
SPECSPEC

ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH
 
LIBRARIES

0779517815949
 

ISBN 978-1-59407-795-1

Kit 303 Library Assessment

December 2007

 
      SPEC

 K
it 303   Library A

ssessm
ent



SPEC KitS
Supporting Effective Library Management for Over Thirty Years

Committed to assisting research and academic libraries in the continuous improvement of management 
systems, ARL has worked since 1970 to gather and disseminate the best practices for library needs. 
As part of its committment, ARL maintains an active publications program best known for its SPEC 
Kits. Through the Collaborative Research/Writing Program, librarians work with ARL staff to design 
SPEC surveys and write publications. Originally established as an information source for ARL member 
libraries, the SPEC series has grown to serve the needs of the library community worldwide.

What are SPEC Kits?

Published six times per year, SPEC Kits contain the most valuable, up-to-date information on the latest 
issues of concern to libraries and librarians today. They are the result of a systematic survey of ARL 
member libraries on a particular topic related to current practice in the field. Each SPEC Kit contains 
an executive summary of the survey results; survey questions with tallies and selected comments; 
the best representative documents from survey participants, such as policies, procedures, handbooks,  
guidelines, Web sites, records, brochures, and statements; and a selected reading list—both print and 
online sources—containing the most current literature available on the topic for further study.

Subscribe to SPEC Kits

Subscribers tell us that the information contained in SPEC Kits is valuable to a variety of users, both 
inside and outside the library. SPEC Kit purchasers use the documentation found in SPEC Kits as a 
point of departure for research and problem solving because they lend immediate authority to proposals 
and set standards for designing programs or writing procedure statements. SPEC Kits also function 
as an important reference tool for library administrators, staff, students, and professionals in allied 
disciplines who may not have access to this kind of information.

SPEC Kits can be ordered directly from the ARL Publications Distribution Center. To order, call (301) 
362-8196, fax (301) 206-9789, e-mail pubs@arl.org, or go to http://www.arl.org/resources/pubs/. 

Information on SPEC Kits and the SPEC survey program can be found at http://www.arl.org/resources/
pubs/spec/index.shtml. The executive summary for each kit after December 1993 can be accessed free 
of charge at http://www.arl.org/resources/pubs/spec/complete.shtml.
 



SPEC Kit 303

Library Assessment
December 2007

ASSoCiAtion of RESEARCh LibRARiES

Stephanie Wright

Natural Sciences Information Services Librarian/

Management Information Librarian

University of Washington

Lynda S. White

Associate Director, Library Management Information Services

University of Virginia



Series Editor:  Lee Anne George 

SPEC Kits are published by the

Association of Research Libraries
21 Dupont Circle, NW, Suite 800

Washington, DC 20036-1118
P (202) 296-2296  F (202) 872-0884

http://www.arl.org/spec/
pubs@arl.org

ISSN 0160 3582

ISBN 1-59407-795-9
978-1-59407-795-1

Copyright © 2007

This compilation is copyrighted by the Association of Research Libraries. ARL grants blanket permission to reproduce and 
distribute copies of this work for nonprofit, educational, or library purposes, provided that copies are distributed at or below 
cost and that ARL, the source, and copyright notice are included on each copy. This permission is in addition to rights of re-
production granted under Sections 107, 108, and other provisions of the US Copyright Act.

The paper used in this publication meets the requirements of ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992 (R1997) Permanence 
of Paper for Publications and Documents in Libraries and Archives.



SPEC
Kit 303

Library Assessment
December 2007

Survey reSultS

Executive Summary ............................................................................................................... 11

Survey Questions and Responses ......................................................................................... 15

Responding Institutions........................................................................................................ 57

repreSentative DocumentS

Position Descriptions
University of Alberta

Assessment Librarian ..................................................................................................... 62
Brigham Young University 

Process Improvement Specialist ...................................................................................... 64
University of California, Irvine 

Director of Planning, Assessment, and Research .............................................................. 68
University of Massachusetts Amherst 

Assessment Librarian ..................................................................................................... 72
University of Southern California 

