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Information Question Logging Project
November 2006

The information Logging Project was conducted from September 11-24, 2006 throughout all
public service points in the University of Alberta Libraries system: reference and circulation
desks, roving reference, satellite reference, and reference staff offices. Questions were
summarized and logged by staff, noting unit library and service point, question format {in-
person, instant messaging, email, and phone), and approximate time taken to answer the
question.

The key objective of the pilot was to:
* Help inform additions and edits to the web FAQ
* Help identify policies and procedures that users find problematic

Report Recommendations Summary:

1. Identified Policy and procedure issues be addressed by relevant Library commititees
(Appendix A)

2. LOG should address issue of whether there should be consistenicy in equipment available in
all libraries (e.g. colour printer, scanner, headphones)

3. Individual libraries should review spreadsheet of logged questions for library specific issues

DATA COLLECTION

The timing of the reference question logging was planned for the first two weeks of classes,
assuming that questions during this time period would tend to focus on the information needs of
students and faculty during the first week of classes (for example, directional questions that
could be addressed with betier signage, or questions that could be incorporated into the online
library FAQ).

Over the period, a total of 7,014 questions were logged from the various service points. It should
be noted that one circulation service point mistakenly began the question logging a week into the
data collection period; however, the questions received by this service point totaled just over 1%
of'all questions received, which would not significantly affect the final dataset.

The Assessment Librarian categorized all questions using a slight variation of the KKAR
Classification Scheme, utilized by Rutgers (See Appendix B) to code and organize the questions
for analysis. Categories used were Directional, Ready Reference, Research, Policy and
Procedural, Inappropriate, No Question, and Holdings; the Subject Scarch category was
collapsed into the Research category.

DATA ANALYSIS

112 - SPEC Kit 303



UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

This analysis has a system-wide focus, looking at results that are generalizable across the
University of Alberta Libraries. The categorized coded spreadsheet of questions has been
distributed to individual unit libraries to enable them to address local issues.

Where/How Were Questions Asked?

The majority of the questions received were received at reference and circulation desks, as seen
in Fig. 1 below.

Fig. 1: Questions by Service Point  (Percentage of All Questions; Al Libraries; n=7,014)
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Further, questions during the collection period were most likely to be asked in-person than
through phone, email, or instant messaging formats. Fig. 2 shows the question format for the two
key service points, reference and circulation desks. Circulation desks did not receive questions in
either email or instant messaging format at all during this time; it is assumed that later in the
term, circulation desks would have received many more questions. Only reference desks received
questions via email or instant messaging. Interestingly, in DeGroote’s study of health science
library reference questions during the academic term (collected during the month of November
2003), the majority of questions also tended to be asked in person (2005).
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Fig. 2: Questions Asked by Format at Circulation and Reference Desks

(P tage of Total Questions; n=6,824)
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The majority of questions asked at all service points were in the Policies and Procedures
category (30.4%), followed by Directional questions (20.5%), Technology questions (17.1%),
and Holdings (16.7%). Reference and Ready Reference questions were 13.7% and 1.7% of the
total questions asked, respectively. De Groote notes that past studies of reference questions have
resulted in directional questions composing between 30-35% of all questions asked at the
reference desk (2005). Again, timing of data collection is likely a factor here.
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Fig. 3A: Categories of Questions Asked, All Service Points (n=6,974)
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Looking more closely at the types of questions received by these two main types of service
points, we see that reference desks received more questions in every category (fig. not shown).
Questions categorized as Policies / Procedures and Directional were most frequently asked at
both types of service points.

Policy/Procedure Questions

Users questioned and /or sought clarification on a number of policies and procedures. Most
policy and procedure issues were related to:

Circulation policies/rules

Request service

Fines

Library privileges

Onecard

Availability of equipment/technology
Facilities

Appendix A identifies these issues. It is recommended that these issues be reviewed by the

relevant Library committee. In addition, in response to numerous information requests on
copyright, a copyright FAQ is currently being developed with Cindy Paul.

10
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There is considerable variability of equipment available amongst the libraries. (e.g. colour
printer, scanner, headphones, DVD burner). This is an issue that should be addressed by LOG.

