
 

       October 9, 2002 
 
TO: ARL Statistics and Measurement Committee and Guests 
 

Don Bosseau, U. of Miami 
Brinley Franklin, University of Connecticut 
Joan Gotwals, Emory University 
Eileen Hitchingham, Virginia Tech 
Bob Hudson, Boston University 
Diane Perushek, U. of Hawaii 
Carolynne Presser, University of Manitoba 
Sherrie Schmidt, Arizona State University 
Paul Wiens, Queen’s University 
Sandra Yee, Wayne State 
Jennifer Younger, Notre Dame 

 
  Deb Carver, University of Oregon 
  Deb de Bruijn, Canadian National Site Licensing Project 

Fred Heath, Texas A&M 
Ellen Hoffman, York (retired) 
Nancy John, University of Illinois at Chicago 
Lisa O’Connor, Kent State University 
Carolyn Radcliffe, Kent State University 
Helen Spalding, ACRL 
Mark Weber, Kent State University 

 
FROM:  Carla Stoffle, Chair, University of Arizona 
  Julia Blixrud, Director of Information Services, ARL 

Martha Kyrillidou, Senior Program Officer for Statistics and Measurement, ARL 
 

Enclosed are the agenda and supporting documents for the ARL Statistics and 
Measurement Committee meeting that will take place from 8:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. on 
Wednesday, October 16, 2002, in the New York Room of the Mayflower Hotel, Washington, DC. 

 
Our guest for the meeting is Peter Shepherd, Project Director for COUNTER (Counting 

Online Usage of NeTworked Electronic Resources), a multi-agency project supported by ARL 
that is attempting to develop a single, internationally accepted, extensible Code of Practice to 
allow the usage of online information products and services to be measured more effectively.  
Other items on the agenda include updates of other new measures projects, including reports on 
the E-Metrics project, the current status of LibQUAL+, a briefing on the SAILS project at Kent 
State University by Mark Weber and Lisa O’Connor; an opportunity to discuss the work of the 
task force looking at counting the major ARL variables, and information on other related national 
and international projects.   

 
Thank you for your interest and participation in the work of this committee.  We look 

forward to a productive meeting. 
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141st ARL Membership Meeting 
ARL Committee on Statistics and Measurement 

Wednesday, October 16, 2002 
8:30 a.m. – 11:30 a.m. 

New York Room 
Mayflower Hotel 
Washington, DC 

 
AGENDA 

 
Note: The parenthetical times shown are estimates only to aid in moving the meeting 
along.  If an issue warrants, we will take as much time as necessary.  * Item requires 
committee action. 
 
1.  Introductions and Overview. Welcome committee members and guests.  (5 minutes) 

 
Attachment 1: ARL Statistics and Measurement Program Activities Report 2002 
 
Outcome: Understand and support for the Program’s Activities. 
 
 

*2.  Approval of Minutes (5 minutes) 
 

Attachment 2: Minutes of the Meeting of the ARL Statistics and Measurement 
Committee, May 2002. 

 
Outcome:  Approval of minutes. 

 
 
3.  New Measures Activities 
 
Learning Outcomes (25 minutes) 
 
A.  SAILS  
 
 The Project for the Standardized Assessment of Information Literacy Skills 
(SAILS) is an initiative of Kent State University.  Its purpose is to create an instrument to 
measure information literacy that is standardized, easily administered, has been proven 
valid and reliable, assesses at institutional level, can be administered at any type of 
institution, and provides for both external and internal benchmarking.   The project has 
just received a three-year $252,418 grant from the IMLS for a 2002 National Leadership 
Grants for Libraries in the Research & Demonstration category to convert SAILS to a 
Computer Adaptive Test format.  <www.library.kent.edu/sails/workinggroups.doc>  At 
the May 2002 meeting, the Statistics and Measurement Committee endorsed this project 
as one of the ARL new measures initiatives and positioned it as an activity within the 
Learning Outcomes Working Group agenda. 
 

Attachment 3A: SAILS Project Update from Kent State University  
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 Outcome:  Understanding of project and relationship with ARL 

Identification of potential participants from among 
members of the Statistics and Measurement Committee 

 
 
B.  Learning Outcomes Working Group  
 

The Working Group met at ALA in June in New Orleans.  Meeting topics 
included an update on the SAILS project, a report on options for obtaining College 
Student Engagements Questionnaire (CSEQ) data, an overview of the report originally 
prepared for the E-metrics project by Bonnie Gratch-Lindauer on accreditation agency 
views regarding outcomes, a report on the progress of the National Postsecondary 
Education Cooperative regarding terminology, and a report on the NLII Transformative 
Assessment Project.  Sheila Young (Arizona State) and Janet Fore (Arizona) are 
preparing a short white paper on learning outcomes that will be based on the Working 
Group’s knowledge to date and it will be shared with the broader ARL community.  A 
SPEC survey will be conducted in 2003 by Francine DeFranco (Connecticut), Beth 
McNeil (Nebraska), and Janice Simmons-Welburn (Iowa) to learn out ARL libraries are 
engaged in learning outcomes as defined by their accrediting agencies.  Results of the 
CSEQ data exploration revealed that while there are a number of ARL parent institutions 
that use that survey, only one is a member of the working group.  Investigation is ongoing 
regarding whether or how best to obtain the necessary dataset. 
 
 Outcome: Knowledge of the working group’s activities 
 
 
Service Quality (15 minutes) 
 
C.  LibQUAL Update (Heath, Askew-Waller, Kyrillidou)  
 
 In its second year of the FIPSE three-year funding cycle LibQUAL+ had 164 
libraries participating and collected data on more than 78,000 library users across North 
America.  Results were distributed to participants during a meeting at ALA in June.  
Individual data results as well as aggregate data were available in printed form and 
online.  The notebooks for the aggregates are available for purchase.  Registration for the 
spring 2003 cycle will be formally opened in October.  A NY3R consortium of libraries 
is expected to participate in LibQUAL+ Spring 2003 and the possibility of implementing 
a UK LibQUAL+ pilot project is being explored. 
 
 Outcome: Understanding of current activities 
 
 
 
Electronic Resources Measures (60 minutes) 
 
D.  E-Metrics Update (Schmidt, Kyrillidou)  
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 The ARL E-Metrics Project, led by Sherrie Schmidt (Arizona State) and Rush 
Miller (Pittsburgh), completed the contract with the Information Use Management and 
Policy Institute at Florida State University in December 2001.  Project documents are 
available both as a five-part printed document and online.   
<http://www.arl.org/stats/announce/emetricspr.html> 
 

The project is continuing this year with 35 institutions.  About one-half are new 
and the other half are continuing.  Those that are new to the project are contributing 
$2,000 and those that are continuing have no additional financial obligation.  Gordon 
Fretwell (Massachusetts) is coordinating project activities in order to minimize costs to 
the participants.  This group will continue the work of the project in 2002/03 by testing 
the proposed measures recommended by the previous study team.  The activities will 
include examining the deliverables from the first phases of the project; collecting data 
totals for FY02 with an eye to compilation needs, data analysis, and distribution of the 
data for discussion of the process; an analysis of the local approaches for gathering data; 
and identification of best practices for the work processes needed to gather the data using 
either the recommendations as presented in the E-Metrics reports or locally developed by 
participating libraries.   
 

Attachment 3D1  Measures for Electronic Resources (E-Metrics): Table of Contents 
Attachment 3D2 Recommended Statistics and Measures 
Attachment 3D3 List of participating institutions 

 
Outcome:  Understanding of current project activities 

 
E.  Guest:  Peter Shepherd, Project Director, COUNTER  
 
 COUNTER (Counting Online Usage of NeTworked Electronic Resources) was 
established as a multi-agency project to develop an agreed international Code of Practice 
governing the recording and exchange of online usage data.  The ARL Executive 
Committee has approved ARL's participation in this effort and Sherrie Schmidt (Arizona 
State) represents ARL by serving as a member of the Steering Group.  Building on 
existing initiatives, COUNTER will develop such a Code of Practice, gain the support of 
information purchasers and providers for it, and propose an organizational framework for 
implementation and compliance.  The resulting protocols will take into account the 
requirements of information purchasers and providers, including acceptable levels of 
confidentiality. 
 
The objective of Phase 1 (to be completed by 31 December 2002) is to develop and roll 
out Release 1 of a Code of Practice (COP); to define the resources required for the COP; 
to develop, manage and maintain the COP; and to increase industry awareness of this 
initiative.  A COP will be developed that will provide guidance, inter alia, on: 
 
      Data elements to be measured  
      Definitions of these data elements  
      Output report formats/delivery/frequency/granularity  
      Methods of delivery  
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      Methods of combining usage reports from direct use and from use via intermediaries, 
including gateways, aggregators and electronic delivery vendors  
      Methods of measuring remote usage of institutionally licensed products  
      Methods of measuring usage from caches and mirrors  
 
 One of the most important features of the Code of Practice will be the Usage 
Reports that vendors will have to supply to customers in order to qualify as 'COUNTER 
compliant'. To ensure that these meet customer needs, librarians worldwide were invited 
to take part in an online survey in which their comments were invited on the draft 
COUNTER Usage Reports.  Over 650 librarians from the academic, corporate, hospital 
and other sectors completed the survey.  They give a clear picture of the content, format 
and delivery methods that librarians wish to have. 
 
 Mr. Shepherd will brief the committee on the work of COUNTER and describe 
the progress to date. 
 

Attachment 3E: COUNTER Online Librarian Survey – Response and 
Results 

 
Outcome: Understanding of COUNTER and its relationship to the 

ARL E-metrics project 
 
F.  Networked Electronic Services Usage Patterns at Four Academic Health Sciences  
Libraries 
 

Brinley Franklin (Connecticut) and Terry Plum (Simmons) examined the 
methodology and results from patron use surveys of electronic services to determine if 
there is a simple methodology that could be applied to in-library and remote web use.   
 
 Attachment 3F: Franklin and Plum paper 
 
 Outcome:   Discussion of replicability of methodology 
 
 
Best Practices (5 minutes) 
 
G.  Document Delivery Study 
 
 A total of 73 libraries have agreed to participate in the Assessing ILL/DD 
Services Project.  This activity will update, replicate, and expand the 1997 ARL ILL/DD 
Performance Measures Study to obtain current data on the performance of mediated and 
user-initiated (unmediated) interlibrary loan (ILL)/document delivery (DD) operations in 
research and academic libraries.  Participants include: 

14 non-ARL (university, college, and special) 
11 ARL first time participants (including 3 branch libraries) 
27 ARL participants in both earlier studies 
16 ARL participants in 1997 study (but not 1993) 
5 ARL participants in 1993 study (but not 1997) 
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4 Canadian ARLs   
 

There may be 2 or 3 more participants and the project will accept additional 
participants at the $1838 fee until the end of the year when data collection instruments 
are distributed. 
 

Tom Delaney (Colorado State University), Bruce Kingma (Syracuse University), 
and Mary Jackson (ARL) are in the processing of revising the instrument.  For further 
information, see the project web site <http://www.arl.org/stats/newmeas/ill-dd.html>. 
 
 Outcome: Understanding of project and timeline 
 
 
Cost Effectiveness (5 minutes) 
 
*H.  TCA DecisionBase  
 

Developed from a series of technical services cost studies led by Dilys Morris, a 
new software package that provides cost-accounting information for technical services 
and other library service areas will soon be available to ARL and other libraries.  It was 
developed by the Chronus Group and recently released under the brand name TCA 
DecisionBase1.0 for approximately $2,000 per institution.  ARL has received a copy of 
the software. 
 
 Attachment 3H: Introductory Offer to ARL for a Pilot Project 
 
 Outcome:  Recommendation 
 
I.  Allocation of Staff Resources (Hitchingham) 
 
 The need to explore the applicability of comprehensive cost accounting 
frameworks is being explored with a model originally developed and currently refined by 
Eileen Hitchingham (Virginia Tech).  Interested participating libraries (U. of Miami, U. 
of Manitoba and Notre Dame) are planning to work on this in the latter part of 2002. 
Discussions are taking place exploring the possibility of using TCA DecisionBase and an 
introductory offer to ARL for a pilot project is under consideration.  
 
 Outcome: Understanding of project 
 
 
Training (5 minutes) 
 
J.  Service Quality Academy (Waller) 
 
 ARL sponsored a Service Quality Evaluation Academy, an intensive five-day 
workshop emphasizing basic concepts and skills in measurement and data analysis that 
are applicable to service quality evaluations (27–31 May 2002).  The Academy 
curriculum focused on qualitative and quantitative methods for collecting and analyzing 
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library service quality data and time was devoted to relevant software skills, including the 
use of SPSS for quantitative data analysis and the use of ATLAS.ti to analyze the content 
of interviews or responses to open-ended survey questions.  The event was successful 
according to the participants and will be offered again. 
 

Attachment 3J: “Service Quality Evaluation Academy Is a Success” by 
Consuella Askew Waller (ARL Bimonthly Report 223) 

 
K.  Collaborate Assessment Strategies training 
 
 The grant proposal submitted by ARL to IMLS (DeEtta Jones and Martha 
Kyrillidou) for a three-year grant to establish a full-year curriculum on collaborative 
assessment strategies for institutional teams was not funded. 
 
 Outcome: Suggestions for next steps and recommendations on training needs 
 
 
Research Outcomes 
 
L.  Measures to identify the library contribution to research outcomes  
 
 Doug Jones (Arizona) served as a Visiting Program Officer to investigate 
measures that libraries might use to demonstrate their contribution to the research 
enterprise of a university.  A paper is in preparation. 
 
M.  Data Mining 
 

Brendan Rapple, Collection Development Librarian, and Barbara Mento, Virtual 
Data Center and Government Information Manager, Boston College O’Neill Library, are 
exploring to what extent libraries and universities are using data mining technologies to 
improve research productivity.  Work is underway and a survey will be distributed as a 
spec kit survey next year 
 
Management 
 
N.  Impact of assessment on library management decision making 
 

Susan J. Beck (Rutgers) served as a Visiting Program Officer to investigate the 
impact of assessment on library management decision-making processes and the degree 
to which assessment data has influenced change. 
 