Assessment Coordinator ................................................................................................. 74
University of Virginia 

Director of Management Information Services ................................................................. 75
University of Washington 

Director of Assessment and Planning .............................................................................. 77
Washington State University 

Library Data Officer ....................................................................................................... 79

https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/18
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/20
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/24
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/66
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/68
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/70
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/71
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/71
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/73
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/73
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/77
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/77
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/81
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/81
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/83
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/83
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/84
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/84
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/86
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/86
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/88
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/88


Assessment Charges and Mission Statements
University at Buffalo, SUNY

 Statistics, Metrics & Survey Development Committee. Committee Charge ........................ 82
University of Connecticut 

USER Team. Charge ........................................................................................................ 83
Cornell University 

Charge for PSA Research and Assessment Unit ................................................................ 85
University of Massachusetts Amherst 

Library Assessment Committee. Charge .......................................................................... 87
University of Southern California 

Assessment Team. Team Purpose .................................................................................... 88
University of Texas at Austin 

Service Quality Assessment and Improvement ................................................................. 90
University of Virginia 

Management Information Services. About MIS. Mission Statement ................................... 91
Washington State University 

Assessment Working Group. Role ................................................................................... 92

Organization Charts
Brigham Young University 

Harold B. Lee Library Organization Chart ........................................................................ 94
University of California, Irvine 

UCIrvine Libraries .......................................................................................................... 95
University of Chicago 

The University of Chicago Library Organizational Chart ................................................... 96
Cornell University 

Public Services & Assessment ......................................................................................... 97
University of Massachusetts Amherst 

UMass Amherst Libraries Organization December 2006 ................................................... 98
Oklahoma State University 

OSU Organization Chart ................................................................................................. 99
University of Texas at Austin 

University of Texas Libraries ......................................................................................... 100

https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/90
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/91
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/91
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/92
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/92
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/94
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/94
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/96
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/96
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/97
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/97
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/99
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/99
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/100
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/100
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/101
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/101
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/102
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/103
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/103
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/104
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/104
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/105
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/105
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/106
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/106
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/107
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/107
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/108
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/108
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/109
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/109


Assessment Web Sites
University of Colorado at Boulder 

Assessment Committee ................................................................................................ 102
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

Assessment @ UIUC Library.......................................................................................... 103
Ohio State University 

Assessment Committee ................................................................................................ 104
University of Pennsylvania 

Data Farm ................................................................................................................... 105
University of Virginia

Management Information Services ................................................................................ 107
University of Washington 

UW Libraries Assessment ............................................................................................. 108
Washington State University 

Assessment Home ........................................................................................................ 109
University of Western Ontario 

Assessment Committee .................................................................................................110

Assessment Activity Reports
University of Alberta 

Information Question Logging Project ............................................................................112
Brigham Young University 

Online Collections at BYU Survey Results ...................................................................... 123
Cornell University 

Library Annual Statistics 2005/2006 ............................................................................. 130
University of Pennsylvania 

PennLibrary FACTS 2005|2006 ...................................................................................... 137
University of Southern California 

2006 LibQUAL+ Report ................................................................................................ 139
University of Virginia 

Benchmarking Team. Report on Benchmarking Process ...................................................141
University of Washington 

UW Libraries Usability Testing Report: New Design Fall 2004 ......................................... 146

https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/110
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/111
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/111
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/112
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/112
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/113
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/113
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/114
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/114
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/116
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/116
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/117
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/117
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/118
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/118
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/119
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/119
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/120
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/121
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/121
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/132
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/132
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/139
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/139
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/146
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/146
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/148
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/148
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/150
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/150
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/155
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/155


Assessment Plans
Columbia University 

Assessment Plan .......................................................................................................... 150
Howard University 

Library Assessment Plan ............................................................................................... 169
University of Texas at Austin 

Administrative Unit Assessment Plan .............................................................................170
University of Western Ontario 

Assessment Committee Plan ......................................................................................... 179

SelecteD reSourceS

Books ................................................................................................................................... 187

Journal Articles ................................................................................................................... 188

Library Assessment Web Sites ............................................................................................ 190

