in the features and usability of e-
books to fine-tune their collection development strategies as well as improve the user experience 
of their platforms. Literature shows that most studies about e-books have focused on features or 
the interface design of e-book reading applications. The recent Academic Student Ebook Experience 
Survey showed that three-quarters of survey attendees considered it extremely important or 
important for e-books to have page numbers for citation purposes.45 This survey and other studies 
suggest that search, navigation, zoom, annotation, mobile compatibility, as well as offline 
availability including downloading, printing, and saving, were the most expected features.46 Other 
features, such as citation generation and emailing, were mentioned or tested in some research.47  

While using e-books and using e-textbooks may involve the same functionality, the purpose, 
devices, and user types differ because knowledge transfer is needed in learning. Jardina and 
Chaparro evaluated eight e-textbook applications with four tasks: bookmarking, note-taking, note 
locating, and word searching.48 They found that the interfaces to these common features varied on 
the different applications. Standardization, or at least following general web convention when 
designing these interfaces, may reduce distractions that keep students from learning. The e-
textbook user interface can be critical to the future success of e-textbook adoption.  

Although limited research on usability of e-textbooks or open textbooks has been conducted, a 
considerable number of findings from studies on e-books are relevant and applicable to e-
textbook projects. The e-book or e-textbook applications usability evaluation methods and results 
can be borrowed when understanding OER user needs. Libraries can apply these e-book usability 
evaluations to the basic infrastructure of OER, but leverage the local contexts of students, 
instructors, and institutional culture when adapting the material. 

The more normalized usability, prototyping, and collaboration are in OER production workflows, 
the richer the resources and community investment. This approach can address diverse and 
evolving OER user needs, locally and sustainably, as they arise. Our study contributes to the 
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literature by examining the impacts of integrating usability testing in an inaugural OER adaptation 
project at a large research university in the United States. 

CASE STUDY 

The project to adapt the open textbook College Success, published by the University of Minnesota 
Libraries, for use in the RaiderReady first-year seminar course, was brought to the Texas Tech 
University Libraries’ Scholarly Publishing Office by the head of the outreach department in March 
2018. The program was deciding between a commercial textbook and the adapted open textbook. 
The course was offered during each fall semester and had an average enrollment of over 1,600 
since 2016. An initial meeting took place and regular weekly meetings were set up afterward to 
review edits and ensure communication within the original 30-day timeline. It was the first OER 
production project for the Libraries’ publishing program, which had previously focused on open 
access journals and materials in the repository. 

Originally, we sought to use Open Monograph Press because we had a local instance already 
installed. However, a platform with more robust formatting capabilities was needed in order to 
reach the desired product within the timeline. We decided to use the Pressbooks Pro (a 
WordPress plugin) sandbox for one project through our Open Textbook Network membership. A 
rough draft of edits to the original work were already completed. We used a mediated service 
model, in which librarians performed the formatting, quality assurance, and publishing. This was 
in contrast to self-service models in which creators work independently and consult with support 
specialists. The digital publishing librarian and scholarly communication librarian formatted the 
edits, with HTML/CSS customization and platform troubleshooting from the web librarian. Other 
library staff involved in the project included Communications & Marketing (cover design), the user 
experience librarian, and the electronic resources librarian (cataloging in the catalog). Campus 
stakeholders and partners included the Libraries, the RaiderReady program, editors, CopyTech 
(printers affiliated with the university), the campus bookstore, and the Worldwide eLearning unit.  

Program partners were enthusiastic about usability and accessibility testing for the textbook. The 
initial testing took place in the middle of the adaptation project timeline, once initial content was 
formatted and ready for testing. The BCcampus’ Accessibility Toolkit and the Pressbooks User Guide 
were used as primary guides throughout the process. The scholarly publishing librarian and the 
user experience librarian met to develop the testing method and identify users who would reflect 
the audience using the textbook. A second round of tests was conducted a year after the initial 
project when the editors made updates to the text. While the resulting changes were minor, this 
further testing allowed us to seek more feedback on the most recent version of the textbook and 
apply some lessons learned from the first round of testing. 

