It’s NOT about YOU!

Using LibQUAL+® at Brown University and

at the University of Connecticut Libraries




It’s NOT about YOU!

» Assessment librarians cannot single-handedly implement
improvements for users

» Staff throughout the library must be able to understand,
interpret and act upon user survey result

1/10/2011
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Sharing the Wealth:
A Process for Engaging a Large Group in Coding
LibQUAL+® Survey Comments
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http://libraryassessment.org/bm~doc/omahony_daniel.pdf
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Methodology for Coding Qualitative Data (2005)

hitp://www.libgual.org/documents/admin/BrownU 2005 LQ qual method.pdf

" analysis software, to code user comments collected during the LibQUAL+® survey (819 com-
¢ ments). Determined to make the data readily accessible to Library departments and administration
the Group decided that 1t would be helpful to allow staff to be able to sort comments by different topics
dealmg with hbrary service. To achieve thas, the Group tock several steps melodimy developmg a tax-
onomy or a master list of common themes (“nodes™ m NVive) based on keyvwords 1dentified throughout
user comments, Importmg comments mbo NVive and assignmg “nodes” to each comment based on
kevwords, exporiing the comments mto a database to develop a user mterface where comments counld
be easily reviewed by Group members. The fmal taxonomy vislded 29 nodes that were used to desenbe
distinct themes reflected m the user conuments.

ﬁ__ In 2005, the Brown University’s LibQUAL+E User Assessment Group used NVivo, a qualitative

=

Browm plans to expand thenr wser mterface for 2008 by adding more labelmg capabihitites. In 20035,
comments could only be labeled as “positive” or “negatrve™; however smee any single comment could
contain numerons distinct statements (1.e., “The staff 15 courteous, but the jowmal collection 1 myy field
15 poor. "} having the ability to attach nmlhple labels commments would have been useful 1 the previous

meutahun nft]:LELr methudulug'l.r athtI;I_-’fw'ilrw hb-qual urg.ducum&uﬁ"admm;"ﬂmmﬂ E{J{IE L'I:;l_qual

method pdf o
who B RO N
*“IE

Eﬁ -Ilﬂ—l'-lﬁ'ﬂlﬂ

1/10/2011 4


http://www.libqual.org/documents/admin/BrownU_2005_LQ_qual_method.pdf

nVivo — Qualitative Analysis Software

» “l use nVivo and find it extremely helpful for coding transcripts. It
lets you develop any number of your own natural language
codes, mark anything from a word to a page or more with a code
(overlapping segments with different codes are easy, too), and
then generate "reports” that pull together everything associated
with any given code. You can nest codes into groups and you can
code your research subjects, too, for later filtering.

» The thing | like most about nVivo is that it's very easy to use its
basic features without learning all the ins and outs of its more
sophisticated features. Much of nVivo is intuitive and the
explanatory /instructional material for the basic stuff is pretty
easy to grasp so you can be up and running in 30 minutes.”

» Nancy Fried Foster, University of Rochester on

(1/9/11)
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Brown U: Methodology for Coding Qualitative Data (200588 ***™"

The following table shows the total distribution of all 4,197 individual comments (or “tags”) according to the 29 topics identified in the taxonomy.

Topic (“Tag”) Number of comments with this tag Percentage of all comments
Negative 479 59%
Suggestion 465 58%
Positive 321 40%
Use 320 40%
Location 290 36%
Collection 264 33%
Policies 233 29%
Ambiance 226 28%
Customer Service 218 27%
Online content 176 22%
Hours 156 19%
Furnishings 134 16%
Ease of Use 109 13%
ILL 81 10%
Web site 7 9%
Quotable 68 8%
Computer Equipment 64 8%
Lighting 62 7%
Comparison 61 7%
Book Availability 56 7%
Non-computer equipment 55 6%
Catalog 53 6%
Survey 49 6%
Training 48 6%
Off campus 43 5%
Temperature 33 4%
Named Staff 28 3%
Financial 26 3%

val.org 1/10/2011 7
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Common Problem w/LQ Commenfs

Too much of a good thing!