Other Resources .................................................................................................................. 191

https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/158
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/159
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/159
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/178
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/178
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/179
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/179
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/188
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/188
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/194
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/196
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/197
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/199
https://publications.arl.org/docgoto/Library-Assessment-SPEC-Kit-303/200


Survey reSultS





Library Assessment · 11

executive Summary

Introduction
To assess, in general, is to determine the impor-
tance, size, or value of; to evaluate. Library staff 
assess operations by collecting, interpreting, and 
using data to make decisions and to improve cus-
tomer service. They study internal processes, levels 
and quality of service, and library impact on insti-
tutional goals.

The number of assessment activities undertak-
en in libraries over the last decade has grown ex-
ponentially. Libraries of all kinds are looking more 
closely at how and how well they are serving their 
users. What may have begun as the occasional as-
sessment duty assigned to the library staff member 
with the most interest or greatest statistical acu-
men, has blossomed at many institutions into a 
formalized library assessment position, committee, 
department, or all three. 

Although this growing area of library manage-
ment has become recognized as a legitimate use of 
limited budgets and time, there is not as yet a good 
overview of precisely how library assessment ac-
tivities are being implemented or developed. This 
survey sought to address that missing piece of the 
puzzle—to examine the current state of library as-
sessment, as well as to provide a starting point for 
those seeking to develop a library assessment pro-
gram at their own institutions. 

This survey was distributed to the 123 ARL 
member libraries in May 2007. Seventy-three li-

braries completed the survey for a response rate 
of 60%. Only one library indicated that it did not 
engage in any assessment activities beyond collect-
ing annual data for the ARL statistics, though no 
reason was given as to why this was the case. 

The respondents are primarily from US aca-
demic libraries, 63% in public institutions and 22% 
in private institutions. Twelve percent are libraries 
in Canadian academic institutions, all of which are 
public. Public libraries account for only 3% of the 
respondents. This closely reflects the membership 
distribution of ARL.

Assessment Activities
Survey results indicate that while a modest num-
ber of libraries in the 1980s and earlier engaged in 
assessment activities beyond annual ARL statistics 
gathering, the biggest jump in activity occurred 
between 1990 and 2004. The overwhelming major-
ity of responses indicate the impetus was service 
driven and user centered and came from within the 
library itself rather than from an outside source. 
Respondents’ top impetus for beginning assess-
ment activities (63 respondents or 91%) was the de-
sire to know more about their customers. Based on 
responses to a question about their first assessment 
activities, over half began with a survey, almost all 
of which were user surveys. 

It is clear from the survey results that respon-
dents use a wide variety of methods in their as-
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sessment endeavors. All respondents have gath-
ered statistics, presumably at least ARL statistics, 
but every one of the methods listed in the survey 
has been used by at least one of the respondents 
at some point, either currently or in the past. The 
top five assessment methods currently being used 
are statistics gathering, a suggestion box, Web us-
ability testing, user interface usability, and surveys 
that were developed outside the library. Locally de-
signed user satisfaction surveys used to be widely 
used. Now, 20 of the 31 libraries (65%) that previ-
ously used this method have switched to surveys 
developed elsewhere, such as LibQUAL+®. The 
five least used methods are secret shopper stud-
ies, the Balanced Scorecard, wayfinding studies, 
worklife/organizational climate studies, and unit 
cost analysis.

The areas of the library being assessed are as 
varied as the methods used. In the last five years, 
every function of the library listed in the survey has 
been assessed by at least one respondent. Almost 
every respondent has assessed the library’s Web 
site, most frequently with a usability study. Other 
widely assessed areas include electronic resources, 
usually assessed by statistics collection and analy-
sis; user instruction, evaluated through statistics 
and surveys; and reference and collections, both 
most frequently assessed through statistics collec-
tion and analysis. Administrative functions, in-
cluding human resources, financial services, mar-
keting, and development, that are not centered on 
users are least evaluated; 30% of the respondents 
have not assessed even one of these areas.