We did not use personas or identify user needs beforehand. We planned to recruit first-year 
students and students who took the RaiderReady course in a previous semester. However, we 
decided to instead recruit from existing pools of student volunteers for library usability tests in 
order to get three to six students in a short amount of time. For the second round of testing, we 
planned to recruit on-campus students, distance students, and students with diverse abilities. We 
recruited from newly established pools of volunteers for distance students as well as existing 
volunteer pools. During the first iteration, we requested that Worldwide eLearning, Texas Tech 
University’s distance learning unit on campus, test the textbook pilot content in PDF and EPUB 
formats using screen reader software.  
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The user experience librarian conducted a first round of four usability tests in March 2018 and a 
second round of two usability tests in April 2019. A sample test script from Steve Krug provided a 
solid foundation for conducting our own tests.49 In each test, participants were asked to answer 
two pretest questions, complete four tasks, and answer four posttest questions (see appendix for 
script). Tasks included finding the textbook, exploring the textbook itself, locating activities for a 
specific chapter, and searching for the student code of conduct. Participants were instructed to 
think aloud as they worked through the tasks. The think-aloud protocol is a commonly used test 
method, where participants are asked to verbalize their thoughts and actions as they perform 
tasks on a website. The observation tasks are set beforehand, and the facilitator follows a script to 
ensure consistency among testers.50 The combination of observing and recording participants’ 
comments and reactions provides insight into a site’s usability. Testers were invited to comment 
on their experience at the end of the session. Each usability test was recorded using Morae 
software to track on-screen activity such as mouse movements and clicks, typing, and the verbal 
comments of the facilitator and participant. We conducted tests using a laptop running Windows 
10 with a 15.6-inch display. In the first round of testing, we also showed students the book on an 
iPad mini, both in Adobe Reader and iBooks. While we asked them to briefly view the textbooks, 
we did not ask them to complete specific tasks while using the tablet.  

LIMITATIONS 

The biggest limitation was that we did not test on users using a screen reader or other assistive 
technology. The user experience librarian built a pool of on-campus students who volunteered to 
participate in user research in 2018, and relationships with a pool of distance student users was 
established in 2019. However, a pool of other types of non-normative learners had not yet been 
established for either round of testing. Another limitation of the study was that we primarily 
tested on campus servers, so we do not have data on rural or distance learner experiences with 
the textbook until the second round of testing. In addition, we used only a few devices, a Windows 
10 laptop for formal testing and an iPad students briefly viewed afterward. We also did not have 
an educational technologist as a partner throughout the process.  

RESULTS 

Once testing was complete, the scholarly communications librarian and the user experience 
librarian analyzed the notes and identified areas of common concern and confusion among 
participants. All participants were familiar with online textbooks from other courses. Participants 
cited cost as a major consideration when deciding between purchasing print or electronic texts. 
More than one participant said that electronic textbooks can be cheaper but can be more 
frustrating to use. Participants had more experience viewing textbooks on laptops. The ability to 
download texts for reading on a phone was not always available due to publisher restrictions. 

Content and Navigation 
Participants liked pictures and visuals to break up the blocks of text. However, one participant 
expressed a dislike for too many slideshows or other media. Another in the first round of testing 
liked that there were not “too many” links that brought you out of the textbook, stating it was 
“annoying to split screen in order to see text plus activity/homework assignment.” In the second 
round of testing, one participant felt the lack of interactive content was best for the first-year 
students compared to videos and activities in textbooks for advanced courses. That participant 
also thought the simpler language of the text was more welcoming to first-year students. A 
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participant said an iPad would be better than a laptop for viewing this book, because scrolling was 
easier.  