 Attachment 3N: VPO Report by Susan Beck 
 
 
4. Subcommittee to review Data Variables and Counting (Franklin, Pritchard, 
Yee, Younger) (15 minutes) 
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 A subcommittee has been established to address a variety of questions that have 
arisen regarding major variables in ARL’s descriptive statistics.  A first question came 
from ARL members regarding better guidance on how data are gathered and reported for 
the five variables that make up the ARL membership criteria index.  A second issue 
surrounds the counting of e-books within the volume count.  And third, a Center for 
Research Libraries proposal for distributing print holdings and the use of joint storage 
facilities also raised questions about whether strategies to rationalize space are 
compromised by ARL statistical practices that appear to encourage libraries to retain high 
volume counts.  The subcommittee will review the history of ARL’s statistics and suggest 
scenarios for the future. 
 
 Outcome: Discussion and feedback to subcommittee 
 
 
5.  Descriptive Surveys (10 minutes) 
 
*A.  Salary survey coding for positions 
 

A lengthy discussion has been held on a Personnel e-list regarding the type of 
professionals ARL members include in the staff data (Part II) of the annual ARL Salary 
Survey.  There is a range of assumptions that could lead to confusion regarding data 
comparability or non-comparability.  The Functional Specialist category is especially 
broadly interpreted, possibly as libraries add more and more staff (with or without MLS) 
that seem to fall into that category.  Several personnel officers suggested raising this topic 
at the ARL HR Symposium and others are recommending that more specific categories 
be developed.   

 
 Attachment 5A: Current coding for positions 
 
 Outcome:  Recommendations for action 
 
 
*B.  Migrating data from the supplementary statistics into the main statistics 
 
 Several data variables have been included in the supplementary statistics for 
which nearly all libraries have been providing data for several years.  Should those 
variables be moved into the main statistical publication?  Is there an alternative method 
for combining the data from the main and supplementary statistics? 
 
 Attachment 5B: Data variables included in the supplementary survey 
 

Outcome: Decision on whether data should be moved from the 
supplementary statistics to the main statistics  

 
*C.  Publishing ARL Membership Criteria Index as part of ARL Statistics 
 
 Last spring Peter Graham (Syracuse) sent a question asking why the ARL 
Membership Criteria Index is not published as a part of the ARL Statistics.  Historically 
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the Index has not appeared in the publication since its purpose is to address membership 
issues.  ARL does make the Index, along with accompanying explanatory material, 
available on the web site and the variables as well as the ranked list subsequently are 
published by the Chronicle of Higher Education. 
 
 Outcome: Decision regarding inclusion of the ARL Membership Criteria 
Index in the ARL Statistics 
 
 
6.  ARL Information Items (5 minutes) 
 
A. Assessment of Interest in Special Collections Statistics (from Task Force status 
report) 
 
 Following the 1998 ARL survey on special collections, significant interest was 
expressed in an ongoing, though streamlined, quantitative statistical program designed to 
track the status and progress of special collections in ARL libraries.  Recognizing that 
such a survey would require the commitment of a meaningful number of institutions to 
provide information and to support the aggregation, analysis, and dissemination of 
responses, the Task Force polled ARL directors on their willingness to participate in at 
least a pilot project.  As of September 12, 69 responses have been received, nearly all of 
them quite positive.  The Task Force is preparing a proposal for ARL consideration and is 
also recommending collections of qualitative data that would help libraries assess the 
success of their special collections operations. 
 
B. Networked Digital Library for Theses and Dissertations (NDLTD) 
 
 The Networked Digital Library for Theses and Dissertations (NDLTD) continues 
to have an interest in ARL participation in a grant-funded project to assess the utility of 
electronic theses and dissertations and the NDLTD to demonstrate learning outcomes for 
graduate education.  A small group of individuals (Joe Moxley, USF; Gail MacMillan, 
Virginia Tech, Ed Fox, Virginia Tech; Joan Lippincott, CNI; and Julia Blixrud, ARL) 
will be working together this fall to put together a proposal. 
 
 
7.  Information Items from Other Organizations (10 minutes) 
 
A.  Diffuse Libraries: Emergent Roles for the Research Library in the Digital Age 
 

“In this new report from CLIR, Wendy Lougee, university librarian at the 
University of Minnesota, explores some of the new roles research libraries are taking on 
as they become more deeply engaged in the creation and dissemination of knowledge in 
the digital age. While some of these roles are extensions of traditional library activity, 
others are largely new.”  <http://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub108/pub108.pdf> 
 
B.  The Digital Library: A Biography  
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“Digital libraries, once project based and largely autonomous efforts, are 
maturing. As individual programs have grown, each has developed its own personality, 
reflecting the circumstances of its creation and environment, and its leadership. This 
report from CLIR and the Digital Library Federation (DLF) draws on the results of a 
survey and case studies of DLF members to reveal how these influences have molded a 
range of organizational forms that we call the digital library.”  The authors are Daniel 
Greenstein and Suzanne E. Thorin.  <http://www.clir.org/pubs/abstract/pub109abst.html> 
 
C.  Assessment of Digital Reference Library Services 
 

The Information Institutes at Syracuse University and Florida state University 
have announced the availability of Statistics, Measures and Quality Standards for 
Assessing Digital Reference Library Services: Guidelines and Procedures (Syracuse NY: 
Information Institute of Syracuse, September 2002).  The publication can be ordered for 
$25 at <http://quartz.syr.edu/quality>. 
 

This manual is the beginning of an ongoing process to develop statistics, 
measures, and quality standards to assess and improve digital reference services. The 35 
measures included in the manual are based on literature reviews, input from advisory 
committee members, and were field-tested by a number of libraries participating in the 
project. Its overall purpose is to improve the quality of digital reference services and 
assist librarians to design and implement better digital reference services, which meet 
user information needs.  It is intended as a practical approach to assist libraries and other 
organizations assess digital reference services.  In addition to a description of each of the 
35 measures, the book contains a discussion of developing quality standards, assessment 
methods, and appendices with example tools.  The book is authored by Charles R. 
McClure, R. David Lankes, Melissa Gross, and Beverly Choltco-Devlin. 
 
 
C. ACRL Statistics 
 
 ACRL compiles an annual Academic Library Trends and Statistics using the 
services of the Center for Survey Research, University of Virginia.  Data from libraries in 
all Carnegie classifications is included.  As part of an effort to reduce unnecessary 
duplication of effort, data from ARL members is provided to ACRL with institutional 
permission (similar to ARL’s arrangements with the ALA salary survey).  This year ARL 
supplied statistical data for 96 ARL libraries to ACRL for inclusion in the 2001 
publication and online files.   
 
 The published volumes include a core set of data consisting of four major 
categories: Collections: which includes monographic volumes, serials and microforms, 
etc.; Expenditures: which includes library materials, electronic serials, computer 
hardware and software, salaries and wages, etc.; Library Operations: which includes 
hours of operation, staff, ILL, reference, etc.; and Local Characteristics or Attributes; 
which includes enrollment, institutional budget, etc.  Also included each year is data on 
trends in academic libraries.  The statistics are available in three volumes, one of which 
includes is Research/Doctoral-granting Institutions.  The data for each institution 
responding is also available in an electronic version featuring capabilities for searching, 
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selection of peer institutions, designation of criteria for comparison, and display and/or 
download of data. 
 
 ARL also is working with ACRL to formalize relations so that revisions to the 
ARL surveys are provided to ACRL for inclusion in their version of the instrument.   
 
D. ACRL Standards for College Libraries 
 

In 2000, ACRL approved the new Standards for College Libraries, which 
represent a departure from previous standards because of their emphasis on outcomes 
assessment as a basis for measuring library effectiveness.  Using the new standards has 
meant looking at library operations in new ways.  "Standards and Assessment for 
Academic Libraries: A Workbook," by Robert W. Fernekes and William Neal Nelson, 
will soon be available to assist library professionals in academic libraries of all sizes in 
applying the ACRl Standards for College Libraries.  The workbook provides questions, 
worksheets, suggested resources, and sources of comparative data for evaluating 
performance in academic libraries.  A concept map illustrates the essential relationships 
among the institutional mission, the library, and the user. The processes that support nine 
key library functions listed in the concept map are examined in detail in respective 
sections of the workbook.  Expected publication date is October 15.  The ACRL website 
will announce its availability.  <http://www.ala.org/acrl/newatacrl.html>.  
 

The authors will be holding a full-day workshop focusing on "Standards and 
Assessment for Academic Libraries: A Workbook" prior to the ALA Midwinter Meeting, 
on Friday, January 24, 2003.  <http://www.ala.org/acrl/clsworkshop.html>.  
 
 Attachment 7D1: ACRL Workbook Contents 
 Attachment 7D2: ACRL Standards Workshop 
 
E.  Academic Libraries Advisory Committee/NCES.   
 

Proposed revisions in the ALS/NCES survey will make the national surveys more 
similar.   
 
F.  NISO 
 

The Library Statistics Standard, ANSI/NISO Z39.7-1995, was first released in 
1968, and revised in 1983 and 1995, and is currently under revision again.  A new draft 
standard for trial use has been prepared and to reflect the Standard's broadened scope this 
new edition of Z39.7 has been titled: Information Services and Use: Metrics and statistics 
for libraries and information providers--Data Dictionary.  It is available as a web-enabled 
database, and for the first time defines a standard vocabulary to measure the use of 
electronic resources and other library metrics used in the U.S. and internationally.  
Individuals are invited to review and comment on the standard and to subscribe to an 
electronic list <http://www.niso.org/press/listserv.html> to participate in an ongoing 
discussion.  Sherrie Schmidt is serving on the revision committee.  
<http://www.niso.org/emetrics/> 
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G.  ISO 
 

The final draft of the international standard for Library Statistics (FDIS 2789) is 
out for ballot from September 12-November 12.  FDIS 2789 is on the NISO website in 
the Voting Members area.  Note:  This standard includes a normative section on 
measuring electronic resources and an appendix listing additional categories that should 
be considered for statistical analysis.  Please send comments (if any) to the 
nisohq@niso.org by November 1, 2002. 
 

A revision to the library performance standard by ISO/TC 46/SC 8 Quality- 
Statistics and Performance Evaluation is in development.  The principal U.S. 
representatives are Denise Davis (NCLIS), Dr. John Carlo Bertot, Dr. Fred Heath (Texas 
A&M).  
 
H.  Digital Library Federation/Outsell Study on  
 
 DLF and Outsell, with funding from the Mellon Foundation, engaged in a multi-
institution study to compare information-seeking behaviors of more than 3,200 students 
and faculty across academic disciplines in liberal arts colleges and research/doctoral 
universities.  The results are being analyzed and a full report will be available later this 
year. 
 

Attachment 7H1: Chronicle article on DLF/Outsell presentation at 
EDUCAUSE 

 Attachment 7H2: Outsell E-Brief 
 
 
8.  Related Workshops/Presentations/Event Calendar (5 minutes) 
 
2002 
(a) August 14: Loughborough, UK: Statistics in Practice IFLA Pre-Conference 
“Measures for Electronic Use: The ARL E-Metrics Project” (Blixrud) 
(b) August 14: Loughborough, UK: Statistics in Practice IFLA Pre-Conference “Library 
Quality Assessment:  LibQUAL+” poster session (Blixrud) 
(c) August 19-22: Glasgow, Scotland: IFLA LibQUAL+ poster session  
(d) August 22: Glasgow, Scotland: Northumbria Lite LibQUAL+ Preliminary Results 
from 2002 (Heath, Cook, Blixrud) 
(e) September 13-17, Monterey, CA: LAB 2002: Library Assessment and Benchmarking 
Institute, co-sponsored by SLA, ARL, and FEDLINK (Waller) 
(f) September 27-28, Washington, DC: New Ways of Listening to Library Users: Tools 
for Measuring Service Quality (LibQUAL+ team) 
(g) October 14-15, Washington, DC: ARL/OLMS Human Resources Management 
Symposium: Strategies and Innovations in Academic Library Recruitment Processes 
(Kyrillidou) 
(h) October 24, Effat College, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia: Assessing Library Services 
(Blixrud) 
(i) October 25, Stockholm, Sweden: Swedish Library Association Quality Conference 
(Heath) 
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2003 
(j) January 20-24, Tucson, AZ: Web Development with XML: Design and Applications 
(k) April 10: Charlotte, NC: New Ways of Listening to Users: LibQUAL+ 
 
 
9.  Publications 
 
Evaluating the Twenty-First Century Library: The Association of Research Libraries 
New Measures Initiative, 1997-2001.  New York, Haworth Press, 2002.  Co-published 
simultaneously as Journal of Library Administration 35: 4 (2001). 
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Attachment 2 

140th ARL Membership Meeting 
ARL Committee on Statistics and Measurement 

Wednesday, May 22, 2002  8:30 a.m. – 11:30 a.m. 
Fairmont Miramar Hotel Ocean II Room 

Santa Monica, CA 
 
Committee Members present: 

Brinley Franklin, University of Connecticut 
Diane Perushek, U. of Hawaii 
Carolynne Presser, University of Manitoba 
Sherrie Schmidt, Arizona State University 
Paul Wiens, Queen’s University 
Sandra Yee, Wayne State 
Jennifer Younger, Notre Dame 
Carla Stoffle, Chair, University of Arizona (by telephone) 

 Julia Blixrud, Director of Information Services, ARL 
Martha Kyrillidou, Senior Program Officer for Statistics and Measurement, ARL 

 
Guests: 
 Phelix Hanible, University of Massachusetts 

Fred Heath, Texas A&M 
Althea Jenkins, Florida State University 

 Charles Lowry, University of Maryland 
Paul Mosher, University of Pennsylvania 
Lisa O’Connor, Kent State University 
Sarah Pritchard, University of California, Santa Barbara 
Mark Weber, Kent State University 
Jerome Yavarkovsky, Boston College 
Duane Webster, ARL 
Julie Wessling, Colorado State 

 
Committee members absent: 
 Don Bosseau, University of Miami 
 Joan Gotwals, Emory University 
 Eileen Hitchingham, Virginia Tech 
 Bob Hudson, Boston University 
 
 Carla Stoffle facilitated the meeting via telephone.  The meeting began with a welcome to 
new members and guests.  New committee members are Joan Gotwals, Diane Perushek, and 
Sandra Yee.  Three members were renewed for 2002-2004: Eileen Hitchingham, Carolynne 
Presser, and Sherrie Schmidt.  Members and guests introduced themselves.  Minutes from the 
previous meeting were approved. 
 