Organization of Assessment Activities
Respondents were asked to identify where assess-
ment responsibility fits into their organizational 
structure. Forty-nine respondents reported that re-
sponsibility for assessment activities rests on either 
a single full- or part-time individual (24 or 34%), 
an ad-hoc or standing committee (16 or 23%), or 
a formal department (9 or 13%). All but one of the 

full- and part-time assessment coordinators and 
department heads is within two reporting levels of 
the library director. The remaining 21 respondents 
(30%) described another organizational structure. 
The majority of these (15 or 71%) are decentral-
ized, with various units doing their own assess-
ments as needed. For large-scale projects such as 
LibQUAL+®, an ad-hoc team or committee may be 
formed. The remaining respondents either use a 
combination of coordinators and committees or are 
in the process of creating a new coordinator posi-
tion.

Though respondents indicated that assessment 
activities have been performed in their libraries 
over the last 20+ years, the presence of staff who 
have primary responsibility for assessment activi-
ties has a much more recent history. All but one of 
the part-time and two of the full-time coordina-
tor positions were created between 2002 and 2007; 
all of the assessment departments were created in 
2000 or later. Nearly 60% of these positions and de-
partments were created between 2005 and 2007. All 
four ad-hoc committees were created between 2002 
and 2007. Standing committees or teams have the 
longest history of primary assessment responsibili-
ty (one since 1984), but the most recent was created 
in 2007. Departments average 2.4 FTE; committees 
average six to seven members.

At nearly all of the responding libraries, regard-
less of organizational structure, assessment staff 
analyze, interpret, and report on data collected in 
assessment activities and consult with staff on as-
sessment methods and needs. They frequently per-
form assessment activities and coordinate the col-
lection and reporting of data. They train staff at just 
over half of the libraries. They only approve assess-
ment projects at 25% of the responding libraries. 

Full- and part-time coordinators and assessment 
department staff are very similar in the tasks they 
perform, although part-time coordinators are less 
likely to be responsible for training staff or moni-
toring projects. Standing committees are less likely 
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to coordinate the collection, reporting, or archiving 
of data, to fill requests for library data, or to submit 
external surveys.

The majority of assessment staff have collabo-
rated on assessment activities with other non-
library departments, agencies, or units within the 
institution, though standing committees are less 
likely to do so. These non-library collaborations are 
most often with institutional offices of research and 
learning, information technology, and assessment 
and planning.

Assessment Results Distribution and Outcomes
Methods of distributing assessment results vary 
depending on the audience, although overall, the 
most frequently used method is through a Web 
site. In addition, the methods most widely used to 
inform the parent institution are print reports and 
library newsletter articles, while presentations and 
e-mail announcements are used more frequently for 
library staff. Staff appears to be the most targeted 
audience for the distribution of library assessment 
results; all methods except a campus newsletter are 
heavily used for them. Results are overwhelmingly 
distributed to the general public through a Web site 
or library newsletter articles. 

The top two types of assessment information 
listed on a library’s assessment Web site (whether 
publicly accessible or staff-only) are general library 
statistics and analyses of assessment activity re-
sults. Assessment publications are found more fre-
quently on a public Web site than on a staff-only 
Web site, while presentations and assessment data 
are provided more on staff-only Web sites than on 
public ones. Other types of information mentioned 
by more than one respondent include meeting 
notes and agendas on staff-only Web sites. 

There is little point in having an assessment 
program unless the results are used to make im-
provements in services. Respondents were asked 
to list three outcomes that were attributable to their 
assessment activities. Twenty areas were reported, 

but changes to Web sites and facilities were the 
most frequently mentioned. Collections, hours, and 
staff formed the next highest groups. Other areas 
that were changed include customer service, jour-
nals, access services, the online catalog interface, 
instruction and outreach, and reference services. 
Only one respondent reported no changes attribut-
able to assessment.

Professional Development
When asked if their library provides assessment 
training to library staff, all but 20 of 68 respondents 
(71%) indicated they received some sort of sup-
port for training, whether provided by the library 
(28%), their institution (32%), or an outside source 
(62%). When the library provides training, the top-
ics focus primarily on assessment methods, basic 
statistics, survey construction, the value of assess-
ment, and data analysis. 