Directional Questions:

A more specific categorization and analysis was undertaken for directional questions. Directional
subcategories included:

3

Call Number

Circulation Desk

Computer Labs (including questions about other PAC stations)

Library Directions (including other campus libraries, directions to specific floors, study
space, and directions to course sign-up sheets, staff, book return, supplies / equipment,
efc.)

Other (change for copying, where to make a phone call, etc.)

Outside Library (non-library destinations on campus or in the city)

Printer / Photocopier / Onecard Machine

Room (specific numbered rooms)

The Reference Services Team’s Working Group on Web Content has reviewed all of the
directional questions and added information and Library maps to the Libraries FAQ.

The above sub-calegorization demonstrates a very specific focus, with one result being that
proportionally few questions were asked in most of the categories. Fig. 5 shows the complete
count of these sub-questions for all library units.

11
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The top 5 types of directional questions were analyzed by unit libraries (both large units and medium /
small).

Figures 6A and 6B, and 7A and 7B look at total directional questions asked at the large unit libraries and
the medium / small unit libraries, respectively. Directional questions were most likely to be asked at the
Education and Sci/Tech libraries. The Health Sciences library was least likely of all large units to be
asked these questions; therefore, other unit libraries may look at the Health Sciences library signage to
see specifics of placement, contrast, and other visibility factors for the different types of directional
questions asked.

Fig. 6A: Total Directional Questions by Large Unit Library
(n=4,973)
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Fig. 6B: Types of Directional Questions by Large Unit Library
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Regarding the medium / small unit library analysis, it should be noted that those libraries that received
fewer than 10 directional questions were not included for analysis (Music, Math, Special Collections,
and Data). As these libraries each have a specific focus of their collections or activity, they may be more
“end destinations” and therefore less likely to receive directional questions.

The directional questions received by these libraries tended to focus on sites outside the library. Second
most-frequently asked were questions asking about printing / photocopying or Onecard machines.

That the Knowledge Common (KC) was more likely to receive questions on the location of a computer
lab likely speaks to the high demand for computers in this location.

14
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Fig. 7A: Directional Questions by Medium / Small Unit Library

(n=2,041)
35% -
30%
26% 4—
[}
2
S
g 20% +—i
E 15% +——y
- =
2
10% +—|
5% {—i
0% . : : ' " .
BSJ Business Data KC Law Math Music Special
Collections
Unit Library
Fig. 7B: Types of Directional Questions by Medium Unit Library
(n=212)
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Other Thoughts/Observations:

Staffing Implications

While a single data collection during the first weeks of classes would not provide adequate
information for staffing decisions, we can look at hourly questions received by the circulation
and reference desks to see peak busy periods. For this time period, reference desks received the
most questions between 12-3pm. Circulation desk questions were highest from 9am through
3pm, although these service points experienced much less of a spike than the reference desks.

Fig. 8: Questions Asked During Service Hours at Circulation and Reference Desks
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Thoughts on Data Gathering Methodology:

Regular statistics collection could be employed to fulfill the following additional purposes:
* Help understand the range of reference questions across the system
* Help inform reference training based on guestions asked
* Provide general information to support staffing decisions (in conjunction with other data
collection tools, such as Director’s Station)

Some adjustments could be made to staff instructions, such as:

*  Staff should note the specific question content, rather than using summary terms such as
“directional”

¢ As well, there are instances where several questions were logged once, with notes on the
number of times the question had been received (e.g., “5 x how to put money on
Onecard”). For future collection purposes, it would be most effective to have staff ensure
that each question was logged in separately, or to have the questions separated out during
the categorization by the Asscssment Librarian.

Any decisions made on the data collection timing and frequency should take into consideration

the research questions to be answered, as well as the needs for facilitating staff participation and
consistency of question logging.