 Martha Kyrillidou reviewed the highlights from the Program Plan and noted that the 
Statistics and Measurement Program is expanding.  Several projects are self-funded by interested 
members and this allows the program to maintain a balanced budget while absorbing these new 
projects.  The operating and developmental priorities were reviewed and linkages to other 
organizations were noted.  Duane Webster noted the programmatic pressures to maintain the 
schedule of data collection of current descriptive statistics while engaging the new measures 
agenda.  Carla Stoffle thanked program staff for their efforts and noted the importance of the new 
measures initiatives to the membership. 
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Attachment 2 

LibQUAL+  
 
 Fred Heath reported on the spring cycle of LibQUAL+.  Close to 165 institutions 
participated and 75,000 individuals responded to the survey.  Of those who began the survey, 
there was a 53% completion rate.  He reminded everyone that this is a total market survey 
technique and provides a big picture view.  It is not either a single or a total view of a particular 
library’s services, but a general view of how users of that library perceive the quality of the 
library’s services.  With the large amount of data from the respondents, it is now possible to look 
at how a library fits within four different dimensions of library service:  affect of service, personal 
control, collections, and library as place.  The instrument is now quite stable with 25 items.  Next 
year the administration process will likely be tweaked, but in general 2003 will follow the same 
set of steps as 2002.  Fred then presented a set of powerpoint slides showing preliminary results 
from the data:  demographics, institutional breakdowns, responses by discipline, launch screens, 
and completion data.  A variety of charts are being prepared for participating institutions and a 
meeting will be held at ALA Atlanta to distribute and discuss results with the participants.  Carla 
thanked Fred for his leadership on this project. 
 
Assessment Activities at the University of Pennsylvania 
 
 Paul Mosher made a presentation on the wide-ranging set of activities being done at the 
University of Pennsylvania to assess their library’s services.  They had developed a brochure 
containing useful data and also make data available electronically.  Paul had an extensive 
powerpoint presentation describing the activities.  [The presentation was made available on 
ARL’s web site.]  Of particular interest to committee members was the discussion of Penn’s data 
farm and the design principles for it.  Paul indicated that the work they have done has been 
received very well both by the librarians and the campus community.  He indicated it was critical 
to involved people early in the process and to recognize that the data gathered is a tool for making 
management decisions.  Upon request from some of the committee members, he said he would 
investigate allowing guest access to the data farm for purposes of evaluating its utility. 
 
E-Metrics 
 
 The formal, contracted portion of the ARL E-Metrics project is over.  There is a set of 
recommended statistics and performance measures and many project participants are interested in 
continuing to test them.  Gordon Fretwell (Massachusetts) has volunteered to serve as a project 
coordinator for the next set of activities.  Those libraries that participated for $10,000 previously 
can continue at no extra cost; others who wish to participate will be asked to pay $2,000.  A call 
will be issued this summer for participation to begin in the fall.  The letter will be sent by Project 
Directors Sherrie Schmidt and Rush Miller.  Discussion of the project will be one item on the 
agenda for the ARL survey coordinator meeting at ALA in Atlanta.  The question of consortia 
participation and payment has not yet been determined.  The current project has yielded a 
substantial body of work and identified many issues.  The project goals and documents are 
available at:  <http://www.arl.org/stats/newmeas/emetrics/contract00-01.html>.  The discussions 
of the specific data variables, the data collecting processes within institutions, and the work with 
vendors were the primary areas were the areas of the project receiving the most attention.  Not yet 
addressed was the issue of the difference access to electronic resources makes to the user. 
 
 Brinley Franklin provided committee members with a brief overview of his indirect cost 
work.  He has been working with a few institutions to measure electronic use to demonstrate the 
library’s support for research.  The goal is translate that into an argument for more money to the 
library.  While additional funds may not always be the result, these projects raise the attention in 
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some institutions of the library role in support of research.  More information on these projects is 
forthcoming. 
 
 ARL is supporting Project COUNTER (Counting Online Usage of NeTworked Electronic 
Resources), a multi-agency project with an objective to develop a single, internationally 
acceptable Code of Practice to allow the usage of online information products and services to be 
measured more effectively.  Sherrie Schmidt represents ARL in this project, which provides an 
opportunity to extend ARL’s interests in e-metrics to the international community.  After 
listening to the brief discussion of the plans for COUNTER, committee members suggested that 
Peter Shepherd, Project Director, be invited to the ARL meeting in October to brief the full 
committee on the project. 
 
Learning Outcomes 
 
 Several investigations are being undertaken by the Learning Outcomes Working Group, 
which had been formed last August to investigate how libraries could demonstrate their 
contribution to learning outcomes.  They have listened to and participated in discussions of 
SAILS [described below], the use of data from the College Student Experiences Questionnaire, 
accreditation agency recommendations, campus investigations, and terminology.  It is likely that 
a lot of the work in this area would have to be done through use of qualitative measures but the 
working group is investigating whether there are quantitative data sources that can provide some 
initial benchmarks. 
 
SAILS 
 
 One of the areas of learning in which libraries have some control is that of information 
literacy.  The variety and types of educational programs in this area are unknown at this time, but 
it is clear from statistical data that ARL libraries do give a lot of presentations and training.  A 
tool to measure the effectiveness of these training activities is not yet available.  Committee 
members heard from Lisa O’Connor and Mark Weber, Kent State University, about their project 
SAILS (Standardized Assessment of Information Literacy Skills).  The context is to answer the 
question, “does a student know any more after their use of a library?”  The project involves a tea 
of individuals at Kent State who have developed a standardized instrument using Item Response 
Theory to measure student proficiency.  Kent State was interested in expanding this project to 
include other ARL libraries and to have endorsement by ARL as a new measures initiative.  Kent 
State is seeking external funding (through IMLS and state sources), but would be interested in 
having ARL be involved in coordinating and administering this instrument as it will for 
LibQUAL+.  Jennifer Younger suggested that the Statistics Committee endorse the project and 
put it under the Learning Outcomes Working Group agenda.  Committee members accepted that 
recommendation.  Kent State and ARL staff were encouraged to talk with ACRL about their 
information literacy assessment activities, come up with some idea of an administrative 
relationship between Kent State and ARL for this project, and plan for a 2002/03 pilot test with a 
call for participation. 
 
ARL Membership Criteria Index Effect on Participation in Regional Repositories 
 
 The Committee has been asked to discuss whether the ARL descriptive statistics, 
particularly those used to construct the ARL Membership Criteria Index, create a disincentive for 
library participation in collaborative collection building.  Common concerns about the index were 
raised during the discussion: it is only a membership index and not intended for ranking 
performance of institutions; the index is intended to show how research libraries are alike, its 
publication in the Chronicle gives it too much visibility, the variables are inappropriate for the 
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movement to the changing nature of collections, the stress on local storage space conflicts with 
the desire to report high volume counts.  After a short discussion, the subcommittee already 
tasked to look at the ARL variables (Franklin, Younger, Pritchard, Yee) was asked to include 
elements of this discussion in their deliberations.   For background information on the 
development of the index, committee members were referred to the document by Kendon Stubbs 
[The ARL Library Index and Quantitative Relationships in the ARL (Washington: ARL, 1980), 58 
pages; available from ARL]. 
 
NDLTD 
 
 The Networked Digital Library for Theses and Dissertations has approached ARL about 
jointly pursuing a grant to demonstrate how electronic theses support graduate education.  Several 
committee members noted their campuses were interested in electronic theses but at this time they 
were not sure what ARL’s role would be in such a grant-funded project.  More information was 
needed to act on this particular request.  However, it was suggested that there might be ways to 
encourage more ARL libraries to become actively involved in NDLTD and Jennifer Younger, 
Sherrie Schmidt, and Diane Perushek volunteered to work with Julia Blixrud to explore how best 
to pursue this. 
 
ILL/DD Study 
 
 One of the eight topical areas in the original new measures investigation was that of cost-
effectiveness.  Extensive work has been done in the area of interlibrary loan, but some libraries 
still felt there were ways to make their services more efficient.  Early on the New Measures 
Initiative had proposed developing a self-study process for interlibrary loan, but that proved not 
to be feasible.  Some libraries have indicated that enough time has passed that it would be 
valuable to conduct and ILL/DD study once again.  A proposal to do such a study was prepared 
by Mary Jackson for discussion by the Committee.  Members indicated their support for the 
project with several saying they would likely participate in it.  A call will be going out to the full 
ARL membership during the summer. 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 11:40 am with thanks to all who attended and participated. 
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SAILS Update 
September 25, 2002 

 
Testing at Kent State University 

• 3,600 freshmen from 144 sections of University Orientation 
• 1,500 freshmen at 7 regional campuses 
• Primary focus is testing of items 
• Students are completing 35-item test in class, using scan sheets for answers 
• Data gathering will be complete in December 
• Data analysis will tell us how new and revised items are performing and provide 

very preliminary information about Kent State students' information literacy skill 
 

Grant Activity – Ohio Board of Regents Technology Initiative  
• Partner with Bowling Green State University 
• Major activities are information literacy workshops for faculty, development of 

Web modules, and continued development of SAILS 
• SAILS portion includes: 

o Item database creation with systems consultant 
o External review and recommendations from IRT consultant 
o Item development assistance 

 
Grant Activity – IMLS  

• Three-year grant, $250,000 
• Additional staffing 
• Three phases of participation from other institutions 
• Participant workshops  
• Test format recommendations 
• Development of subject-specific modules of SAILS 

 
Current Testing at Oregon State 

• Gathered data during spring 2002, starting again in fall 2002 
• Using Web-based interface 
• Data analysis underway 
• Designing reports for their use 
• Implications for future testing 

 
Relationship among ARL, Kent State, and SAILS 

• Update on meeting with Julia Blixrud – roles, responsibilities 
• Development of Memorandum of Understanding   

 
Regula Appropriations Funding 

• Information Literacy Education 
• K-12 teacher workshops 
• Information literacy in College of Education curriculum 
• Administering SAILS to teachers 
• Partnering with teachers to develop versions of SAILS for 4th, 9th, 12th grades
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Measures for Electronic Resources (E-Metrics) 
Complete Set 
 
Table of Contents 
 
Preface 
 
 
Part 1. Project Background and Phase One Report 
 
E-Metrics: Measures for Electronic Resources 
 Rush Miller and Sherrie Schmidt 
 
Developing Statistics and Performance Measures to Describe Electronic Information Services and 
Resources for ARL Libraries: Study Proposal 
 Charles R. McClure 
 
Letter to Prospective E-Usage Project Participants 
 Rush Miller and Sherrie Schmidt 
 
ARL E-Metrics Project: Developing Statistics and Performance Measures to Describe Electronic 
Information Services and Resources for ARL Libraries. Phase One Report 
 Wonsik "Jeff" Shim, Charles R. McClure, and John Carlo Bertot 
 
 
Part 2: Phase Two Report 
 
Measures and Statistics for Research Library Networked Services: Procedures and Issues. ARL 
E-Metrics Phase II Report 
 Wonsik "Jeff" Shim, et.al. 
 
 Executive Summary 
 Project Overview 
  1. Context and Issues 
  2. Field-testing Methodology and Summary of Findings 
  3. Vendor Statistics Status Report 
  4. Data Collection Manual for the Recommended Network Statistics and Performance 

Measures 
  References 
  Appendices 
 
Compilation of results from the E-Metrics vendor statistics field test 
 Wonsik "Jeff" Shim 
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Part 3: E-Metrics Instructional Module 
 
The ARL E-Metrics Instructional Module 
 Amos Lakos, et. al. 
 
 Introduction 
 Part 1: The Importance of Network Measures and Statistics 
 Part 2: Preparing YOUR Library to Collect, Report, Analyze, and Use the Statistics and 

Measures 
 Part 3: Recommended Statistics and Measures for Library Networked Services 
 
 
Part 4: Data Collection Manual 
 
Data Collection Manual for Academic and Research Library Network Statistics and Performance 
Measures 
 Wonsik "Jeff" Shim, et. al. 
 
 
Part 5: Library and Institutional Outcomes 
 
Toward a Framework of Library and Institutional Outcomes 
 Bruce T. Fraser and Charles R. McClure 
 
Analysis of the Accreditation Standards of the Six Regional Higher Education Commissions for 
Senior Colleges and Universities 
 Bonnie Gratch-Lindauer 
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Recommended Statistics and Measures 
 
Patron Accessible Electronic Resources 
 

• Number of electronic full-text journals 
• Number of electronic reference sources 
• Number of electronic books 

 
Use of Networked Resources & Related Infrastructure 
 

• Number of electronic reference transactions 
• Number of logins (sessions) to electronic databases 
• Number of queries (searches) in electronic databases 
• Items requested in electronic databases 
• Virtual visits to library’s website and catalog 

 
Expenditures for Networked Resources & Related Infrastructure 
 

• Cost of electronic full-text journals 
• Cost of electronic reference sources 
• Cost of electronic books 
• Library expenditures for bibliographic utilities, networks & consortia 
• External expenditures for bibliographic utilities, networks & consortia 

 
Library Digitization Activities 
 

• Size of library digital collection 
• Use of library digital collection 
• Cost of digital collection construction & management 

 
Proposed Performance Measures 
 

• Percentage of electronic reference transactions of total reference 
• Percentage of virtual visits of all library visits 
• Percentage of electronic books to all monographs 

 
Project participants subsequently added one additional measure: 

 
• Percentage of electronic journals to serial subscriptions 
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Institutions participating in the E-Metrics Project 
 
Arizona State 
Chicago 
Colorado State 
Columbia 
Connecticutt 
Florida State 
Illinois, Chicago 
Indiana 
Iowa State 
Johns Hopkins 
Kansas 
Louisville 
Manitoba 
Massachusetts 
Miami 
Nebraska 
Notre Dame 
Ohio State 
Pennsylvania 
Pittsburgh 
Purdue 
Rutgers 
Southern Illinois 
Syracuse 
Tennessee 
Texas A&M 
Virginia Tech 
Washington 
Washington State 
Wayne State 
Wisconsin 
Yale 
Library of Congress 
National Agricultural Library 
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Online Librarian Survey

-Response and Results

A. Respondents

The online survey was available via the COUNTER website for a six-week
period between the beginning of July and mid-August. During that period
664 respondents completed the survey. Not all respondents completed all
questions, which is why the totals in any given section do not necessarily
add up to 664.  The demographics of the responses broke down as
follows:

1 Type of library:

Academic/higher education 417 (63%)
School 4 (<1%)
Public 82 (12%)
Corporate 49 (7%)
Governmental 35 (5%)
Hospital/health 39 (5%)
Other 31 (4%)

The results for corporate libraries, although included in the ‘Total’
column below, are reported separately, as it was felt that their
responses might differ significantly from the academic/higher education
libraries that represent the bulk of the responses.