When evaluating assessment-related profes-
sional development venues (such as conferences) 
outside the institution, the most highly recom-
mended and most attended events were ARL as-
sessment-related meetings and the 2006 Library 
Assessment Conference. When asked to identify 
the professional development needs not being met 
by the aforementioned conferences, respondents 
focused on training, indicating that there is a lack 
of available instruction on basic statistical analysis, 
methodologies, and tools. 

Culture of Assessment
The survey included a series of statements on the 
culture of assessment. Respondents were asked to 
rate on a scale of 1 to 5 how well the statements de-
scribed their respective libraries. Between 68% and 
79% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
with statements related to the commitment of their 
library administrations to assessment. The remain-
ing statements were related to staff and their sup-
port for, or ability to carry out, assessment activi-
ties. Only 50% or fewer of the respondents rated 
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these statements at agree or strongly agree; most 
cluster around the middle of the scale. There ap-
pears to be a strong administrative commitment to 
assessment that does not translate to the organiza-
tion as a whole.

Just under half of the respondents (31 or 46%) 
indicated that there is an assessment plan in some 
or all of their library’s departments or units or a 
library-wide assessment plan. Fifteen respondents 
commented that the library was either in the pro-
cess of developing a plan or used an alternate doc-
ument (such as a strategic plan or annual report) as 
their assessment plan.

Conclusions
What do “typical” library assessment programs 
look like? The typical programs began in the 1990s 
and engage in various assessment activities in ad-
dition to the collection of ARL statistics. They be-
gan by doing a user survey because the library 
wanted greater knowledge of its users and wanted 
to determine which new services to offer. The pro-
grams most frequently gather statistics (100%), but 
are also strongly involved in doing various user 
surveys, Web usability testing, and focus groups. 
They have performed studies of their Web sites. 
They track usage statistics for electronic resources 
and assess user education programs, collections, 
and reference. They have not usually assessed their 
administrative areas that are not centered on the 
library user.

Typically, various individual library depart-
ments or units do assessment, although the num-
ber of institutions with assessment coordina-
tors or committees is growing. The coordinators 
have typically been appointed within the last five 
years (2002 to 2007) and are within two reporting 
levels of the library director. If there is an assess-
ment department, it has just over two members. 
Committees sometimes date to the 1990s and aver-
age six to seven members. The tasks performed by 

all are remarkably uniform; they analyze, interpret, 
and report on assessment activities, consult with 
staff on assessment methods and needs, and per-
form assessment activities. They coordinate their 
work with other units in their institutions.

Results of activities are usually distributed 
through a Web site; they are communicated with 
staff more frequently than with the parent institu-
tion or the general public. Both staff and public 
Web sites most often present general library statis-
tics and analyses of assessment results. Assessment 
does lead to programmatic changes in the library, 
primarily changes to Web sites and facilities.

Training in assessment is supported by the li-
brary but is mostly outsourced rather than local. 
Training that is provided by the library is focused on 
assessment methods, basic statistics, and surveys. 
The most highly regarded training appears to come 
through ARL-sponsored events such as meetings at 
American Library Association conferences and the 
Library Assessment Conference. These venues are 
also appreciated for their networking and sharing 
opportunities. But more training is needed in as-
sessment basics.

Library administrations are typically commit-
ted to the concept of a culture of assessment in 
their libraries, but there is a perception that this 
commitment is not shared by all staff. Many staff 
do not have the skills or rewards needed to carry 
out assessment projects. Most libraries have an 
assessment plan or are using a similar alternative 
document, or they are in the process of developing 
a plan.

In short, library assessment is alive and well in 
North America. There has been considerable prog-
ress in this area from the mid-1980s through 2007. 
For that progress to continue, there needs to be 
more effort to train not only those responsible for 
assessment, but all staff who are expected to par-
ticipate in assessment activities.
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Survey QueStionS anD reSponSeS

The SPEC survey on Library Assessment was designed by Lynda S. White, Associate Director, 
Management Information Services, University of Virginia, and Stephanie Wright, Natural Sciences 
Information Services Librarian/ Management Information Librarian, University of Washington. These 
results are based on data submitted by 74 of the 123 ARL member libraries (60%) by the deadline of June 
8, 2007. The survey’s introductory text and questions are reproduced below, followed by the response 
data and selected comments from the respondents.