17
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Harold B. Lee Library

BY STUDY AND ALSO BY FAITH

To: Allyson Washburn, Web Working Group Chair
Scott Eldredge, Digital Imaging Manger

From: Brian Roberts, Process Improvement Specialist
Date: 11/10/2006

Re: Online Collections at BYU Survey Results

INTRODUTION

To assess patrons’ experience in using the utility developed through CONTENTdm to manage and
display digital materials, a link to an online survey was placed on the home page of the Online
Collections at BYU site, which serves as the gateway to BYU's digital library. Patrons that came to the
Online Collections at BYU were invited to participate. This survey was intended to be part of an overall
effort to assess the digital library at BYU, in terms of how it is named, how it is presented, and its
functionality. Other studies are in process and reports will be done to summarize their findings. This
memo summarizes the analysis and results of the Online Collections at BYU survey only.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The most striking thing to come from the survey was that those who responded were primarily coming
to the Online Collections at BYU to view the Family History Archives (over 70%), which is explained by
the status of those coming to the site, many being genealogists, family history researchers, or
associated with the Family History Library or a local family history center. A majority of respondents
visited the site more than once, although a good 36% of respondents were experiencing their first trip to
the Online Collections at BYU. Interestingly, repeat visitors were more inclined to visit collections other
than the Family History Archive than were first time visitors, implying over time they have become more
familiar with what the digital library has to offer. First time users were generally less satisfied with their
visit than repeat visitors, did not find the information as useful as repeaters, and rated it more difficult to
find what they were looking for. Again, the obvious implication from this is over time, patrons became
accustom to the utility and tended to be satisfied with its functionality and their ability to locate materials.
And as expected, if a respondent was satisfied with the visit, they found what they were looking for and
thought the process was easy. If they were not satisfied, they were not able to find the wanted
information and found the process difficult. Respondents also commented that they liked its
accessibility and the availability of the collections, and though they wanted to see more collections,
many feltimprovements could be made to the search capability and functionality of the utility.

STUDY SPECIFICS & RESULTS

Over the course of several weeks, the survey to assess patrons’ perceptions of their experience in
Online Collections at BYU, the digital library of the Lee Library and Perry Special Collections, was
made available to any and all who wished to participate as they visited the site and saw the survey link.
In all nearly 450 patrons took the survey which yielded interesting results. Those that responded came
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from a wide range of possible respondents. Most came to the site via a DSL or Cable Internet
connection, with 45 of the 50 states represented (most coming from either Utah or California). Most of
the Canadian provinces were represented as were 8 foreign countries. And when queried as to their
status, the vast majority indicated they were not from an academic setting. The majority indicated they
were either a genealogist, family history researcher or associated with the Family History Library or a
local family history center of the LDS Church. A summary of the demographics taken for this survey
can be found in the set of charts below.
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Figure 1 - Demographics of respondents

Though a majority of respondents said they had made multiple visits to the Online Collections at BYU
(Daily, Weekly, Monthly or a few times a year), many indicated that this was their first time to the site
(well over one-third). In addition, though many of the respondents indicated that they had discovered it
through a friend’s recommendation, a link from another site, a search engine, a link from the library
catalog, or a newspaper article, most indicated some other means. These included mailing lists, family
history centers, Rootsweb (a genealogical tool of Ancestry.com), genealogy newsletters, the Lee
Library’s home page, other genealogy periodicals, or through the Family History Library or LDS Church
websites.

Based on those responses it was no surprise to see that the collection used most regularly was the
Family History Archive. Over 70% of the respondents indicated that they came to the Online
Collections at BYU to use that archive. But it was interesting to note how that was broken down by first
time visitors and repeat visitors. It became very apparent that repeat visitors visited more of the various
collections contained in the digital library than did the first timers, implying that over time users would
become familiar with what Online Collections at BYU contained and would use the many collections
available. This information has been summarized in the chart below.
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Figure 2 - Collections used regularly by visitors to the Online Collections at BYU

It was also interesting to note that nearly 60% of those that responded used only one collection in the
digital library and of that, 84% used the Family History Archive. It is quite apparent that that collection
appears to be the most valued among those frequenting the Online Collections at BYU.