2 Online content of interest
Total Corporate

Journals 33 (5%) 7(15%)
Databases 59 (9%) 3(6%)
Both 562 (85%) 38(79%)
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3 Size of library in terms of acquisition budget

Total Corporate
$0-50k 38(5%) 2(6%)
$50k-200k 90(14%) 2(6%)
$200k-500k 88(13%) 6(16%)
$500k-1m 80(12%) 12(32%)
$1m-5m 260(40%) 16 (40%)
$5m+ 85(13%) 0

4 Position of respondent

Total Corporate
Library director 121(18%) 10(23%)
Head of acquisitions 46(7%) 3(7%)
Head of computer services 29(4%) 1(2%)
Head of periodicals 40(6%) 5(11%)
Head of online services 97(14%) 6(14%)
Consortial director 0
Consortial administrator 7(1%) 2(5%)
Other 294(44%) 17(38%)

Note: few in the ‘other’ category provided further detail on their
position.

5 Location of library

Total Corporate
North America 393(60%) 24(49%)
South America 1 (<1%) 0
Europe 166(25%) 18(37%)
Asia 20(3%) 2(4%)
Australasia 58(8%) 0
Other 17(2%) 5(10%)
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B. Results: quantitative

a. Types of reports

 i. Journals

1.1 Journal report 1: full text requests by month and journal

Total Corporate
Essential 384(65%) 36(76%)
Desirable 153(26%) 8(17%)
Occasionally useful 35(6%) 3(7%)
Not needed 10(1%) 0

1.2 Journal report 2: item requests by month, journal and page type

Total Corporate
Essential 158(27%) 23(52%)
Desirable 229(39%) 17(39%)
Occasionally useful 148(25%) 4(9%)
Not needed 44(7%) 0

1.3 How useful would a similar report be that could be separated into
‘subscribed’ and ‘non-subscribed’ titles and a full list of subscribed and
non-subscribed together.

Total Corporate
Essential 155(27%) 23(54%)
Desirable 254(44%) 13(30%)
Occasionally useful 130(22%) 7(16%)
Not needed 31(5%) 0

1.4 Journal report 3: total searches run
-total searches run per month

Total Corporate
Essential 212(36%) 9(21%)
Desirable 159(27%) 12(28%)
Occasionally useful 159(27%) 19(44%)
Not needed 47(8%) 3(7%)

1.5 Journal report 4: time of day report
-total items requested between one-hour periods during each month
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Total Corporate
Essential 18(3%) 2(5%)
Desirable 117(20%) 2(5%)
Occasionally useful 266(45%) 20(47%)
Not needed 181(31%) 19(43%)

1.6 Journal report 5: day of week report
-total items requested each day of the week during each month

Total Corporate
Essential 23(3%) 0
Desirable 119(20%) 3(7%)
Occasionally useful 266(45%) 23(55%)
Not needed 173(29%) 16(38%)

1.7 Journal report 6: total daily activity report

Total Corporate
Essential 35(6%) 3(7%)
Desirable 125(21%) 8(19%)
Occasionally useful 235(40%) 16(37%)
Not needed 180(31%) 17(37%)

 ii. Databases

1.8 Database report 1: total searches & sessions
- total number of searches run and sessions initiated per month

Total Corporate
Essential 427(70%) 26(62%)
Desirable 124(20%) 5(12%)
Occasionally useful 43(7%) 10(24%)
Not needed 11(1%) 1(2%)

1.9 Database report 2: time of day report
- total items requested between one hour periods during each month

Total Corporate
Essential 34(5%) 2(5%)
Desirable 132(21%) 5(13%)
Occasionally useful 267(44%) 17(43%)
Not needed 171(28%) 16(39%)

1.10 Database report 3: day of week report
-total items requested each day of the week during each month

Total Corporate
Essential 34(5%) 1(3%)
Desirable 137(22%) 5(13%)
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Occasionally  useful 270(44%) 19(48%)
Not needed 161(26%) 15(36%)

1.11 Database report 4: total daily activity report
- total items requested each day of the week during each month

Total Corporate
Essential 48(8%) 0
Desirable 143(23%) 8(20%)
Occasionally useful 234(39%) 18(44%)
Not needed 173(28%) 15(37%)

 iii. General

1.12 Level of usage reporting

Total Corporate
Consortium 348(52%) 20(41%)
Institution 598(90%) 46(94%)
Department 355(54%) 34(69%)

1.13 Report on number of document requests  broken down by IP range

Total Corporate
Essential 95(16%) 14(29%)
Desirable 157(27%) 15(31%)
Occasionally useful 168(27%) 7(14%)
Not needed 155(26%) 11(22%)
Don’t know 5(<1%) 2(4%)

1.14 Are IP ranges allocated to specific departments within institution?

Total Corporate
Yes 180(35%) 5(11%)
No 329(64%) 37(80%)
Don’t know 6(<1%) 4(9%)

1.15 If ‘yes’, would usage reports at department level (perhaps defined by
IP ranges or departmental passwords) rather than at institutional level?

Total Corporate
Yes 142(63%) 3(60%)
No 81(36%) 1(20%)
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Don’t know 2(<1%) 1(20%)

1.16 How useful would a report be that broke down journal usage by the
age of content?

Total Corporate
Essential 108(17%) 13(30%)
Desirable 300(47%) 18(41%)
Occasionally useful 189(29%) 10(24%)
Not needed 37(5%) 3(5%)

b. Report delivery

2.1 Preferred delivery formats (lowest number of points
indicates strongest preference)

Total Corporate
Web page tables 2299 153
Tab separated text file 1859 148
Comma separated text file 1876 151
Microsoft Excel file 1314 84
PDF file 2444 183

2.2  Version of Microsoft Excel

Total Corporate
Excel 4 0 0
Excel 5 1 (<1%) 0
Excel 95 7(1%) 2(5%)
Excel 97 150(23%) 19(43%)
Excel 98 42(6%) 0
Excel 2000 392(61%) 22(50%)
Excel ME 7(1%) 1(2%)
Other version 33(5%) 0
Don’t know 9(1%) 0

2.3 Operating system
Total Corporate

Windows 95 32(4%) 5(15%)
Windows NT 183(28%) 18(53%)
Windows 98 130(20%) 0
Windows 2000 224(34%) 5(15%)
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Windows ME 6(<1%) 0
Windows XP 48(7%) 5(15%)
Mac 12(1%) 0
Linux 3(<1%) 0
Sun 1(<1%) 1
Other don’t know 2(<1%) 0

2.4  Internet browser used most frequently

Total Corporate
Explorer version 3 1(<1%) 0
Explorer version 4 10(1%) 2(4%)
Explorer version 5 255(38%) 32(67%)
Explorer version 6 or above 192(29%) 6(13%)
Netscape version 3 1(0%) 1(2%)
Netscape version 4 134(20%) 6(13%)
Netscape version 6 or above 47(7%) 0
Other 8(1%) 0
Don’t know 8(1%) 0

2.5  Report delivery preference

Total Corporate
Password controlled website 408(64%) 30(61%)
E-mail 227(35%) 19(39%)

2.6 E-mail alert when data is updated

Total Corporate
Yes 516(93%) 38(100%)
No 33(6%) 0

2.7  How frequently would usage reports be used

Total Corporate
Annually 46(7%) 0
Quarterly 180(27%) 14(29%)
Monthly 419(64%) 34(69%)
Weekly 7(1%) 1(2%)

2.8  How timely should updates be, i.e. how long after end of reporting
period

Total Corporate
Within two weeks 370(57%) 33(70%)
Within four weeks 261(40%) 14(30%)
Within three months 15(2%) 0

2.9  Minimum amount of data
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Total Corporate
Data from year-to-date only 67(16%) 3(6%)
Rolling 13 months of data 85(20%) 9(18%)
Rolling 25 months of data 58(13%) 3(6%)
All of last year’s and this year’s to date 232 (56%) 22(45%)
All of last two years and this years to date 205(49%) 12(25%)

C.Results: qualitative

Only a minority of respondents made comments or suggestions. Of
these, the most significant were on the following issues (in order of
frequency raised (none was raised by more than 50 respondents):

1 ‘Requests’ should take into account ‘turnaways’.
2  PDF and HTML ‘requests’ can be combined
3  Database report 1 should include searches that have zero results
4 Categorising results by IP range is less important than being able to

distinguish between ‘onsite’ and ‘offsite’ usage.
5 Price information on each journal would be useful to measure cost-
effectiveness.
6  Combining usage statistics for journals in a given discipline would
be useful

The following singular comments were made:

• ‘Display the information in a more consortium-friendly manner’ –
i.e. there is too much detail for consortium managers.

• ‘The report should contain all titles from a publisher, even if zero
usage is recorded’

• ‘If there are multiple access points to a journal (such as
ECO/Ebsco Online) you would have usage stats from both’

• We need information for each partner in the consortium as well
as for the consortium as a whole’

• ‘Useful to report on the number of times a PDF fails to
download’

• ‘Indication of who the publisher is would be helpful’
• ‘useful if we could subdivide it into user categories, eg staff,

student, etc.’
• ‘Consolidate monthly reports for a calendar year report’
• ‘A monthly alert on journals that have received no usage in the

past six months would be useful.’
• ‘Does the rubric ‘subscribed’ vs ‘non-subscribed’ have a future.’
• ‘For databases, it would be nice if the results could be broken

down by service or vendor’
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• ‘Search vs browse statistics are also useful. It helps librarians
understand if clients are using the service as a complete
database.’

• ‘Want to specify own time region.’
• ‘Too much detail and a waste of good bytes.’ (Journal report 6)
• ‘A top 10-50 journals report would be useful.’
• ‘JSTOR does an exemplary set of reports’
• ‘Department level reporting is essential because of department

budgets’

Many respondents were very complimentary about the whole
COUNTER project. Quotable examples are:

• ‘This is just what I have been hoping for. Thank you.’
• ‘This is a great project, we hope to hear more and want to

participate. Thank you.’
• ‘Thank you. Thank you!’
• ‘This is a much needed service’
• ‘The COUNTER project appears to be one whose time has

arrived. I am impressed at the thoroughness and quality of the
work done so far.’

• ‘Great survey!’

           D. Corporate librarian responses

The responses of corporate librarians in almost  all cases conformed
to those of the respondents as a whole. There were, however,
noteworthy differences in the following responses:

• Allocation of IP ranges to specific departments: this was
significantly less widespread in the corporate environment.

• Version of Microsoft Excel: a greater proportion of corporate
respondents use Excel 97, and a lower proportion Excel 2000
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Introduction 
 
Networked electronic services, offered by libraries, have dramatically changed faculty, 
staff, and student usage patterns at academic libraries in recent years.  Libraries’ 
electronic services are available to in-house users when libraries are open, but are also 
available to authorized remote users outside the library 24 hours a day.  At the same time 
that electronic services are changing library usage patterns, academic libraries are 
spending an increasing percentage of their collections budgets on electronic services.  In 
fiscal year 2000, Association of Research Libraries (ARL) members at North American 
libraries spent an average of 12.9% of their collections budgets on electronic services, 
representing more than $100 million in expenditures for electronic services by ARL 
members, or an increase of 45.7% over 1998. 
 
The impact of altered usage patterns and increasing expenditures by academic libraries 
on electronic services has heightened interest among academic libraries to measure 
electronic services usage.  For example, twenty-four members of the Association of 
Research Libraries completed an “E-metrics Project” in December, 2001.  
(http://www.arl.org/stats/newmeas/emetrics/) 
 
This paper examines the methodology and results from patron use surveys of electronic 
services at four geographically disparate academic health sciences libraries in the 
United States between 1999 and 2002.  More than 9,000 library users were surveyed as 
they accessed the four libraries’ networked electronic services.  
 
The principal fields of inquiry discussed in this paper address the following questions:   
 
• What is a statistically robust methodology for examining the use of electronic 

services, which captures in-library and remote web usage in a sound representative 
sample? The methodology used for collecting data in this study serves as a model for 
similar studies of library networked electronic services usage.    

 
• What are the demographic differences between in-house library users as compared to 

remote library users by status of user (e.g., faculty member, staff member, 
graduate/professional student; and undergraduate student)? 

 
• What are the users’ purposes for accessing electronic services (e.g., sponsored 

(funded) research, instruction/education/non-sponsored research, patient care and 
other activities)? 
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• How does the purpose of use differ between traditional, in-person, library services 
(e.g., reference services, collections use, facilities use) and electronic services use? 

 
• What are the differences in usage of electronic resources based upon the location of 

users (i.e., in the library; on-campus, but not in the library; or off-campus)? 
 
• What information technology service should libraries implement to make such studies 

of patron usage of networked electronic resources routine, robust, and useful in the 
decision-making process? 

 
This study describes a replicable, statistically sound, and simple methodology for 
collecting user data both in-house and remotely through the web.   It documents why 
patrons are using electronic resources in academic health sciences libraries.  It examines 
differences between in-house and web usage, comparing status and location of users and 
purpose of use.  The results of this study will help guide service decisions in academic 
health sciences libraries, and reports on how patrons are using library networked 
electronic services in those libraries today.    
 
Literature Survey 
 
There has been considerable recent interest in measuring the use of networked electronic 
resources (see Bertot, McClure and Ryan (2002); Breeding (2002); Luthor (2000); and 
McClure and Bertot (2001) for excellent overviews).  There has also been progress in 
developing new statistical measures that include networked electronic resources in 
measures of performance and assessment (see Association of Research Libraries, ARL 
New Measures Initiative (2001); McClure and others (2002); and Shim and others 
(2001)).  A number of writings have also been published recently interested in defining 
and measuring library service quality by measuring library users' perceptions of service 
quality and identifying gaps between desired, perceived, and minimum expectations of 
service (see: Association of Research Libraries.  LibQUAL+ (2001); Cook, Heath, 
Thompson and Thompson (2001); Cook and Heath (2001); Waller (2002) and other 
articles found at  http://www.arl.org/libqual/pubs/index.html).   
 