» “Almost half of the people responding to the LibQUAL+®
survey provide valuable feedback through the comments

box.”

o From: Association of Research Libraries/Texas A&M University,
“A Few Words about LibQUAL+® 2008,” *2008 survey results, page 11

» 379 = The average number of respondents per library

who provided LibQUAL+® survey comments
o Source: 2009 Coding Survey (Ackermann, Neurohr, O’Mahony, White)
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http://libraryassessment.org/bm~doc/white_lynda.pdf

BROWN

Common Problem w/LQ Comments

Coding and analysis of comments are time consuming
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, Wordle display of keywords in Brown’s 2008 LibQUAL+® comments
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Common Problem w/LQ Comments

Too much of a good thing!

» Not enough staff to code and analyze the data

° Brown’s 2008 LibQUAL+ User Assessment Group:
Daniel O’Mahony, Sarah Bordac, Birkin Diana, Tom Stieve

» 2 = The average number of staff at the library who
performed the coding/tagging of the LibQUAL+®

survey comments
o Source: 2009 Coding Survey (Ackermann, Neurohr, O’Mahony, White)
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Sharing the Wealth: SIS BROWN

=
A Process for Engaging a Large Group in

Coding LibQUAL+® Survey Comments (2008)

Group analysis by all 20 subject librarians + others

» 1,594 respondents to LIbQUAL+® survey
» 646 (40%) respondents provided comments

» 2,170 discrete statements by respondents

» 8 teams of 3 refined and revised the 2005 codes/tags,
developing a new coding terminology for 2008

. » 8 teams of 3 coded 2008 LibQUAL+® comments
1/10/2011 1



Sharing the Wealth: G BrOWN
A Process for Engaging a Large Group in

Coding LibQUAL+® Survey Comments

brownuniversitylibrary

http:/iwww.brown.edu/Facilities/University_Library

[ Previous Comment ][ Next Comment

Comment:  mostly good. the physical spaces are nice. perhaps more classes/informational sessions about using library resources.

O] Reviewed-A [ ReviewedB [ Reviewed-C » Comment#555 = [555

:: Library As Place :: :: Service Affect :: :: Information Control :: :: General ::
On O+ [O- Ambiance On O+ [O- Book Availability On O+ [O- Catalog On O+ [O- Comparison
On O+ [O- Fumnishings On O+ [O- -Communication [On [+ [J- Collection [On [+ [J- Financial
On O+ [O- Lighting On O+ [O- Customer Service On O+ [O- Computer Equipment On O+ [O- Named Staff
On O+ [O- Location On O+ [O- EaseofUse On O+ O- LL [On [0+ [J- Overal Library Assessment
On O+ [O- Temperature On O+ [O- Hours On O+ [O- Material Care On O+ [O- Quotable
On O+ O- Use On O+ [O- Policies On O+ [O- Non-computer Equipment On O+ [O- Suggestion

On O+ [O- Staffing On O+ [O- Off campus On O+ O- Survey

On O+ [O- Online Content
On O+ [O- Training
On O+ [O- wWebsite

{ Checkbox key: the 't means "neutral’; the '+ means ‘positive’; the '-' raeans 'negative’. )

Note:

Screen shot of web-based tagging tool developed by BUL programmer

1/10/2011 12



Sharing the Wealth: S Brown

A Process for Engaging a Large Group in
Coding LibQUAL+® Survey Comments

KNOWLEDGE CAFE

» Group exercise for all participants to
» identify trends and
» prioritize action items

o Knowledge Café
o http://www.gurteen.com/
o http://theworldcafe.com/

1/10/2011 13
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Sharing the Wealth: S Brown

A Process for Engaging a Large Group in
Coding LibQUAL+® Survey Comments

Advantages of a group approach to coding
» Distributes work load across a number of staff throughout the
organization

» Exposes more staff directly to users’ comments; data are
understandable

» Provides a forum for meaningful user-centered discussions
about what the survey was telling us

» Ensures a broader perspective in interpreting the data and
articulating the findings

» Involves more staff in the formulation of action steps based on
the survey

» Helps build wider understanding of the results and ownership
of the follow-up action items for improvement

1/10/2011 14



Library Assessment Conference Poster (2010)

hitp://libraryassessment.ora/bm~doc/omahony daniel.pdf
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COMMON PROBLEM:
P Too much of a good thing!