When questioned about their overall satisfaction with their visit, the vast majority were satisfied (over
70%). However, again there was an interesting disparity in this between first timers and repeaters.
Those that were experiencing their first trip to the Online Collections at BYU tended to be much more
neutral or dissatisfied with their visit than were repeaters. This carried over into whether the information
found was useful to them. First time visitors were less inclined to think so than were repeaters. First
time visitors were also much harder on the utility than were repeaters when rating the ease in finding
objects on the site. However, it should be pointed out that in all three instances, the majority of
respondents, whether they were first time visitors or repeaters were satisfied with their visit, found the
information useful and rated the utility easy in finding what they had come to search for. As stated
earlier, the obvious implication from what these three questions are suggesting is that those that come
to the site regularly can use it with ease, find what they are looking for, and in the end are satisfied with
their experience. All three questions have been summarized and can be found in the charts below.

One final item to note, as cross comparisons in these three questions were made, one thing became
quite obvious, if they were satisfied with their visit, then they had found what they were looking for to be
useful and using the utility was easy. If they were not satisfied with their visit, they did not find the
information useful and it was difficult to use. This should come as no surprise.
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Please rate how easy it was to find what you were looking for
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COMMENT DATA

Two additional questions were included at the end of the survey to elicit comments from respondents.
In one they were asked what they liked about Online Collections at BYU, while the other asked what
changes, if any, they would make to Online Collections at BYU. A total of 328 included comments to
the first question, while 298 responded to the second (267 responded to both).

Overall, when asked what they liked about Online Collections at BYU, the responses were many and
varied and most were quite positive. Respondents indicated they liked the online access, the
availability of the collections, and the easy access to them. Others liked the search capability of the
interface, enjoyed the vast amount of resources or thought the site was excellent. Any negative
comment relative to this question tended to focus on the need of more materials in the collection
(Mormon pioneer diaries or additional online books, for example). But they were few compared to the
positive responses, which would be expected given the tenor of the question itself.

When asked what changes, if any, would respondents make to Online Collections at BYU, most said
they wanted more resources (more histories, more rare books, more images, etc.). One-third of those
that commented indicated such. But just over 40% indicated that searching could be improved (provide
more options and better layout of results), that access could be simplified (stuff too buried or navigation
cumbersome, for example), of general functionality of the application could be improved (PDF’s hard to
manage, OCR incomplete, etc.). There were several that had no comment because of a lack of
experience using the Online Collections at BYU or simply thought it was fine the way it was. A few also
indicated that the site could use clearer instructions, would like to see an index, or wanted a link that
would show them recently added materials.

Comments from both questions have been summarized in the charts below.
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CONCLUSION

It is evident from the responses to the Online Collections at BYU survey that patrons like and use the
service, particularly the Family History Archives. And though the users were varied in their
backgrounds and from where they came, most tended to be genealogists or famity history buffs, hence
the heavy use of the Family History Archives. Overall, safisfaction of the utility tended to be high,
although repeat users of the collections were more likely to be satisfied than firsttime users, implying
as familiasity increased with the site, so did their satisfaction level. And as expected, if they were
satisfied with the site, they were more likely to have found what they were looking for and thought the
utility easy to use.

And though there were many respondents that gave positive comments when asked what they liked
about the site, most felt there could be steps made to improve the search capability of the utility, that
efforts should be made to simplify access to the collections, and improvements were needed to the
functionality of many aspects of the site.

It would seem that though the Online Collections at BYU is overall satisfying the needs of genealogists,
family history buffs, and researchers with the content it contains, continued efforts should be made to
continue to add content and make that content easier to access and use.
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http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf
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http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf
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The data in this publication describe the devefopment and use of Penn
Library resources from July |, 2005 through june 30, 2006

Table of Contents
page
I. Penn's |5 Libraries at a Glance
2 Cellection Use

3 Resource Sharing

4, Penn's Digital Library-Resources & Services
5. The Varieties and Localities of Digital Use
7 Research and Instructional Services

8 Collection Development-Overview

3. Coliection Development--Expenditures

Fh Library Finances

2. Expendliture: Summary
i3 Benchmarks—Per Capita Expenditures and Human Resources

4 Library Development

15. Milestones in the History of the Library

Access this publication onfine through the Penn Library Data Farm at
httpef/metricslibraryupenn.edu/prototype/datafarm. For information about
Library measurement, contact Joe Zucca, Management Information Services

and Communication, 715-573-4643/zucca@pobox upennedu

University of Pennsylvania Library | wwawdibraryupenn.edu
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USC Libraries 2006 LibQual Report