Interestingly, web surveys are discussed and utilized in the measurement of users’ 
perceptions of service quality, but are much less emphasized in the measurement of 
patron usage of networked electronic resources.   User surveys of the usage of specific 
library resources and services appear to have taken a back seat in the e-metrics and 
service quality assessment projects, despite a history of interest in such research in the 
past by ARL, evidenced by regularly issued SPEC kits involving user studies.  Covey 
(2002) does not systematically look at the unique challenges of web surveys in her 
coverage of user studies and usage studies of electronic resources, nor does Cullen (2001) 
in her survey article on user satisfaction surveys.  Although it is difficult to document 
omission thoroughly, nevertheless it appears that there is little interest in using web 
surveys for capturing usage data in the recent projects to generate statistics and data for 
analyzing use and service quality of networked electronic resources.   
 
Further, there has been surprisingly little literature on the design, reliability, and analysis 
of web-based user surveys in libraries for networked electronic services.  Possibly, 
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assumptions of non-replicability and non-randomness are a factor, as does the difficulty 
of correlating the results with data collected from the usage of physical resources and 
services.  Suspicions about the inapplicability of the results to longitudinal (monthly or 
annual) data analysis, the self-selection of respondents, skepticism about utility of library 
satisfaction surveys, and the considerable use of web surveys by web marketing firms 
(with which many libraries may prefer not to be associated, particularly in the minds of 
their patrons) may also help explain the lack of literature in this field.  There have been a 
few attempts to administer comparable and simultaneous web-based or digital and pencil-
based or print surveys to library patrons.  Perkins and Yuan (2000, 2001) describe 
Western Kentucky University Libraries’ library satisfaction survey with identical content 
for library Web and exit patrons to compare these groups' responses collected over a two-
week period. 
 
The optional nature of most web-based surveys measuring usage of specific resources or 
services may be part of the reason for its non-adoption for rigorous studies such as the 
two ARL projects or other studies of user behavior.  As Marino says: 
 

The Web is different. For an organization like Gallup, the polling or inquiry of 
public opinion is conducted by interviewing a random sample of people. On the 
Web, the "sample" or “people taking the poll” isn't random, but self-selected. 
Does this make polling on your site useless? Absolutely not! Polls on the Web are 
a great interactive feature and a source of content in their own right.  

 
For example, Chapman and Ragsdale (2002) conducted an optional web survey at the 
University of Alabama as part of a library service assessment program.  One method to 
create a sample involves emailing a randomized set or the universe of users with a 
message explaining the purpose of the study with a link to the web-based survey.   Such a 
study is Bao’s (2002) report of Internet usage at Seton Hall University.   Despite these 
examples, there appears to be little methodological interest in statistically valid, web-
based surveys directed specifically at networked electronic resources users.   
 

Survey Methodology 
 
The authors were presented with the challenge of measuring to what extent networked 
electronic services supported sponsored research at four academic health sciences 
libraries.  These four libraries serve: the University of Arizona Health Sciences Center; 
the University of Colorado Health Sciences Center; the University of Connecticut Health 
Center; and the University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston.  At each library, this 
task was part of a more comprehensive cost analysis study that assigned all library costs 
to their host institutions’ primary functional missions: sponsored (funded)research, 
instruction/education/non-sponsored research, patient care, and other institutional 
activities (see Franklin, 2001). 
 
In earlier studies of a similar nature Franklin accurately sampled library usage and then 
projected usage patterns over an entire year by distributing in-house library user surveys 
and concurrently sampling telephone and email information requests (2001).  It was clear, 
by the late 1990s, that an accurate estimate of networked electronic services usage that 
served as the allocation basis for the rapidly growing networked services cost pool 
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needed to include remote Internet-enabled usage as well as in-house use.  Consequently, 
the authors developed a statistically robust methodology to measure both in-house and 
remote usage, which could be employed to distribute the usage of networked electronic 
resources and the costs associated with providing networked electronic services to each 
of the university’s primary functions. 
 
Providing further impetus for the development of this particular methodology was the 
requirement by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Division of 
Cost Analysis, that all usage data for indirect cost allocation in library cost studies must 
be based upon actual library users and actual library usage.  DHHS routinely disallows 
library cost studies based on circulation records as a reflection of the total library user 
population and cost allocations for collections purchases based on intended usage (e.g., 
undergraduate/non-undergraduate or research/instruction/patient care) as determined by 
selectors, bibliographers, or catalogers. Similarly, DHHS discourages cost allocations 
based on anticipated, “average,” or historical usage by potential (i.e. at-large population 
samples) of potential library users.  This DHHS requirement guided the authors’ selection 
of a “real-time” survey design and methodology approach, and also resulted in our 
increased confidence in the data. 
 
The authors’ sampling plan was based on the random moments sampling technique.  
Once a representative sample size was calculated and the number of survey hours 
determined, survey periods were randomly selected from the entire population of library 
hours available for surveying, stratified monthly.  In actuality, each library’s public hours 
each month were identified as two-hour periods and assigned a unique identifying 
number.  A random number generator was then used to select approximately two survey 
periods a month at each library to sample.   
 
Each participating library consequently sampled approximately forty-eight hours during a 
twelve-month period.  In addition, for reasons of convenience and logistics, two of the 
libraries ran their electronic services surveys for roughly 24 hours on days designated for 
two-hour samples.  The authors have used the larger data set (n=9020) for aggregated 
data totals (e.g., Table 1), but have restricted any comparison between libraries to the 
smaller, more statistically comparable data set of 5830 respondents (e.g., Table 2).   
 
Concurrent with the in-house paper survey, remote users were surveyed during the 
randomly selected two-hour survey periods as they accessed networked electronic 
services purchased by the library.  Both in-library and remote networked services users 
were presented with a brief survey screen when they selected one of the electronic 
databases or full-text products offered by the library (see Figure 1). Each user was asked 
to identify their:  
 
 

 Status (e.g., medical 
student, faculty member, etc.);  

 Affiliation (e.g., School of 
Medicine, School of Nursing, etc.); 

 Location (e.g., In the 
Library; On-Campus, but not in the Library, Off-Campus) 
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 Purpose for Using Online 
Resources (e.g., Sponsored Research, Instruction, Patient Care) 
 

Precise and consistent definitions of such terms as  “Sponsored (funded) Research” or 
“Instruction” were provided through web links to text definitions.   
 
 

 
Networked Electronic Services 

Library User Survey 
 

This survey is being conducted by the University in order 
to assess usage of the Library’s electronic services. 

 
All responses are anonymous. 

 
After completing the survey, you will be connected to the service you selected. 

Thank you for your help. 
 

 Patron Status: Select Patron Status  

 Affiliation:  Select Affiliation  

 Location:  Select Location  
 Purpose  A.Sponsored (Funded) Research -- Definition 

 for Using  B.Instruction/Education/Departmental Research--Definition 

 Online  C. Patient Care-- Definition 

 Resources:  D. All Other Activities -- Definition 
 

Please fill out Status, Affiliation, Location, and Purpose Fields. 
 
 
 

Submit Response

 
Figure 1 

 
 

Survey Design Considerations 
 
Some of the fundamental problems the authors attempted to address in the web-based 
portion of the data collection were: 
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1.   In an institution, networked electronic resources are accessible from many different 
web pages and web servers, especially if the authentication method is by Internet 
Protocol (IP) address.  A patron may connect to a resource through the library’s 
OPAC, through an alphabetical list of databases, through a departmental web site, or 
through any number of other links and web pages outside the library’s control. 

2. Patrons may bookmark networked electronic resources locally on their own 
workstations, skipping local web page organizational schemes altogether.    

3. Anonymity must be assured, yet only authenticated users should be surveyed or 
counted.  The survey must be restricted to legitimate users and usages of the 
resources, and exclude the public or non-authenticated users.  Yet, ID information 
was not collected, for preserving anonymity, allaying fears of privacy violations, and 
increasing the response rate.   

4. The survey data must be collected and be commensurable for all networked electronic 
resources, including e-journals, e-books, online databases or traditional library 
request services offered in the online environment, such as Interlibrary Loan.  The 
same survey was completed for usage of Interlibrary Loan (ILL) as for usage of 
OVID electronic journals, for example, so that the data were meaningful across all 
resources and services. 

5. For the purposes of this survey, digital or networked library usage had to be 
comparable with traditional or in-person library usage, to paint the most complete 
picture of patron activity.   The sampling of the in-person library usage and the online 
library usage were similar; the questions asked on the print and web survey were the 
same, although obviously displayed in a different manner, and the results are 
comparable to each other.    

6. The web survey was not measuring web usability, nor was the in-house paper survey  
measuring library accessibility.  However, one library might have a poor web site and 
a library in an awkward location with poor hours of availability, whereas another 
library may have a clear, easily understood web site and a centrally located health 
sciences library with excellent hours.  The results of the surveys were no doubt 
affected by these realities but did not measure them.    

7. The results of the survey had to be uninfluenced by caching issues, both local, web 
browser caching and proxy server or Internet Service Provider caching.   

8. The survey had to be meaningful for networked electronic resources, no matter how 
they were implemented; either locally initiated, provided by remote vendors, or 
outsourced to other institutions (for example, web-based ILL might be outsourced).   

9. Different authentication methods had to be accommodated, whether the institution 
used IP, password, referring URL, or in what turned out to be the preferred method 
for the purposes of this survey, an authentication and access gateway.    

10. Filling out the web survey had to be required for all sampled patrons, and mandatory 
fields were identified within the survey, typically all of questions.      

11. A robust number of sampled responses to the survey was desired.  Yet, the survey 
could not be posted for inordinately long periods of time, due to patron irritation 
resulting in suspect data and the possibility of measuring the same patron several 
times.   

12. The survey delivery mechanism had to be relatively simple, not requiring “cookies” 
or javascript, for example.   It had to be functional across a wide range of browsers 
and different browser preferences set by the users.   
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13. The survey had to be based on actual usage, not upon predicted or representative 
usage. 

14. The survey had to be genuinely random, not just an optional survey or a sample of 
opportunity.   

15. Remote usage had to be measured, regardless of the channel of communication, 
whether locally implemented proxy server, modem pool, or other institutional service 
to work around the limitations of IP authentication.    

16. The survey design and methodology had to be statistically sound to withstand a 
potential audit by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, which would 
be evaluating the methodology and results for integrity and potential bias.   

 
Several sources of data for measuring usage of networked electronic resources, some of 
which are currently used by almost all health sciences libraries, were considered and 
rejected in the design of this study.  These included: analyzing transactional logs with 
standard log analysis software; using vendor-supplied usage data; having vendors place 
the web survey at their end; creating a special proxy automatic configuration (pac) file 
that would direct web browsers requesting certain URLs to a web survey form; installing 
applications to capture usage on to a sample of patron workstations; and setting up a 
smart web form at the campus router.  These solutions, although perhaps creative and 
certainly interesting to consider, were not especially easy or even possible to implement 
in our time frame.  Often, these approaches did not solve some of the problems they were 
attempting to address, and even when associated with a web survey, did not validate, 
illuminate or confirm the web survey results, or provide new data that would be helpful in 
this project.   
 
Local Conditions 
 
The authors’ ability to survey networked service usage was influenced by each library’s 
local networked services environment.  In each case, meetings took place involving the 
authors, the representatives from the library, IT staff, and university financial staff.  The 
purposes of the meetings were to agree upon the randomized schedule, to assign 
responsibility for implementation of the print survey, to develop the questions and the 
form for the web survey, to administer the survey with the greatest likelihood of meeting 
the criteria listed above within what was reasonable given local conditions, and to assure 
implementation.   The web form had a trial or pilot period to make certain that the 
proposed technology actually worked, and that the data were streamed to the designated 
destination in the appropriate file.   The time and date stamp for each survey result 
proved surprisingly useful.   
 
One health sciences library had several alphabetical lists of networked electronic 
resources, had outsourced its Interlibrary Loan web-based requests, and had a good 
relationship with an online vendor who provided access to many of the library’s online 
databases.   The vendor played an important role in writing the web survey form, using 
MS FrontPage (http://www.microsoft.com/frontpage/) and perl, and links on HTML 
alphabetical lists were changed at the specified sample periods.  Links from the catalog 
were ignored, because they connected directly with the remote resource rather than with 
the list of sources, and could only be changed with difficulty.   This campus had an 
extensive modem pool with little use of the proxy server, provided through the ILS.   
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Based upon discussions with public service librarians, the authors concluded that 
although there were indeed multiple web pages pointing to the same sources, the library’s 
web site had centralized access to a few lists, that other web sites on campus tended to 
point to the lists rather than individual resources, and that placing the web forms at the 
lists would capture a high percentage of campus traffic.  In this scenario, any use of 
bookmarks directly linking to remote sources was lost data.  Web-based ILL requests 
were outsourced, but excellent data were supplied by the outsourcing agency, which 
revised its institution-specific form to accommodate the survey questions.   
 
A second health sciences library used the locally implemented OVID server to capture 
data, inserting the web survey after the OVID authentication password was entered.  In 
this case, where the University used password rather than Internet Protocol (IP) address 
authorization, the survey page was presented to every user of any OVID networked 
service during the survey periods.  Telnet access was disabled during the survey periods 
to assure that all users would see the web survey, and technical help was supplied by 
OVID.   
 
The third health sciences library had implemented a Cold Fusion middleware (then 
Allaire but now Macromedia at http://www.macromedia.com/software/coldfusion/), 
using a 16 digit campus ID for authentication.  The networking group in that university 
had implemented Cisco caching devices to enhance performance on the web, but HTML 
requests for remote library resources were passed on directly without being cached, based 
upon IP destination.   With an access gateway through Cold Fusion, the likelihood of 
direct links to the remote resources, that is, lost data, is diminished, but not eliminated.  
The likelihood of uncounted hits is further reduced if all library web resources, including 
liaison pages, 856 links in the online catalog, etc., point to the Cold Fusion resource page 
and not to a direct link.  In this library the web survey was written in Cold Fusion, and 
enabled at the specified random times throughout the survey period.  For services such as 
Interlibrary Loan, the authors felt that almost no hits were lost, since everyone who 
needed the online request service linked to the form provided by the library.  This 
University also used a proxy server.   
 
The fourth health sciences library used EZProxy (http://www.usefulutilities.com/ezproxy/), 
a proxy services rewriter, and provided the tightest survey control through the gateway.  
All requests for networked electronic services, including databases, e-journals and e-books, 
regardless of the location of the requesting workstation (within the Library, on campus, or 
off campus), were run through the EZProxy server.  MS Active Server Pages 
(http://www.microsoft.com/) was used to write the web survey form, and it was enabled at 
the EZProxy gateway.  This library also handled a considerable number of mediated 
searches and photocopy requests.  Both services were added to the surveyed services.   The 
authors were the most confident with this library that all appropriate usage was surveyed.  
The EZProxy gateway was the destination of all networked electronic services links, so any 
web pages on campus developed outside of the library pointed to the EZProxy server.  
Further, bookmarks would include the EZProxy URL.   
 