“Almast half of the people
responding to the LibQUAL+®
survey provide valuable feedback
through the comments box.”

379 = Average number of
respondents per library who
provided LibQUAL+ comments
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P> Coding and analysis of
comments are time consuming
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B Not enough staff to code

and analyze the data

Mumber of people at the library who performed
the coding Mtagging of the LibQUAL+ comments
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Sharing the Wealth:

A Process for Engaging a Large Group in Coding
LibQUAL+® Survey Comments

2005 Coding Terminology (Tags)

s
e ww , . .Y
@l Brown’s Experience... (&
) [
q D 2002 : No systematic analysis of comments LibQUAL
2005 : Analysis performed by a small group
2008 : Group analysis by all 20 subject librarians + octhers
1,594 respondents to LibQUAL=" survey
545 [40%)] respondents provided comments
2,170 discrete statements by respondents
Round 1 — Refine tags . Round 2 — Assign tags
Team1 | ) 'El o]
Team 2 ) an ? Team2
Team 3 Teom & teams Team 6 Qﬁsn;:,
(3 Libas) came E Jeam3 (3 Libns) axarrise to
= | merked together Team & = dentify
Team 5 together | = [to revise E Eo— e together | /- |trendsand
on or add = on e —
Team & #351-360 tnss_ln E Team & 2163245 =
Team7 i 3 —
Teams | | 4 E Temd |

Knowledge Cafe

[Screan shot of web-based togping tow developed by BUL programimer]

BROWN
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ADVANTAGES OF A GROUP
APPROACH TO CODING:

= Distributes work load
across a number of staff
throughout the
organization
= Exposes more staff
directly to users’
comments; data are
understandable
= Provides a forum for
meaningful user-centered
discussions about what
the survey was telling us
Ensures a broader
perspective in interpreting
the data and articulating
the findings
Involves more staff in the
formulation of action
steps based on the survey
Helps build wider
understanding of the
results and ownership of
the follow-up action items
for improvement

LibOuAL+ User Assessment Groug:
Danigl 0'Mahony
sarah Bordac
Birkin Diana
Tom Stieve

15
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Guiding Subject Liaison Librarians in W)
Understanding & Acting on Survey Resulfs

A LibQUAL+® Consultation for the U. of
Connecticut Libraries from ARL

Don’t fear
the data

",.‘P |




Guiding Subject Liaison Librarians in (U
Understanding & Acting on Survey Resulfs.

A LibQUAL+® Consultation for the U. of
Connecticut Libraries from ARL

Consultation tailored to develop
subject librarians’ abilities:

» Hear notable findings from the “experts” and understand survey
results — gap analyses, longitudinal trends & specific peers

» Mine data by separate user populations & discipline groups

» Develop actionable goals and objectives for the UConn Libraries’
Strategic Plan related to Graduate Education and Research,
Scholarship and Creative Activity

» Identify metrics from LIbQUAL+® survey items to serve as targets
for continuous improvement & measures of impact

1/10/2011 17



Consultation Objective #1:
Understand Gap Analysis & “Zones

Are the Libraries Putting their Efforts into User Priorities?

Summary Radar Chart

AS-6

AST __—9—_AS5

I Perceived Greater Than Desired
Perceived Less Than Desired

I Perceived Greater Than Minimum

B Perceived Less Than Minimum

Grad - Humanities

ucConn
Core Summary - 2008

®

~

>

AS-1 AS-2 AS-3 AS4 AS5 AS6 AS-7 AS-8 AS9 IC1 IC2 IC3 IC4 IC5 IC6 IC7 IC8 LP1 LP2 LP3 LP4 LP5

Interpreting Perceived Scores Against Minimally- - ’f‘.
Acceptable & Desired Service Levels il

(i.e., )

Summary Thermometer Chart

Summary Thermometer Chart

> 8
desired
I i T target | . | I
perceived = | =8 g I
=
6
| minimum
- Jos Smelik 2006
5
AS ic LP Overall 4 AS IC LP Overall
Dimension Dimension

BN Range of Minimum to Desired
Range of Minimum to Perceived
("Adequacy Gap”)

BN Range of Minimum to Desired
Range of Minimum to Perceived
("Adequacy Gap”)

1/10/2011

Summary Radar Chart

I Perceived Greater Than Desired
Perceived Less Than Desired

E Perceived Greater Than Minimum

B Perceived Less Than Minimum

Grad — Sci, Pharm, Nursing

18



Consultation Objective #1:
Understand Benchmarking .. Self “Longttudmally

Are the Libraries Continuously Improving?