Several users did not find features such as bookmarked sections in the in-browser PDF viewers or 
Adobe Reader. Participants who did not see or use the table of contents (TOC) continually relied 
on scrolling through pages to locate content. Only one participant, unprompted, used the Ctrl+F 
shortcut to keyword search the text. A few other participants viewed the TOC, then entered the 
desired page number in the top toolbar navigation field. Most of them expected the code of 
conduct information in one of the tasks to be in the front matter. The emphasis on content reflects 
Blakiston and Mayden’s experience that without a content strategy, it becomes difficult to search 
and to demonstrate credibility, and it is a challenge to create a coherent, user-centered 
information architecture.51 All participants navigated to the TOC several times to complete tasks, 
making it a relevant feature. In the second round of testing, one participant preferred the 
statements and questions at the beginning of the first chapter to learning objectives typically 
listed in textbooks. 

Discovery and Access 
Participants took varied approaches to finding textbooks. One would get links from the professor 
via email or the syllabus. Others would use the campus bookstore for purchases. One would use 
the student information system (Raiderlink) to locate information about the textbook. Potential 
access points to make the RaiderReady textbook discoverable included the institutional 
repository, the Open Textbook Library, and the local library catalog. The Open Textbook Library 
was ruled out mostly due to campus-specific adaptations, which were not more substantial for 
public use than the original College Success. ThinkTech, the institutional repository, was the most 
viable option and allowed for permanent linking, which worked well with the access points 
student users mentioned. In the second round of testing, one participant searched for the textbook 
via the library catalog/discovery system, Google search, and the RaiderReady department website. 
The course description on the department website listed an open textbook, but the user pointed 
out that it was not actually linked there.  

DISCUSSION 

User testing changed our actions during the project. Interactions with students did not occur 
during any other stage of the adaptation process before the resource was adopted in the course. 
Many insights from the testing were indicative of self-reported preferences such as requesting 
more visuals, preferring print for reading and exercises, and auditory screen reading. We also 
learned ways that cost impacted how students used textbooks. For example, when we followed up 
on a participant’s comment and asked if they liked to highlight books, the student responded that 
they try not to mark their books because they want to resell them. Testing also helped us observe 
actual behaviors among similar users in a way OER toolkits and guidelines alone did not. We 
learned more about how OER fits into the culture of learning and resources at Texas Tech 
University and how that may differ from other institutions.  

For a visual representation of our workflow, we adapted Billy Meinke’s OER production workflow 
(targeted to creators) because it was an openly available, editable workflow with comprehensive 
discrete steps. Similar to the CORRE framework adaptations, Meinke’s workflow was adapted by 
others, including the Southern Alberta Institute of Technology (SAIT), Lansing Community College, 
and the University of Houston, to fit their institutional contexts.52 Our process did not include an 
external peer review process; instead review was done by the editors. Priming and preproduction 
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phases in the workflow were relatively quick, occurring in the first two weeks. The bulk of time—
about four weeks—was spent in the development phase. The quality assurance and publishing 
phases occurred for about two weeks, with most of the time spent on finalizing edits and 
formatting. 

The first round of user testing took about two hours total and redux (revisiting the prototype and 
implementing changes), along with the format finalization, took about two weeks. Finalization for 
formatting and redux changes in the first iteration of the text involved Pressbooks 
troubleshooting. The original timeline for the project was 30 days, but the actual time for the 
project was 60 days.  

The second round of user testing took about two hours total and occurred at the halfway point 
within a new 60-day deadline for an updated version of the textbook. We acknowledge that even 
though the actual time spent with users in the first round was limited to two hours, the process 
also required time for drafting recruitment emails, communicating with volunteers, scheduling 
testing, and debriefing after sessions. Figure 3 shows our workflow diagram, including a new 
quality assurance phase (see fig. 4 for detail) based on our case study. It includes prototyping 
(content and format draft), user testing, and implementing user feedback on the OER prototype. 