Although the specific arrangement and implementations in each library were different, 
the desired criteria for the survey were the same in each library, and the authors are 
confident that the data collected are comparable, despite local differences.  The most 
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effective means to meet the web survey criteria was to run all access for networked 
electronic resources through a gateway that authenticated access and passed on the 
request, such as the fourth library’s solution.  Such an arrangement prevents lost data due 
to book-marks, non-library web pages, etc.   The range of solutions confronting the 
authors appears to encompass most of the solutions used by academic health sciences 
libraries at this time.   
 

Survey Results 
 
The networked electronic services usage survey results were analyzed by the authors for 
patterns of use of potential interest to library administrators and researchers.  Three such 
analyses follow. 
 

Demographic Differences Between In-house Library Users and Remote Library 
Users of Networked Electronic Resources 

 
   
All Four Libraries (n=9,020) Total Total as a % 
   
In the Library   
     Graduate/Medical/Professional Students 672 7.45% 
     Faculty/Staff/Research Fellows 807 8.95% 
     Undergraduate Students 173 1.92% 
     All Other Users 90 1.00% 
   
     Total Electronic Services Users, in the Library 1742 19.31% 
   
Outside the Library   
     Graduate/Medical/Professional Students 2267 25.13% 
     Faculty/Staff/Research Fellows 4306 47.74% 
     Undergraduate Students 454 5.03% 
     All Other Users 251 2.78% 
   
     Total Electronic Services Users, Outside the Library 7278 80.69% 
   
Total Electronic Services Users 9020 100.00 
 

Table 1 
 
One may conclude from this analysis that there are approximately four remote networked 
electronic users for every in-house user (7,278 remote users versus 1,742 in-house users 
equates to a ratio of 4.18 to 1).   
 
This 4-1 ratio is even higher for faculty/staff/research fellows at academic health sciences 
libraries.  There were more than five remote users for every in-house user in this 
classification category (4,306 remote versus 807 in-house users).  Faculty/Staff/Research  
Fellows represent 59.16% of usage from outside the library but only 46.33% from inside 
the library.   Remote users are demographically different from in-library users.    
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Each user classification (i.e., faculty/staff; graduate/medical/professional students; 
undergraduate students; and other users) used more networked electronic services 
remotely than in the library. 
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Contrasting Purpose of Use by In-house and Remote Users of Networked Electronic Services 
 

 
All Four Libraries 

(n=5,830) 

 
Sponsored 
Research 

Instruction/ 
Education/ 

Non-sponsored 
Research 

 

 
 

Patient Care 

 
All Other  
Activities 

  
 

Total 

In the Library 307 (5.26%) 1058(18.15%) 165(2.83%) 341(5.84%) 1871(32.08%) 
Not in the Library  1568 (26.90%) 1440(24.70%) 660(11.32%) 291(5.00%) 3959(67.92%) 

      
All Electronic Services Use 1875 (32.16%) 2498(42.85%) 825(14.15%) 632(10.84%) 5830(100.00%)

          
Library 1 (n=2650)       

 
In the Library 88(3.32%) 332(12.53%) 67(2.53%) 100(3.77%)  587(22.15%) 
On-campus, Not in Library 688(25.96%) 593(22.38%) 328(12.38%) 135(5.09%)  1744(65.81%) 

Off-Campus 58(2.19%) 148(5.58%) 71(2.68%) 42(1.59%)  319(12.04%) 
       
All Electronic Services Use 834(31.47%) 1073(40.49%) 466(17.59%) 277(10.45%)  2650(100.00%)

 
Library 2 (n=2138)       

 
In the Library 184(8.61%) 612(28.62%) 69(3.23%) 190(8.89%)  1055(49.35%) 
Outside the Library 453(21.18%) 389(18.20%) 191(8.93%) 50(2.34%)  1083(50.65%) 

      
All Electronic Services Use 637(29.79%) 1001(46.82%) 260(12.16%) 240(11.23%)  2138(100.00%)

          
Library 3 (n=252)       

 
In the Library 16(6.35%) 47(18.65%) 17(6.75%) 19(7.54%)  99(39.29%) 
Outside the Library 64(25.40%) 55(21.83%) 27(10.71%) 7(2.78%)  153(60.71%) 

      
All Electronic Services Use 80(31.75%) 102(40.48%) 44(17.46%) 26(10.31%)  252(100.00%)

          
Library 4 (n=790)       

 
At Home 22(2.78%) 64(8.10%) 16(2.03%) 22(2.78%)  124(15.70%) 
In the Library 19(2.40%) 67(8.48%) 12(1.52%) 32(4.05%)  130(16.46%) 
On-campus, not in Library 261(33.04%) 167(21.14%) 19(2.41%) 17(2.15%)  464(58.73%) 
Other Locations 22(2.78%) 24(3.04%) 8(1.01%) 18(2.28%)  72(9.11%) 

      
All Electronic Services Use 324(41.01%) 322(40.76%) 55(6.97%) 89(11.27%)  790(100.00%)

 
Table 2 
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Sponsored research accounts for roughly 32% of the networked electronic resources 
activity.   Instruction/Education/Non-sponsored research accounts for about 43% of use, 
whereas patient care accounts for roughly 14% of networked electronic resources use.    
 
Table 2 illustrates that sponsored researchers use networked electronic services most 
intensively from on-campus, but not from in the library.  Sponsored researchers account 
for 16.41% of usage from within the library, but 39.61% of usage from outside of the 
library.  The data also demonstrates that users employing networked electronic resources 
for instruction/education/non-sponsored research are more likely to be in the library than 
people who use networked electronic resources for sponsored research, patient care, or 
any other activity.   Purpose of use for remote usage of networked electronic resources is 
significantly different from in-house usage.   
 
Also, despite proxy servers, modem pools and the similar remote enabling services, 
patrons go to the university to use their library’s networked services offerings, that is, 
they are either on campus or in the library much more often than they are off-campus.   
 
The four libraries vary in their users’ purposes for using networked electronic resources.  
Sponsored research usage ranged from 29.79% at Library 2 to 41.01% at Library 4.  
Similarly, usage of networked electronic resources for patient care varied from 6.97% in 
Library 4 to 17.59% in Library 1.  This underscores the need to consider local conditions 
at specific libraries, as libraries have different characteristics and user populations. 
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Networked Services Use Compared to Use of Other Library Services 
 

 Instruction/   
 Education/   

Sponsored Non-sponsored Patient All Other 
Research Research Care Activities 

Electronic Services   
  

Library 1 31.47% 40.49% 17.58% 10.46% 
Library 2 29.79% 46.82% 12.16% 11.23% 
Library 3 31.75% 40.48% 17.46% 10.32% 
Library 4 41.00% 40.76% 6.97% 11.27% 

  
    Average 33.51% 42.14% 13.54% 10.81% 

  
Print Journals   

  
Library 1 27.03% 52.72% 13.62% 6.63% 
Library 2 24.19% 51.74% 8.63% 15.44% 
Library 3 34.39% 31.34% 10.08% 24.19% 
Library 4 18.53% 59.27% 7.97% 14.22% 
   

  
    Average 26.04% 48.77% 10.08% 15.12% 

  
All Library Services   

  
Library 1 22.07% 49.63% 16.57% 11.57% 
Library 2 17.88% 52.33% 8.02% 21.77% 
Library 3 22.93% 39.35% 9.84% 27.89% 
Library 4 14.94% 52.03% 20.97% 12.05% 
   

  
    Average 19.46% 48.34% 13.85% 18.32% 
 
 

Table 3 
 

In this table, data collected online from in-library and outside of the library usage of 
networked electronic resources are compared to the results of paper surveys distributed in 
the library during the sample periods.   
 
Table 3 shows that that the distribution of usage of electronic services and print journals 
show a similar pattern, although it seems that researchers are depending more on the 
electronic resources than traditional print journals.  In addition, sponsored researchers 
tend to use electronic services and print journals more in their funded research than they 
use most other library services or a combined total for all library services, including 
reference services, instruction sessions, interlibrary loan, journals, monographs, 
networked electronic services, government documents, audiovisual materials, and reserve 
materials.   
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Conclusions 
 
As a result of these pilot studies at four academic health sciences libraries, the authors are 
encouraged that the web-based survey methodology employed at these four libraries can 
serve as a model for similar user studies at other libraries.  While local computing 
conditions influenced the technological logistics necessary to mount the survey, a similar 
survey screen with consistent data elements was presented to users at libraries with 
significantly different local computing and authorization/authentication schemes. 
 
The studies demonstrated that remote usage of networked electronic services significantly 
exceeds in-library usage of those same resources.  In varying degrees, remote usage was 
larger in volume than all other library services combined as well.   
 
The remote usage of networked electronic services is for different purposes than in-
library use of networked electronic resources.  The users are also demographically 
different.  As Table 2 illustrates, users employing networked electronic resources for 
instruction/education/non-sponsored research are more likely to be in the library than 
sponsored research, patient care, or all other activities users.  Library patrons using 
electronic resources for sponsored research are likely to be on campus, but not in the 
library.  Further, funded researchers in particular are heavy remote users of networked 
electronic resources.    
 
For libraries that track in-person patron usage or users of networked electronic resources 
through reference queries, assistance given at workstations, anecdotal evidence for 
collection development decisions, stories told in person by patrons to library staff at 
service points, or other means, the in-person samples for networked electronic services 
usage and users are not representative of total usage and users.  Far more sponsored 
research usage is occurring than is noticed by in-person tracking.  Thus, for example, 
many medical libraries that fear they are not supporting grant-funded research are in fact 
supporting it well.  It is being supported in a manner not presently counted by most 
libraries.    
 
It is likely that the demographics of the in-person user of all library resources (not just 
networked electronic resources) and the remote user of all library resources differ.  It is 
also likely that the purposes of the in-person user and the remote user differ for all 
services.  The research presented here does not conclusively support these assertions, but 
further analysis of the data set, comparing the results of in-person paper surveys with the 
results of web-based surveys, may well argue for these hypotheses.   
 
The results of this survey could be used as preliminary and provisional benchmarks.  As 
more medical libraries are added to the data set, a library could note, for example, the 
averages for sponsored research, patient care, and other usage, and then decide if its own 
usage displayed the desired distribution.  If, for example, 28% tends to be the average for 
the use of networked electronic resources by patrons engaged in sponsored research, but 
the usage by sponsored researchers of a particular library’s networked electronic 
resources was 10%, the library could analyze the situation, deciding perhaps to market 
more aggressively to recipients of grant funded research.   
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Not surprisingly, the authors found that the distribution of usage of electronic services 
and print journals show a similar pattern, although it seems that researchers are 
depending more on the electronic resources than traditional print journals.  The four 
studies supported their academic health sciences librarians’ assertions that faculty/staff 
were not visiting the library in person as often as in the past and that funded researchers 
in particular were heavy remote users of networked electronic services. 
 
Libraries that were best prepared to conduct this type of research had implemented a 
gateway for networked electronic resources.  EZProxy, Cold Fusion, or Active Server 
Pages can serve as the foundation for such a gateway, but there are other possibilities.  
Gateways are an effective way to collect anonymous data on the usage by patrons, in 
ways that do not depend upon transaction log analysis nor upon unique patron 
authentication, some of the more traditional ways of thinking about measurement at the 
gateway.  Libraries that want to understand the usage of library web services by their 
remote users should explore implementing gateways to obtain statistically valid samples.  
The survey presented here is just one example of the type of data it would be possible to 
collect from remote users.  Patrons are using networked electronic resources and it is 
helpful for medical libraries to find out who they are and why they are using them, in 
order market and target services more effectively.  
 
The authors expect that these four benchmark studies, conducted early in the “history” of 
networked electronic services usage, will demonstrate over time that as more library 
resources are offered via the web, library collections usage will increasingly occur 
outside the library, particularly by faculty, staff, and research fellows engaged in 
sponsored (funded) research) projects. 
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Definitions – a Footnote 

 
For this research, our functional definitions for networked electronic services are similar 
to that found in the ARL E-Metrics Phase II Report. 
 

The working definition of networked services is those electronic information 
resources and/or services that users access electronically via a computing 
network (1) from on-site in the library (2) remote to the library, but from a 
campus facility, or (3) remote from the library and the campus.   Examples of 
networked resources include local, regional, and statewide library hosted or 
authored web sites and library-licensed databases.  … 
Examples of networked services include: Text and numerical databases, 
electronic journals and books; Email, listservs, online reference assistance; 
Training in the use of these resources and services; Requests for services via 
online forms (i.e., interlibrary loans).     
 (Shim and others, 2001, xi) 
 

The definitions undergo a slight revision in “The Importance of Network Measures and 
Statistics,” http://www.arl.org/stats/newmeas/emetrics/module_1_files/v3_document.htm.  
We included locally licensed databases, regional or statewide consortia licensed 
databases, aggregated databases, and publishers databases, that is, online indexing and 
abstracting databases, fulltext journal article aggregators, e-journals, and e-books, offered 
by the sampled libraries.  We excluded publicly available web sources because we were 
interested in resources for which there was an assigned cost.  The one exception was the 
PubMed, which many health science libraries fold into their access methods for 
subscription databases.  For networked electronic services, we focused on the access to 
text and numerical databases, electronic journals, and electronic books, and on 
Interlibrary Loan/Document Delivery.  The proposed methodology would work equally 
well for other categories of services from the definitions list, such as reference and 
information services, especially virtual reference, instruction, and institutional portals, 
but because of the circumstances of the sample libraries, we chose not to include them.  
For this paper, the term, “networked electronic services,” is used for the resources and 
services described above.   
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TCA DecisionBase   
Chronos Group Inc 
October 7, 2002 
 
Introductory Offer to ARL for a Pilot Project 
Software and documentation for ARL: free copy provided 
Software and documentation for pilot participants: $1000 per institution 
Consulting by Dilys Morris: $50 per hour (50% reduction) 
 
The purpose of this offer is to assist ARL in establishing a successful pilot to study time and costs at 
member libraries.  Four ARL libraries participated as beta test sites for TCA DecisionBase and already 
have the software and documentation.  Some comparative results are available for technical services time 
and costs for these institutions:  Cornell University, Iowa State University, University of California – Santa 
Barbara, and Vanderbilt University.  Additionally TCA DecisionBase has been mainstreamed in Cornell’s 
Central Technical Services.  Cornell and Vanderbilt both used TCA DecisionBase to determine time and 
costs beyond technical services. 
 