General Sasfacton Overall Perceived by Discipline
Grad Students 2004 to 2008 2004 to 2008 for Graduates

7 8 I I
6
004 T
5
2008

4 6
3
2 5

0 O |S (O[T |0 0 0 0|0

[e] o|0|O0|O|O|O [e] [e] 0|0|0O
1 8 QIRIRIRISIR 8 QISIRIRIS

| | |

h

2004
2004
2008
2004
2008
2004
2008
2004
2008
2004
2008
2004
2008
2004
2008
2004
2004
2008
2004
2004

Ingeneral, | am satis |ed Ingeneral, 1am satlsﬂed Howwould you rate the Agr./ | Ach. | Bus. |Comm./| Edu. | Eng./ |General| Health |Human. | Law | ML/ | Other | PFA | Sci./ [Soc. Sci/|Undecid.
Envir, Journal, Comp. | Studies | Sciences Naval Sci. Math | Psych.

Studies Sei.

with the way in which [am with library support for my  overall qualty of the
treated at the ibrary.  learning, research, andlor ~ service provided by the
teaching needs. liorary?

“Nobody is more like me than me!”
Anonymous

1/10/2011 19



Consultation Objective #1:
Understand Benchmarking .. Peers

Do target user groups receive library services as good as, or better than, users at peer insiiiutionsE;?erComparison
GPeer Comparisqn General Satisfaction
eneral Satisfaction

Peer Comparison
General Satisfaction

In general, | am satisfied with library support for my learning, research, and/or teaching
needs.

How would you rate the overall quality of the service provided by the library?

In general, | am satisfied with the way in which | am treated at the library.

Benchmarking Against Peer Institutions

Peer Comparison
Overall Perceived Summary - Graduates

U ERERERERE]

C F H A B UCONN D G
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Consultation Objective #2:
Learn how fo by User Population

In 2008 UConn Graduate Students Highest Desired Services are...

Highest Desired Services w

IC-1 Making electronic resources accessible from home or office 8.57
IC-8 Print and/or electronic journal collections that | require for my work 8.48
IC-2 A library Web site enabling me to locate information on my own 8.43
|IC-4 The electronic information resources that | need 8.43
|IC-5 Modern equipment that lets me easily access needed information 8.34
|C-6 Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own 8.34
|IC-7 Making information easily accessible for independent use 8.34

1/10/2011 21



Consultation Objective #2:
Learn how to by User Population

In 2008 UConn Graduate Students Least Adequate Services are...

Lowest Adequate Means m

IC-8 Print and/or electronic journal collections that | require for my work -.05
IC-2 A library Web site enabling me to locate information on my own .08
|C-4 The electronic information resources that | need a7
IC-5 Modern equipment that lets me easily access needed information .20
IC-1 Making electronic resources accessible from home or office 21

1/10/2011 22




Identifying What is Actionable
What's most desired but least adequate?

MOST
DESIRED

LEAST MOST
ADEQUATE ADEQUATE

LEAST

DESIRED
Conclusions and Recommendations are Grounded in Survey Data

libqual.org 1/10/2011 23



Identifying What is Actionable
What's most desired but least adequate?

MOST
DESIRED
MOST DESIRED
MOST DESIRED
and
and MOST ADEQUATE
LEAST ADEQUATE
LEAST MOST
ADEQUATE ADEQUATE
LEAST ADEQUATE MOST ADEQUATE
and and
LEAST DESIRED LEAST DESIRED
LEAST
DESIRED

Conclusions and Recommendations are Grounded in Survey Data

libqual.org 1/10/2011 24



Identifying What is Actionable
What's most desired but least adequate?