 

Figure 3. Discrete production workflow including quality assurance phase. This workflow is an 
adaptation of a workflow by Billy Meinke and University of Hawai’i at Manoa under a CC-BY license. 
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Figure 4. Quality assurance phase with user testing. 

We addressed several suggestions participants made during testing to improve the textbook’s 
navigation functionality. We were able to address requests for a linked TOC in the second round of 
testing. In the first round of testing, formatting was tailored to print PDF format because the 
editors wanted a print version to be available. We were able to create a linked TOC in the digital 
PDF format, but not the printable PDF format. We were not aware that the TOC could be changed 
based on available documentation in the first round of testing, but we were able to successfully 
troubleshoot this issue in the second round of tests. We were not able to do any customization on 
the search feature, which was built in. For customization, Pressbooks allows styling through CSS 
files for three formats (PDF, web page, EPUB) separately. We customized them for look and feel. 
Many of the requests were constrained by our working knowledge of and the technical limits of 
Pressbooks, so we added a Tips for PDF Readers and Printing section in the front matter of the 
textbook during the first round. It is important to note that although these were not major changes 
to the interface, they gave us insight for iterative changes. Upon reflection, it would have been 
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preferable to involve someone with Pressbooks developer experience at the outset. Because we 
had not led a similar project before, nor worked with the software previously, we were more 
limited on the changes we could make as a result of testing than we expected. However, after this 
experience, we know what areas to test and are better prepared to effect actual changes. 

We made chapters available separately in the institutional repository to cut down on excessive 
scrolling, because scrolling through an entire textbook slowed students’ ability to study and 
quickly reference the text. Also, the editors requested digital as well as print access to the textbook 
through the campus bookstore. The RaiderReady textbook was also added to the library’s local 
records in the catalog. We did not make a web version available through Pressbooks. A web 
version was not a priority because of the institution-specific customization and because the 
editors did not request one. Usage statistics from the repository between March 2018 and 
February 2019 peaked during midterms and at the end of semesters in which the class was taught. 
Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8 had the most downloads—the last chapters of the book, likely the chapters 
students were tested on for the final—with the majority of downloads (1,368) taking place during 
October 2018. This indicates that the option to download individual chapters appealed to 
students. 

Accessibility 
Testing the textbook with screen readers confirmed the need for an EPUB format of the text. Hyde 
gives the following guidance for educators using Pressbooks: “PDF accessibility is known to be 
somewhat limited, and in particular some files are not able to be interpreted by screen readers. 
The PDF conversion tool that Pressbooks uses does support PDF tagging, which improves screen 
reader compatibility, but often the best solution is to offer web and e-book versions of a textbook 
as well as the PDF, so readers can find the format that best suits their needs.”53 For PDFs, issues 
included lack of alt tags, headings not set, and tables and images lacking tags. Adding alt tags was 
planned early, after they were lost when uploading the WXR (WordPress Extended RSS) file—a 
WordPress export file in XML format—in Pressbooks, and loss of the alt tags was confirmed 
during testing at the midpoint of the process. However, due to deadlines and Pressbooks 
functionality, we were not able to address more of the tagging issues. EPUBs worked much better 
in tests with screen readers, Apple devices, and e-readers.  

Editors preferred that a PDF be used as the primary version and wanted an EPUB for screen 
readers upon request. Our partners’ preference was likely based on the common use of PDFs but it 
did not comply with the principles of universal or inclusive design. Regarding e-book accessibility, 
Pressbooks documentation says, “Ebook accessibility is somewhat dictated by the file format 
standards, which focus on font sizes and screen readers, and improvements are also being made 
with dynamic content. The International Digital Publishing Forum has a checklist to prompt ebook 
creators on accessibility functions they can incorporate while creating their content.”54 We made a 
decision to include multiple formats to take multiple types of use into consideration. In the first 
round of changes, we included an EPUB alongside the PDF in the repository, so users with 
disabilities would not have to self-identify by making a request in order to gain access. 