This offer would be limited to 10 libraries beyond the beta test site libraries.  It includes reduced costs for 
consulting.  The consulting would need to be scheduled ahead of time and would be offered through phone 
and correspondence or by site visits.  If the consulting were provided at a site, all expenses of the consultant 
would need to be covered by the institution.  The reduced consulting rate would be offered for 14 months 
from the purchase of the software.  I have used an hourly charge rather than a daily cost since I think it will 
keep costs lower.  I would plan to prepare a questionnaire which would allow me to understand a library’s 
desired outcomes so that I could advise on set up records.   
 
There would be no consulting charges for answering general questions and assisting with software problem.  
If the pilot libraries held an organizational meeting and wanted me to attend, my expenses would need to be 
covered, but there would be no consulting charge. 
 
Consulting areas:  
Establishing the framework elements of TCA DecisionBase that impact reports:  Division structure, 
production and external categories, position codes for employees, employment codes for employees  
 
Using supplied cost centers and tasks and developing additional centers and tasks. 
 
Discussing time and cost analysis principles and benefits 
 
Interpreting report results 
 
Assisting ARL in compiling and analyzing data 
 
Dilys E. Morris 
Chronos Group Inc.  President 
535 Forest Glen 
Ames, IA 50014 
515-292-2025 
dmorris@iastate.edu 
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ARL Bimonthly Report 223 
August 2002 
 
Service Quality Evaluation Academy Is a Success 
by Consuella Askew Waller, LibQUAL+TM Program Specialist 
 
On May 31, 2002, ARL's Service Quality Evaluation Academy graduated its first class of participants at the 
close of an intensive five-day workshop in San Antonio, Texas.  The Academy emphasizes basic concepts 
and skills in measurement and data analysis for library service quality evaluation.  The curriculum focuses 
on qualitative and quantitative methods with some time spent on relevant data-analysis software, such as 
ATLAS.ti and SPSS.  The workshop content is directed towards conducting service quality evaluations in 
general, with the expectation that participants will be able to experiment with methods and eventually 
create their own tools to enhance the cadre of new measurement tools being developed by libraries.  
 
The Curriculum  
The first three days of the workshop were devoted to quantitative methods and were led by Bruce 
Thompson, Professor and Distinguished Research Scholar from the Department of Educational Psychology 
at Texas A&M University. Participants benefited from class lectures as well as hands-on experience using 
SPSS software.  During these three days participants were introduced to statistical terminology, rules for 
statistical analysis, and statistical methodologies to determine validity, reliability, and significance.   
 
The final two days of the workshop, led by Colleen Cook, Executive Associate Dean of Texas A&M 
University Libraries, concentrated on qualitative research methodology.  This segment of the program 
began with a half-day lecture on the use of qualitative methodologies.  Following the lecture, participants 
were assigned to small groups and provided with interview transcripts, which they coded using ATLAS.ti.  
The groups then shared their approaches to coding the interviews.  As a result of this concluding exercise, 
participants became familiar with ATLAS.ti and learned more about the complexities of qualitative data 
analysis. 
 
As the weeklong workshop came to a close, participants were encouraged by the Academy instructors to 
begin thinking of--or, in some cases, to identify--assessment projects that they want to initiate at their 
libraries.  Instructors offered their support and consultation for the participants' projects throughout the 
upcoming year.  They recommended that participants take advantage of the network of expertise created 
within the class and consult with one another regarding their projects.   
 
Participant Feedback  
At the conclusion of the event, participants were asked to evaluate their experience by responding to the 
following two questions: 
 
     1. What did you like most about your Academy experience?  
 
     2. What could we have done to make your Academy experience better?  
 
In the responses to these questions, three factors stood out as contributing to the participants' experience:  
quality of instruction, hands-on (experiential) learning, and the opportunity to network with peers.  
Suggestions for improvement indicated that, although participants were satisfied with the workshop 
content, they felt that more time would have been helpful.  Several participants also commented that they 
would have preferred practical and relevant library examples presented throughout the instruction to 
illustrate the concepts that were taught.  Reaction to the Academy was overwhelmingly positive--again and 
again participants summarized their experience in this manner: 
 
     Overall, I would say this was a very worthwhile experience and I will be able to bring lots of what I 
learned to my workplace.  
 
The ultimate goal of the Academy is to develop a critical mass of assessment skills within the library 
profession.  In listening to our participants, it is evident that the Academy has achieved some success in this 
venture.  As part of a continuing effort to create a culture of assessment in libraries, we hope to build on the 
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success and feedback from this event and offer the Service Quality Evaluation Academy on a recurring 
basis.   
 
 
Askew Waller, Consuella. "Service Quality Evaluation Academy Is a Success." ARL, no. 223 (August 
2002): 11.  <http://www.arl.org/newsltr/223/academy.html>. 
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ARL Visiting Program Officer Report 
October 2, 2002 
 
Susan J. Beck 
Head of Public Services 
Paul Robeson Library 
Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey 
Camden Campus 
 

Impact of Assessment on Decision Making in Public ARL Libraries in 
the United States and Canada 

LLiibbrraarryy  VViissiittss  
 
I interviewed 58 individuals at the following institutions, all public universities ARL member 
libraries. 
 
The following libraries were visited: 

• University of Virginia, Charlottesville VA – April 11, 2002 
• Virginia Institute of Technology, Blacksburg, VA– April 12, 2002 
• University of Washington, Seattle, WA   April 16 – 18, 2002 
• University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ– April 22-27, 2002 
• Arizona State University, Phoenix, AZ – April 30, 2002 
• University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX - June 3, 2002 
• University of Connecticut, Storrs, CT - June 6, 2002 
• University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario, Canada – June 11, 2002 
• York University, Toronto, Ontario, Canada – June 13, 2002, June 26, 2002 

 
Although administrative variations occurred from institution to institution, my principle strategy 
remained the same at each institution.  My goal was to interview the university librarian and 
conduct focus groups with the top administrators within each library on the impact and 
use of assessment information on decision-making and change in the library.  Interviews 
with the university librarian typically lasted one hour.  Focus groups were scheduled to last 90 
minutes.  
 
At each institution, I interviewed the University Librarian on the following topics: 

• University wide accountability 
• Governance issues  
• Evaluation of Services 
• Assessment Impact on Decisions 
• Assessment Process Goals 
• Planning Processes 
• Time Spent on Assessment Activities 
• Costs of Assessment Activities 
• Other decision factors 
• Use of Specific Instruments for Assessment (such as LibQUAL+) 
• New Data Measures 
• The Role of ARL Assessment Activities and Decision Making 

 
At each Institution, I conducted focus groups of the upper level library administrators on the 
following topics 
 

• Role of Assessment and Evaluation Activities within their specific area of responsibility 
• Governance issues  
• Customer Needs 
• Assessment Impact on Decisions 
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• Other decision factors (Non-assessment based decisions) 
• Use of Specific Instruments for Assessment (such as Libqual) 
• Change Implementation 
• Barriers to Change 
• Technological Impact on Assessment Process 
• New Data Measures 
• The Role of ARL Assessment Activities and Decision Making 

 
 

Survey Instruments 
 
Each individual who was interviewed, or participated in a focus group completed two 
survey instruments. These instruments were used to provide a basis of comparison 
among all individuals across all institutions on their commitment to assessment, their 
institutional commitment to assessment and the major elements that they found to be 
important in decision making. 
 
 

• Do You Have a Culture of Assessment?  Created by Betsy Wilson (University of 
Washington) and Amos Lakos (University of Waterloo, who will be moving to UCLA) and 
adapted by Shelly Phipps (University of Arizona).   

 
• Factors in Decision Making by Susan J. Beck  based on  the following: 

Jonathan Willson, Shelagh Fisher, Siân Lambert, Tony Oulton.   Decision-
making in libraries: decision research for the development of integrated library 
systems Project: LIB-DECIMAL/4-3012 October 1995  

<http://www.mmu.ac.uk/h-ss/dic/research/projects/decimal/urs/contents.htm 
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Current Status of the Project   While the data collection for this project has been completed, 
there is still much work to be done.   
I am currently in the process of transcribing the interviews.  This seems to be taking longer than I 
would like, but I am steadily moving forward.   
 
 As a way to manage the data more effectively, I am considering separating the project so that I 
look at the data from the university librarians first and then the administrative groups. 
 
I am hoping to have a preliminary report of at least the director’s data by the end of the year. 
 
I would like to comment on a few observations I have made from the interviewing process. 
 

• People are afraid of the word assessment. 
 

• Many libraries are assessing their services and processes but they do not recognize their 
evaluations as a form of assessment nor do they to label it as such. 

 
• I had the experience of one university librarian telling me before the interviews that she 

did not believe that her institution was engaged in many assessment activities.  After the 
focus groups were concluded she commented on her discovery that many units were 
quite actively engaged in different assessment processes before they made decisions. 

 
 
Here are some of the comments to the following question: 

How can ARL assessment activities become more integral to your own 
institutional decision making process? 

 
• In general, comments to this question have mirrored current efforts such as the impact of 

bibliographic instruction, and the impact of the availability of electronic resources on 
research. 

 
• These are suggestions from one university librarian: 

 
• Drop volume holdings for journals Measure how the library grows each year.   This 

information would provide a fairer comparison of libraries.  
 

• ARL may be able to help with ref statistics.  What needs to be done is to be able to gauge 
the activity and the value to the institution. 

 
• Need to work on electronic resources statistics; information literacy measures, space 

standards need to be revisited – you need more space to use electronic resources than 
you do to use a book. 

 
• Shared storage – in some shared storage facilities, institutional holding counts are based 

on the library whose copy is stamped on the item in the facility and not based on the 
cooperative ownership of the materials by all the participants  

 
• ARL could help with creating new definitions for counts of this type. 

 
• How can I show how to get two pats on the back for enhancing services for both remote 

and in house users? 
 

• Direct borrowing within institutions will be skewed because of shared borrowing  
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• a new kind of Ill statistic will develop– self initiated and intermediated borrowing as 
opposed to lending externally from institution to institution.  This will be a problem for 
institutions with shared online catalogs. 

 
 
I hope to pull all the questions specifically related to ARL together in one document. 
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ARL Salary Survey (Job) Position Codes 
 
DIRLIB   Director of Libraries (or equivalent title) 
ASCDIR  Associate Director 
ASTDIR  Assistant Director 
HDMED  Head, Medical Library (Human Medicine only) 
HDLAW  Head, Law Library 
HDBR   Head, Other Branch Library (including Veterinary Medicine) 
FSPEC   Functional Specialist 
SSPEC   Subject Specialist 
HDACQ  Head, Acquisitions Department 
HDCAT  Head, Catalog Department/Unit 
HDCIRC  Head, Circulation 
HDCOMP  Head, Library and Computer Systems 
HDDOC  Head, Documents Department 
HDMAP  Head, Map Room/Department 
HDRBM  Head, Rare Book/Manuscripts Department 
HDREF   Head, Reference Department 
HDSER   Head, Serials Department 
HDOTH  Head, Other Department/Service/Agency 
CAT   Catalogers, both general and specialized 
REF   Reference librarians, both general and specialized 
PUBS   Public Services, non-supervisory, except reference librarians 
TECH   Technical Services, non-supervisory, except catalogers 
ADMIN  Administrative and other units, non-supervisory position 
 
 
Associate or Assistant Director, and Head, Other Branch. Use these codes for all persons at these levels 
regardless of the area of specialty. If an assistant or associate director is also head of a department, choose 
the category that most reflects the general duties of the person currently in the position. 
 
Specialists. These are of two kinds: Subject Specialists, who primarily build collections (but may also offer 
specialized reference and bibliographic services); and Functional Specialists, who are media specialists or 
who 
are experts in management fields such as personnel, fiscal matters, systems, preservation, etc. Specialists 
may 
not be, strictly speaking, professional librarians (i.e., have the MLS). The “specialist” category would 
generally 
not be used for someone with significant supervisory responsibilities, who should instead be listed as a 
department head or assistant director (see also note under Assistant Department Head, below). 
 
Department Heads. Department Heads not specifically included in the above list should be included under 
the 
category “Head, Other Department/Service/Agency.” Head, Catalog Department should be used either for 
the 
department that handles all cataloging, or for the head of a specialized cataloging unit (e.g. copy cataloging 
or 
foreign languages). List the head of library automation and computer systems, applications, programming, 
etc. 
as HDCOMP unless that person is also an Associate or Assistant Director, in which case use the 
appropriate 
administrative code. If there is an intermediate level of management between an Associate or Assistant 
Director and the professionals who actually carry out the analysis, programming, etc., use HDCOMP to 
define 
that intermediate level. Professionals who carry out analysis, programming, etc. should be listed as 
functional 
specialists (FSPEC). 
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Head, Acquisitions Department. Use HDACQ for all of the following positions: (a) head of a department 
that is responsible for the selection of material (or management of selection activities carried out on a basis 
encompassing more than a single organizational unit), but not responsible for the placement of orders, 
payment 
of invoices, etc.; (b) head of a department responsible for the placement of orders, maintaining on-order 
files, 
payment of invoices, etc., but not responsible for selection decisions; (c) head of a department responsible 
for 
both the selection decisions (or coordination of selection activities) and for acquiring the material. Libraries 
that 
split these two functions between two departments should report more than one professional with the 
position 
HDACQ. 
[Special note concerning Assistant Department Heads. Assistant Department Heads who are responsible 
for major units and spend the bulk of their time in supervision and revision of the work of others should 
also be listed as “Head, Other Department/Service/Agency.” See additional subcodes below for Head, 
Cataloging, and Head, Other Department. However, Assistant Head positions responsible for small units or 
for supervision only in the absence of the head should be reported as non-supervisory or specialist positions 
as appropriate.] 
 
 
Additional data categories are collected every 5 years: 
 
a. Associate and Assistant Directors (ASCDIR and ASTDIR). For each category, indicate if the person 
has a defined area of responsibility using the codes below. Use the code that most closely reflects the 
general duties of the person in the position. 