MOST
DESIRED
MOST DESIRED
MOST DESIRED
and
and MOST ADEQUATE
LEAST ADEQUATE (least weakness/
highest strength)
(greatest weakness)
LEAST MOST
ADEQUATE ADEQUATE
LEAST ADEQUATE MOST ADEQUATE
(greatest weakness) (least weakness/
and highest strength)
LEAST DESIRED and
LEAST LEAST DESIRED
DESIRED

Conclusions and Recommendations

libqual.org 1/10/2011

are Grounded in Survey Data
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Identifying What is Actionable

What’s most desired but least adequate?

#1
MOST DESIRED
and
LEAST ADEQUATE

greatest weakness
ADEQUACY

#3
MOST DESIRED
and
MOST ADEQUATE

(least weakness/
highest strength)

#2
LEAST ADEQUATE
(greatest weakness)
and
LEAST DESIRED

DESIRED

#4
MOST ADEQUATE
(least weakness/
highest strength)
and
LEAST DESIRED

Conclusions and Recommendations are Grounded in Survey Data

libqual.org

1/10/2011
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Identifying What is Actionable
What’s most desired but least adequate?

MOST DESIRED
and
LEAST ADEQUATE

greatest weakness
ADEQUACY

#3
MOST DESIRED
and
MOST ADEQUATE

(least weakness/
highest.strength)

#2
LEAST ADEQUATE
(greatest weakness)
and
LEAST DESIRED

DESIRED

#4
MOST ADEQUATE
(least weakness/
highest strength)
and
LEAST DESIRED

Conclusions and Recommendations are Grounded in Survey Data

libqual.org
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Identifying What is Actionable
What’s most desired but least adequate?

MOST DESIRED
and
LEAST ADEQUATE

greatest weakness
ADEQUACY

#3
MOST DESIRED
and
MOST ADEQUATE

(least weakness/
highest.strength)

#2
LEAST ADEQUATE
(greatest weakness)
and
LEAST DESIRED

DESIRED

MOST ADEQUATE ([\J{(BO‘U(f
A=
(least weakness/ W/‘J{&
highest strength) ([3}15
and W
LEAST DESIRED ‘@

Conclusions and Recommendations are Grounded in Survey Data

libqual.org
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Consultation Objective #2:
Learn how to by User Population

How do we identify what's most “actionable’” to respond to UConn Humanities Grad Students?

UConn Grad Students -- Humanities

2008

3
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Consultation Objective #2:

Learn how to

by User Population

How do we identify what's most “actionable’ to respond to UConn Science Grad Students?

UConn Grad Students -- Sci, Pharm, Nursing
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Consultation Objective #3:
Facilitate Writing of based on Data

v

S Specific
the desired outcome or result is clearly defined

» M Measurable

accomplishment can be charted and/or observed
» A Attainable

achievable, goal is challenging but realistic
» R Relevant

results-oriented, in line with institutional goals and library vision

» T Timely

deadlines are set for accomplishment

Example:
= 60% courses utilizing WebCT include links to library research materials
by 9/10

Versus general goal:
= Make materials accessible to users where they are

1/10/2011 31



UConn’s Academic Strategic Plan
Advancing UConn’s Standing in 5 Areas

Undergraduate Education
Graduate & Professional Education
Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity
Diversity
Public Engagement

UConn Libraries’ Strateqic Plan

Goal 2: Enhance strategic graduate and professional programs
through active library liaison engagement and resource support.

Goal 3: Actively support faculty, student and staff research,
scholarship and creative endeavors through quality instruction, liaison
collaboration, collections, and information access.

1/10/2011 32



UConn’s Academic Strategic Plan

Examples of Meirics and Targets Using LibQUAL+®

Library Metric Baseline 09 | 2014 Goal
Increase the perceived level of service quality in ranking of 7.21 7.5
“print or electronic journal collections needed” for All users
Increase the perceived level of service quality in ranking of 7.21 7.5
“electronic information resources needed” for All users
Increase perceived level of service quality in ranking of 7.28 7.7
“easy to use access tools” for All users
Increase Undergraduates perceived level of service quality 7.41 8.0
ranking of “modern equipment that lets me easily access
needed information.”
Increase Undergraduates perceived level of service quality 7.07 .77
ranking of library Web site “enabling me to locate
information on my own.”
Increase Undergraduates perceived level of service quality 7.07 1.77

king of “quiet space for individual activities.”

1/10/2011
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raynna.bowlby@charter.net
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