Executive Summary

LibQual survey scores for 2006 show steady progress over the past three years in satisfaction
ratings of USC Libraries among students and faculty. 2006 scores were higher in every dimension
(affect of service, information control, and library as place), and were consistently higher in nearly
every subcategory. Along with the core survey questions, scores were also higher in every
instance for the supplemental questions relating to general satisfaction (such as "service quality"
and "how | am treated") and information literacy outcomes (such as "helps me stay abreast in my
field", and “aids my academic advancement”).

The representation for 2006 maintained the pattern of past surveys, where Liberal Arts and
Sciences are somewhat overrepresented, and where Viterbi and Marshail are underrepresented.
As such, data may not be completely applicable to the Business Library or the Science &
Engineering Interdisciplinary Center. Both Marshall and Viterbi did respond, but not in proportion
to their size. The highest response came from social sciences departments within the College.
Among user groups, graduate students responded more than faculty or undergraduates. Since
undergraduates typically score the library higher than other user groups, the overall score would
be expected to drop for this year. The higher overall scores for this year, therefore, demonstrate
a significant improvement over the past three years.

In comparing USC's 748 survey responses to the 99,155 responses from other academic libraries
within the Association for Research Libraries, USC scores fall slightly below the perceived mean
in all three dimensions. In the Information Control and Library as Place dimensions, however,
USC's desired expectation was higher than the ARL mean. Higher expectations from the USC
community on issues within these areas could partly explain the lower scores.

This year's survey shows no change in the past 3 years in the trend of library use. Students and
faculty prefer to obtain information online, yet at the same time the data demonstrates a
continuing interest in library spaces. Qualitative data shows a high demand for both group and
individual study spaces, as well as comfortable spaces with stable wireless access.

Finally, atthough service quality scores have improved, some service issues still exist. Users
expect highly skilled and knowledgeable library personnel who are eager to meet their needs.
Better online system usability and online help is also a frequent request. Based on the scores and
the comments, however, the most important issue for users is the collection. The lowest scores
appear in the categories of "print and/or electronic journals I require for my work" (Information
Control question 8), and “printed library materials | need for my work” (Information Control
question 5). Overall, 2006 data supports a need to increase collection development and outreach
efforts, while continuing to improve service quality through training, and continuing to creatively
redesign library spaces.

Next Steps

Scores and comments will be reviewed by the L.eadership Team with an eye toward the FY08
budget. Key issues with budget implications will be targeted and addressed. In addition, all
library teams, centers, and departments will review LibQual quantitative data along with the
qualitative data (reported separately) and discuss library and university-wide implications. Upon
review, team leaders, center directors, and library managers are expected to develop action ptans
for quick wins within their respective areas. Suggestions for policy or process changes, or
remedies with multi-year budget implications, will be forwarded fo the Leadership Team for
approval before being implemented.

Page 1 of 21
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USC Libraries 2006 LibQual Report

Sections

¢ Introduction fo the LibQual Instrument >>

° Core Questions >>

° 2004-2006 Progress »»

° Assaciation of Research Libraries Summary >>
° Overall Scores >>

° Scores by Status »>
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About MIS
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Web Usability Testing rm

Links

e - T S ISR S

Report on Benchmarking Process

January-May 1999

Benchmarking is an ongoing, systematic process for
measuring and comparing the work processes of one
organization to those of others that exhibit functional
"best practices." The goal is to provide an external
standard for measuring the quality and cost of internal
processes, and to help identify where there may be
opportunities for improvement. To be effective,
benchmarking should be integrated into operations
throughout the organization and should be an ongoing
process that analyzes data collected over time. It is a
learning process that helps institutions discover how they
can best improve the services, direct or indirect, that they
offer to their customers.