Administrative Services  ADM   Systems/Automation SYS 
Collection Development  CDV   Technical Services TS 
Public Services   PBS   Other or unspec.   OTH 
 

b. Head, Other Branch Library (HDBR). Use the codes below to indicate the subject area of the 
branch: 

Science & Tech.   SCI   Undergraduate Library  UGL 
Social/Behavioral Sci.  SBS   Other    OTH 
Humanities/Fine Arts  HFA 
 

c. Functional Specialists (FSPEC). Indicate any non-supervisory staff who are primarily 
responsible for the following activities using the codes below: 

Acquisitions   ACQ   Serials    SER 
Personnel   PER   Audiovisual/Media  AVM 
Preservation   PRS   Interlibrary Loan   ILL 
Staff Training   TRN   Archivist   ARC 
Systems Anal./Program  SYS 
 

d. Subject Specialists, Reference Librarians, Catalogers, and Public Services (SSPEC, REF, CAT, 
PUBS). Use these codes to indicate non-supervisory main and/or branch library staff who specialize in one 
of the following subject areas (either a sub-field, or the entire area). Do not add codes for staff in these 
positions who have broader, other, or mixed subject responsibilities (e.g. more than one field specialty); but 
do include subject specialists who also have some (i.e. 50% or less) general or other assignments. 

Science & Tech.   SCI   Humanities/Fine Arts  HFA 
Social/Behavioral Sci.  SBS   Undergraduate Library  UGL 
 

e. Head, Cataloging Department/Unit (HDCAT). Use the codes below to indicate whether the 
person is the head of the entire cataloging department for the library, or the head of a specialized 
unit. If the person is head of the whole department, repeat the same HDCAT code as in the 
earlier column. 
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Head, all cataloging  HDCAT  Head, foreign languages  HDF 
Head, copy cataloging  HDC   Head, non-book formats  HDN 
Head, serials cat.   HDS   Head, other special cat.  HDO 

 
f. Head, Other Department/Service/Agency (HDOTH). For heads of departments not given a separate 
category in the major list, please add one of the following codes: 

Audio Visual/Media  AVM   Business/Personnel Office BPO 
Preservation   PRS   Other    OTH 
Interlibrary Loan   ILL   Archivist   ARC 
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ARL Supplementary Statistics Data Variables 
 
 
EXPENDITURES 
 
Computer Files, Electronic Serials and Search Services 

Computer Files (one-time/monographic purchase)  
Electronic Serials 

Electronic indexes and reference tools  
Electronic full text periodicals  

 
Bibliographic Utilities, Networks, and Consortia 

Library 
External 

 
Computer Hardware and Software:  

Library  
External 

 
Document Delivery/Interlibrary Loan 
 
 
ELECTRONIC ACCESS 
 
Number of records of locally owned materials in local online catalog 
 
Percentage of cataloged library holdings represented by OPAC records 
 
 
IN-HOUSE USE 
 
Number of in-house uses of materials 
 Figure based on sampling? Yes.No. 
 
 
SERVICES HOURS AND STAFFED SERVICES POINTS 
 
Number of staffed library service points 
 
Number of weekly public service hours 
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ACRL College Library Standards:  Practical Application 
for Academic Libraries 

 
Here is information about presentations that Bob Fernekes (my co-presenter) and I could do.  We 
have done a number of successful presentations and workshops on the ACRL College Library 
standards and their practical application to all academic libraries, during the last couple of years.  
We have made 4 presentations and presented 4 poster sessions, 3 seminars and 12 workshops 
during this period.  The workshops (three more scheduled in October, January, and April) were 
presented from Albuquerque to Philadelphia and from New Orleans to Kenosha, Wisconsin.  
Each seminar or workshop is modified to meet the needs of the specific group of attendees.  A 
recent workshop offered at Tulane University in January 2002, prior to the midwinter meeting of 
ALA, attracted 57 attendees from 26 states, representing 53 different academic institutions of all 
sizes and types. 
 
First, a little background: 
 
I was a member of the ACRL Standards & Accreditation Committee until July 2000 and liaison 
to the CLS Standards committee, which published the new 2000 edition of the standards; I was 
appointed chair of the CLS Standards Committee in 2000 and re-appointed for a second term in 
2002.  I have also been a member of about a dozen Southern Association of Colleges and 
Schools (SACS) visiting committees to regional colleges/universities, and was a member of the 
ACRL Task Force on Academic Library Outcomes Assessment.   
 
I have been working closely with a continuing member of the CLS committee, Bob Fernekes, 
who is presently Information Services Librarian (Business and Law) at Georgia Southern 
University.  Bob has also been appointed to the ACRL University Library Section committee 
that is revising the standards for university libraries.  In any case, Bob and I prepared these 
presentations to show how the new standards may be PRACTICALLY used and applied to the 
ongoing library requirements of each of the regional accrediting agencies; we have presented 
workshops in the SACS, North Central, and Middle States regions.  We have been heartened by 
the good reception of the presentations. 
 
This year both of us have been appointed by ACRL as members of the new College and 
Research Libraries Standards Task Force which is charged with modifying the current CLS 
Standards, as needed, for use by all academic libraries. 
         
We have two options for a program on the PRACTICAL application of the new ACRL 
Standards.  They are: 
        - seminar [mini-workshop] (2 to 3 hrs.) 
        - workshop ( 4 to 6 hrs.) 
For both the seminar and full workshops, a 130-page workbook is provided.  ACRL is publishing 
our workbook, and we expect it to be out this fall. 
 
 
 
Here is a brief description of the two options: 
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        (1) Seminar - PowerPoint presentation, plus a thorough discussion of the workbook 
(attendees later complete the workbook); and 
        (2) Workshop - PowerPoint presentation, plus discussion of the workbook. Participants 
actually begin and make substantial progress toward completion of their workbook (depending 
on total length of workshop).  Individual assistance and suggestions are provided. 
 
The workbook contains the following: 
        - Essential ideas and practical solutions for defining and measuring library contributions to 
institutional goals; 
        - Pertinent information on academic library standards; 
        - Charts depicting performance areas, selected measures, data sources, and applications; 
        - Detailed examples and suggestions; 
        - Library standards of the six regional accrediting associations cross-referenced to the 
ACRL standards; 
        - Annotated bibliography;  
        - Sample survey questions; and 
        - Workforms to facilitate the individual library data collection and entry. 
 
The workshop utilizes the published ACRL workbook.  Individual attendees would bring with 
them whatever relevant materials they already have (mission statement, library goals, etc.).  
During the latter portion of the program, the presenters assist participants to actually apply some 
of the principles and techniques from the earlier portions to their own library situation.  At the 
completion of the program, each participant will have: a workbook plus their own materials, and 
an understanding (or a good idea) of how the principles and techniques would actually be applied 
in their own academic library setting. 
 
The objective of the full workshop is that each participant would leave with: 
        1.  A knowledge of the principles of the new Standards (presentation), 
        2.  Materials to assist in the assessment process (workbook), 
        3.  Practical examples to use as a guide to assessment techniques (workbook), and 
        4.  A brief outline with application of these principles and practices to their own particular 
library (completed workbook). 
 
Here is relevant data about me and my co-presenter: 
 
Bill Nelson, Ph.D. 
        - Library Director, Augusta State University 
        - Member, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee (1995-2000) 
        - Member, ACRL Task Force on Academic Library Outcomes Assessment, 1997-98 
        - Chair, ACRL-CLS Standards Committee (2000-2004) 
        - Member, ACRL College and Research Libraries Standards Task Force (2000- ) 
        - Experienced SACS assessment evaluator (since 1986) 
 
Bob Fernekes, Ph.D. 
        - Information Services Librarian and Liaison for the College of Business Administration, 
Georgia Southern University 
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        - Previously, Reference/ User Education Librarian, USC Aiken 
        - Member, ACRL-CLS Standards Committee (1998-2003) 
        - Member, ACRL-ULS committee to revise the standards (2001- ) 
        - Member, ACRL College and Research Libraries Standards Task Force (2000- ) 
 
Also, lest anyone think that the new "College Library Standards" are only of interest to "college 
librarians," here is some information from our introduction: 
================================================================== 
 
Even though the newest Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) standards are for 
COLLEGE libraries, they are relevant to all academic libraries.  Foremost, these standards 
incorporate outcomes assessment as defined by the ACRL Task Force Report on Academic 
Library Outcomes Assessment.  Representing a departure from earlier ACRL standards, these are 
the first standards in the community college–college–university series to be outcomes-based. 
 
The ACRL Board of Directors has mandated that all new and revised standards incorporate 
outcomes assessment, thus the newest Standards for College Libraries are serving as a model for 
applying outcomes assessment in these other standards.  Recently, the University Libraries 
Section (ULS) Standards Committee chair invited the chairs of the assessment committees of the 
other two sections (CLS and CJCLS) to work together on a common set of standards for 
academic libraries.  In 2002 the ACRL Board has decided to appoint a College and Research 
Libraries Standards Task Force to facilitate this process and to make recommendations for 
implementation.  We hope such an agreement becomes a reality in the not too distant future. 
 
In any event, all institutions accredited by a regional accreditation agency and professional 
groups that expect outcomes assessment will gain valuable information and suggestions by 
reviewing these new standards. 
================================================================== 
 
I hope this information is of some interest.  We would be delighted to come to your state to 
present a workshop. 
 
       Bill Nelson - wnelson@aug.edu 
       Bob Fernekes - fernekes@gasou.edu 
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Chronicle of Higher Education 
Thursday, October 3, 2002 
 
Students and Faculty Members Turn to Online Library Materials Bfore Printed Ones, Study Finds 
By SCOTT CARLSON 
   
    
   
An expansive study of the information-gathering habits of students and faculty members has found that they 
first turn to online materials, although most view print as a more reliable source of information. 
 
The study was conducted by Outsell, a research company that analyzes trends in the information-content 
industry, for the Digital Library Federation. It was the topic of a packed session at the Educause conference 
here.  
 
Leigh Watson Healy, a vice president for Outsell who supervised the study, says that print books and journals 
remain the most important information resource for students, researchers, and instructors. 
   
For example, according to the study, 97 percent of respondents used print books and journals for their work. 
Meanwhile, online abstracts and indexes were used by 88 percent, online databases were used by 82 percent, e-
journals were used by 75 percent, and e-books by a paltry 18 percent. 
   
The researchers found similar figures among resources used for teaching and learning. Use of electronic 
resources varied from discipline to discipline, as researchers in law, business, and biology tended to rely on 
electronic information as much as 78 percent of the time, while researchers in the arts and humanities used 
online sources only 36 percent of the time.  
   
  Most respondents tended not to trust online sources of information. Ms. Healy says that 96 percent of the 
people polled said they verified online information through some other source, either an instructor or print 
material. 
   
Despite the triumph of print as a reliable source of information, Ms. Healy says that most of the respondents 
tended to go first to online sources in studies and research.  Almost 90 percent of researchers said they went 
online first, then consulted print sources. About 75 percent of students said they used the Internet first, then 
went to a professor or librarian for assistance, and consulted print sources last.  
   
Ms. Healy says that the trust in the print sources combined with the initial reliance on online sources is a 
compelling "disconnect." 
   
"They tell us that they use the Internet and rely on it heavily. However, they trust the library more," she says. 
"There is an interesting gap there."  
   
The study also looked at library-use patterns. Undergraduates said that they spent a third of their study time in 
the library, and half of their study time at home. In a finding that surprised the researchers, faculty members 
said they spent only 10 percent of their work time in the library; 85 percent of the time, they worked in their 
office or at home. 
   
Thirty-five percent of respondents said that they use the library "significantly less" than they did two years ago; 
that figure was higher, at 43 percent, among faculty members. 
   
Daniel Greenstein, the executive director of the California Digital Library who is the librarian for the University 
of California system, says that the study points to a great cultural shift in the concept of a library. The old 
paradigm of a library was to hoard information and hold it in one place, he says, but the Internet is changing 
that; libraries need to find ways to offer information more widely in electronic forms. 
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"The real change is a cultural one, and it's deep," he says.  "Users are telling us it's all about access, and libraries 
are all about ownership, and this is a problem. [Users] are telling us that the place doesn't matter." 
   
Outsell's researchers conducted more than 3,200 interviews with faculty members, undergraduates, and graduate 
students from small liberal-arts colleges and public and private research institutions. The interviews, each of 
which lasted about a half-hour, were conducted from November 2001 to January 2002. Ms. Healy said that the 
figures were based on "impressions" and estimates offered by the respondents. 
   
Mr. Greenstein says that the results of the study will appear on the Council on Library and Information 
Resources' Web site within a month. 
   
 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
You may visit The Chronicle as follows: 
 
   http://chronicle.com 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
Copyright 2002 by The Chronicle of Higher Education 
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========================================== 
Outsell's e-briefs      September 20, 2002 
A Weekly Analysis of Events and Issues 
Affecting the Information Content Industry 
========================================== 
 
INFORMATION BY THE NUMBERS 
-------------------------- 
 
Are Academic Libraries Keeping up with Their Students? 
There's more evidence this week of the transformation of information 
habits that's occurring among American college students.  The Pew 
Internet and American Life Project released new data suggesting that 
college students are way ahead of the rest of society in integrating 
the Internet in their lives.  Not surprisingly, 60 percent of students 
have downloaded music online versus 28 percent of the general 
population.  Twenty-six percent use instant messaging daily, compared 
with 12 percent of the general population.  What's more telling, 
however, is that the Internet is just as often used for academic 
purposes as it is for its social or entertainment value.  Students are 
using the Internet to communicate with professors, access course Web 
sites, and communicate with peers about projects.  Eighty-five percent 
of students own a computer and most prefer to use the Internet from 
their home.  All that just adds to the urgency of the findings in our 
recently published study "The Changing Roles Of Content Deployment 
Functions: Academic Information Professionals."  Our Briefing notes 
that academic libraries have a significant strategic management and 
marketing gap.  Most academic libraries conduct informal user studies, 
but only a third conduct  formal business planning and only 24 percent 
systematically evaluate their service portfolios.  Many rely too 
heavily on anecdotal evidence to show value to their institutions' 
teaching and research missions. Only a few cutting-edge respondents 
report using systematic techniques, such as quantitative needs 
assessment (36 percent), segmentation studies (14 percent), 
performance metrics (28 percent), or benchmarking (12 percent).  If 
student information habits are changing as rapidly as the Pew study 
suggests, then Academic libraries risk marginalization if they don't 
take steps to understand those changes and adjust their offerings 
accordingly. 
 
-- 
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