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This addendum corrects Figure 4, which was initially published as a duplicate of Figure 3, and updates a
mislabeled reference to Figure 8 that should refer to Figure 5. It also adds an appendix with the survey ques-
tions referenced in the article.
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PAGE 9 {CORRESPONDS TO THE ORIGINAL ARTICLE PAGE NUMBER}

If the library does remediation work, how are these efforts supported?

Library staff perform work with library support

Other
Access Center performs work with university support
Work is outsourced with library support

This is a volunteer initiative
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Figure 4. Sources of funding for remediation work

PAGE 10 {CORRESPONDS TO THE ORIGINAL ARTICLE PAGE NUMBER}

Free-text responses about barriers were also coded and summed by category (see Figure 5).
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APPENDIX A

What measures has your institutional repository (IR) pursued to improve Web

accessibility? Select all that apply.

a.
b.

o

i

SR S N

We ask that authors guarantee the accessibility of their submissions.
We provide educational opportunities for contributors to ensure accessibility.
We remediate submissions to ensure accessibility.

We collaborate with stakeholders (such as the Graduate School) to enforce
accessibility.

We have adapted our metadata to describe the level of accessibility in the IR.
We have updated our IR platform to make it more accessible.
We are not currently taking any measures.

Others (please specify).

Does your institutional repository have an accessibility policy or accessibility require-

ments for materials posted?

a.

b.

Yes
No

What do you see as the greatest barriers to accessibility in your IR?

Please rank the top three barriers to accessibility in your institution’s IR.

a.

a9

Inaccessible legacy documents: Scanned materials in the IR have poor
accessibility.

Inaccessible media files: Audio and video files lack captions or transcripts.

Inadequate tools: Remediation would require working with clunky valida-
tion tools.

Inadequate faculty/staff/student training: Too few people on staft have training in
this area.

Insufficient resources: Funds are lacking to cover training, staff time, or outsourc-
ing work.

Insufficient time: Accessibility currently falls low on the priority list for the
libraries.

Product restrictions: The IR platform itself has poor accessibility.

Other (please specify).
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5. What kind of remediation work does your library perform for submissions to the IR?
Select all that apply.

IS

g o

50 o 0

We check for and perform Optical Character Recognition (OCRing).

We revise elements such as headers, reading order, language and title statements.
When necessary, we migrate materials to more accessible file types.

We add alt tags.

We add captions or transcripts.

We adjust color contrast.

We have not done any remediation work for submissions.

Other (please specify).

Skip logic used here to progress survey respondents who answered “g” (no remediation work)
on question 5 to the end of the survey.

6. If your library does remediation work, how are these efforts supported? Mark all
that apply.

f.
g.

Library staft/students perform this work with library support only.
Work is outsourced with library support only.

Staff in the campus Access Center (or comparable unit) perform this work with
support from central university administration.

Funding comes via partnerships with student groups or service centers on
campus.

There is no funding for this work.
This is a volunteer initiative.

Other (please specify).

7. Additional comments or observations relevant to the survey topic?
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