The Charge

For the 1998/2000 biennium, the University of Virginia
Library chose as one of its goals (6f) to institute
benchmarking as a tool for the analysis of internal
processes and to establish benchmarks against which the
Library can measure those processes. The Library's first
Benchmarking Team was created in January 1999. The
Team was charged with two challenges: to create a
benchmarking process for the Library; and to carry out a
short-term benchmarking project as a pilot (for which there
is a separate Shelving Report). The benchmarking portion
of the charge included:

". .. The Team is charged with learning the benchmarking
process and applying it to a specific project. The intent is

Library Assessment - 141




UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

http://www.lib.virginia.edu/mis/benchmarking/bench-ProcessRept.html

that the members of this Team become the Library's core
staff with knowledge of benchmarking. After learning the
process, the Team members should be able to:

e assist other groups with their benchmarking projects

e assist in developing benchmarking expertise among other
staff members, for example, by participating in a training
program

Each May the membership of the Team will be reviewed.
Those who want to remain on the Team will be joined by
new members so that the Benchmarking Team can be a
constantly renewed central group of experts in the
process. New projects will be determined at the same time
that membership is reviewed." (see Appendix 1 for full
charge.)

The benchmarking pilot project was chosen by User
Services and Central Services Councils after review and
discussion of the results of several user satisfaction
surveys conducted in the spring of 1998. It was decided
that our reshelving process was limited enough for the
Team to use as a pilot for learning the process.

Team Members

Team members were chosen by Management Information
Services staff and Kendon Stubbs, and were selected in
part from members who had similar experience on other
process improvement teams. It was also important to
have representation from several departments and
service units affected by the project. Two Team members
were from Management Information Services to provide
statistical skills and continuity for the benchmarking
process. The Team consisted of David Griles from
Management Information Services, Doug Moseley from
Cataloging, Heather Packard from Science/Engineering,
Gary Treadway from Social Sciences Services, and Lynda
White from Fine Arts/Management Information Services.
Two Team members from stacks supervisory staff were
added within a few weeks: Don McCracken, Stacks
Supervisor in Alderman, and Pam Howie, Public Services
Library Assistant in Music.

The Learning Curve

The Team began its task by identifying and reading
books and articles on benchmarking in industry and the
military. There is some literature on benchmarking
specifically relating to libraries, but details on how to carry

142 - SPEC Kit 303



UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

http://www.lib.virginia.edu/mis/benchmarking/bench-ProcessRept.html

out the process in libraries are generally lacking. In
addition, it could not be determined that there is any
training available locally through the University. No
courses are taught through Organizational Development
and Training, through the Commerce School, the
Education School, nor through the Darden Business
School. Inquiries to Association of Research Libraries
went unanswered. The Training Coordinator for the
University Library bravely stepped in and began
educating herself on the process. She was, of course, on
the same learning curve as the Benchmarking Team,
making it difficult to develop a timely class for the team. A
query to the LARGE_PSD listserv, asking for contact with
those who had done a benchmarking project, brought a
response from Pennsylvania State University's Sally Kalin.
She graciously consented to spend some time on the
phone explaining the process and also to send a packet
of information on the benchmarking projects she had
participated in. In addition, the Team spent some time
reading several books and articles on benchmarking.
Fortunately, after a short time, the litany of benchmarking
became repetitive and the Team decided to embark on its
pilot project.

The basic benchmarking process is straightforward (see
Appendix 2 for greater detail):

Determine what to benchmark
Form a benchmarking team
Identify benchmark partners

Collect and analyze benchmarking information

U A

Take action

Collecting Data

The Team undertook several parts of the process
simultaneously. Since there were minimal statistics or
other data available on our shelving process, we began
to flowchart the process in all 11 libraries and to work on
a survey instrument to help us gather data about the
process as practiced at the University of Virginia Library.
The questionnaire was tested by interviewing stacks
supervisors in units where all returned items were not
shelved by the end of each day. The outcome was messy
at best. It was necessary to revise the questionnaire
several times in order to achieve more consistent
answers.