Upon learning more about inclusive design after the pilot, we realized we were treating users as a 
homogeneous group and segregating the more accessible version. In the second round, when we 
realized the EPUB was not available by separate chapters as was the PDF version, we then made it 
available by chapter as well. We recommend that evaluating OER according to the International 
Digital Publishing Forum checklist be incorporated into the QA part of the workflow.  
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CONCLUSION 

There is room for future research on iterative testing for OER and testing with more emphasis on 
mobile devices, testing with deeper investigation into microinteractions concerning accessibility, 
and testing in workflows that use other publishing platforms. As the creators of the FLOE project 
suggest, many more customizations can be made to points of user interactions if the software 
platform for adaptation is open source. Future research may also examine regional and cultural 
influence on learning and interface preferences. 

One change that may support future adaptation projects at Texas Tech University would be 
modifying internal guidelines that take into consideration previous testing and local context. We 
also recommend keeping detailed documentation, particularly of steps for changes that are not 
included in existing guides on OER production.  

Creating a memorandum of understanding with partners that clearly outlined responsibilities 
could have prevented some of the misunderstandings that occurred. For example, when 
stakeholders discussed producing print copies of the textbook, it wasn’t clear what the library’s 
role was. With a short timeline and more work involved than expected, the library was in a 
position of overpromising and underdelivering. It was apparent that the workflows themselves 
needed to be open and adaptable to support resources, communities, and processes in local 
contexts. It was important throughout the process to be aware of our partners’ priorities (e.g., 
instructional preferences, cost to students, departmental buy-in), because we had to balance these 
priorities with user feedback.  

We recommend having specific roles for content strategists, educational technologists, and 
developers in workflows during OER production. The work of creating workflows, assigning roles, 
and creating standards for OER content currently falls on librarians, instructional designers, and 
creators. As librarians seek the most sustainable workflows, it will be beneficial to emphasize 
investing in the quality assurance stages of OER production and evenly distributing 
responsibilities. This can be done through collaborative partnerships or by hiring additional 
positions. If other institutions were to scale the practices from our case study, ideally, librarians 
would take responsibility for adding roles or formalized work to the scope of either UX or OER 
departments so that it becomes normalized in OER workflows. We recommend working with 
editors to advocate for one textbook format that addresses a variety of learning needs. We plan to 
use these experiences, along with existing resources, to include inclusive and user-friendly 
recommendations in policies and guidelines for OER adaptation.  

Conducting user testing did challenge assumptions about student use of OER by librarians and 
editing instructors. While we referred to toolkits, guidelines, and best practices, internal testing 
allowed us to make improvements to several specific microinteractions students encountered 
while using the text. It was very feasible to incorporate testing into the workflow. We were able to 
directly observe user information behavior from members of the community that the resource 
was intended to serve. 
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APPENDIX: USABILITY TEST METHOD 

Pretest questions 

1. What is your academic classification? (undergraduate, graduate, faculty) 
2. Have you ever used an e-textbook or a digital textbook in one of your classes? (If yes, ask 

for course details.) 

Tasks to observe 

1. Imagine you needed to get a copy of the digital textbook Raider Ready: Unmasking the 
Possibilities of College Success. How would you go about finding it? It will help us if you 
think out loud as you go along—tell us what you’re looking at, what you’re trying to do, 
what you’re thinking. 

2. [If the tester is unable to locate the digital textbook, the moderator will open it.] Please take 
a couple of minutes to look at this textbook. Explore and click on a link or two.  

3. For the next task, imagine an instructor asked you to locate the chapter activities for 
chapter 1. Could you show us how you would locate those?  

4. For the final task, could you find the student code of conduct? 

Posttest questions 

1. What were your impressions of this resource? 
2. What did you like? Dislike? What would you change? 
3. How easy or difficult was it to find what you wanted? Please explain. 
4. Is there anything else about your experience using this textbook today that you ’d like to tell 

us? 
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