Best Practices
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While the Team was brainstorming questions for our
internal survey, we also began to explore how to identify
best shelving practices at other institutions. The literature
on the shelving process is a sparse as the literature on
benchmarking in libraries. Instead of relying on the
literature, two electronic listservs (LARGE_PSD and
CollDev) were queried with the assistance of Diane
Walker and Gary Treadway. Those responding to the
listserv query were initially asked whether they would be
willing to participate in a brief survey. The 19 institutions
that responded were sent a short 10-question survey
(Appendix_3) devised to ferret out best practices at
institutions similar to the University of Virginia Library.
Thirteen institutions responded over the next two months
revealing much interesting data about shelving standards
and staff sizes. From these responses the Team was able
to identify several institutions having what appeared to be
"best practices." Contacts made with American Library
Association's Library Administration and Management
Association officers revealed that no LAMA committee
members were aware of institutions doing either
benchmarking or shelving studies.

Consultant

The conversation with Sally Kalin of Pennsylvania State
University about benchmarking led us to invite Gloriana
St. Clair of Carnegie-Mellon University in Pittsburgh to the
University of Virginia. Ms. St. Clair presented basic
benchmarking information to the entire Library staff, and
she assisted the Team in revising the local practices
questionnaire and in deciding which institutions exhibited
"best practices." She also suggested that the Team was
moving toward its objective at a good pace in spite of its
reservations about the lack of training in the
benchmarking process. She confirmed that the Team
should stop reading and "just get on with it."

After Ms. St. Clair's visit, the Team made rapid progress
revising the local questionnaire (see Appendix 4).
Answers garnered in the initial staff interviews were
re-entered in the revised document and were much
clarified in that process.

Measurements

The Team concurrently began to devise a plan to
measure several things for which there was no data: how
fast books are shelved (books per hour), what the
turnaround time is (from return desk to shelf), how
accurately books are shelved, and what the turnaround
time is for pick-ups. David Griles developed the protocol
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and ran the Sirsi reports with which the studies were
done. With the exception of Science/Engineering, Team
members carried out the measurements in libraries other
than their home libraries.

Site Visits

Simultaneously, Team members began planning for site
visits to the University of Arizona and Virginia Tech.
These two institutions were chosen because of their
reports of 4-hour turnaround time, 94%+ accuracy rates,
and previously completed shelving studies. The site visits
were planned for mid-April at the same time most of the
Team was measuring speed, turnaround time, accuracy,
and pick-ups. The site visits were essential for
understanding how the best practices really worked.
There is no substitute for walking through a process and
having an opportunity to ask questions along the way. In
addition, the host libraries were asked to fill out the same
survey that had been completed by our own stacks staff.
This allowed us to identify procedures that were similar
and different, thus pointing to how our process could be
improved.

Communication

At various points in the project, the Team apprised staff
and stakeholders of progress by:

e having stakeholders on the team
e making direct contact with other stacks supervisors

e inviting Ms. St. Clair to present information on benchmarking
to the entire staff

e sending an email interim report mid-way through the project
to Library@Virginia.edu. (See Appendix 5.)

Report

Using and comparing data from the questionnaire, the
best practices email survey, the site visit reports, and our
own local measurements, the Team was able to develop
recommendations for changes in the shelving process at
the University of Virginia. A report on the project, with
these recommendations for action, was submitted to the
Library's Administrative Council.
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UW Libraries Usability Testing
Report: New Design Fall 2004

November 14th, 2004
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1. Executive Summary

This report documents the findings of usability testing performed fall 2004 of the

newly designed UW Libraries web site. Ten UW Library users with a range of library

web site use performed tasks determined to help understand the ability of users to

access resources using the libraries website.

The usability testing indicated that finding resources using the newly designed

Libraries website is generally fairly easy. Many of the tasks were completed quickly

and easily by participants.

Users easily found:

Purchase requests

Library hours

Citations from the homepage
The book renewal web page
Course reserves (via myuw)

Journals from the catalog in the e-journals page

However, users had difficulties:

Knowing what fell under “more” on the homepage

Distinguishing between ‘major’ and ‘complete’ databases
Recalling introductory information provided on the resource pages
Find services provided by departments within the library

Understanding the need to search the catalog using the journal title, not the
article title

The site received compliments from every usability test participant. These include: “I

wish we had this twenty years earlier,” "I like having a catalogue link on the home

page”, and "I love the libraries.”
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