To assess, in general, is to determine the importance, size, or value of; to evaluate. In libraries, we assess by collecting, 
interpreting, and using data to make decisions and to improve customer service. We study internal processes, levels and quality 
of service, and library impact on institutional goals.

The number of assessment activities undertaken in libraries over the last decade has grown exponentially. Libraries of all kinds 
are looking more closely at how and how well they are serving their users. Since 2004, ARL has sponsored a program to assist 
libraries with the assessment of services that they offer their users and the processes that support those services. This visiting 
program has been part of a move away from measuring inputs and outputs and toward judging service quality by measuring 
outcomes and the value that library programs add to their communities. What may have begun as the occasional assessment 
duty assigned to the library staff member with the most interest or greatest statistical acumen, has blossomed at many 
institutions into a formalized library assessment position, committee, department, or all three. These programs may include such 
activities as statistics collection, conducting surveys, conducting focus groups, Web usability testing, and benchmarking, etc.

Although this growing area of library management has become recognized as a legitimate use of limited budgets and time, 
there is not as yet a good overview of precisely how library assessment activities are being implemented or developed. The 
purpose of this survey is to address that missing piece of the puzzle—to examine the current state of library assessment, as 
well as to provide a starting point for those seeking to develop a library assessment program at their own institutions. This data 
should help libraries assess where they are and identify best practices to help them build or expand their own programs.
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Background

1. Does your library engage in any assessment of library activities (such as statistics collection, 
conducting surveys, conducting focus groups, Web usability testing, benchmarking, etc.) 
beyond collecting annual data for the ARL statistics? N=74

Yes 73 99%

No   1   1%

assessment activities

2. Please indicate which of the specific assessment methods below your library is currently using 
or has used in the past. Check “Currently Used” for methods that the library continues to use 
to assess activities. Check “Previously Used” for methods that were once used but are no longer 
used. Check “Never Used” for methods the library has never tried. Check one category for each 
row. N=73

Assessment Method N Currently 
Used

Previously 
Used

Never 
Used

Surveys N=73

Surveys developed elsewhere (e.g., CSEQ, LibQUAL+®) 72 55 15   2

Locally designed user satisfaction survey 70 36 31   3

Facilities use studies 69 41 22   6

Online user feedback (pop-up windows, etc.) 69 38 18 13

Worklife/organizational climate studies 66 20 21 25

Qualitative Methods N=71

Focus Groups 70 51 16   3

Secret Shopper Studies 70   5   3 62

Suggestion Box 70 60   6   4

Observation 69 37 22 10

Interviews 67 38 22   7

Statistics N=73

Statistics gathering (e.g., e-resource usage, gate counts, 
ARL statistics, etc.)

73 72   1 —

Data mining and analyses 68 43   6 19

Statistics inventory 66 40   9 17
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Assessment Method N Currently 
Used

Previously 
Used

Never 
Used

Usability N=72

User interface usability 72 57   9   6

Web usability testing 71 59   9   3

Wayfinding 68 15 10 43

Other Methods N=73

Student learning outcomes evaluations 70 40 11 19

Benchmarking 68 37 11 20

Unit cost analyses 67 23 25 19

Balanced Scorecard 65   4   4 57

Process improvement 65 29 20 16

Other method not included above 31 10   4 17

If you selected “Other method not included above,” please specify that assessment method.

Currently Used

“Administrative Unit Review — review and evaluate library department services or operations.”

“Card sorting (usability); heuristic evaluations.”

“Card sorts used to gather user input on the library Web site’s content structure. Users were provided index 
cards of keywords that identify library services, collections, facilities, and other related information. They were 
requested to group the label cards according to about 6 broad categories. A spreadsheet and color coding was 
used to analysis the frequency of grouped items. This process was used to advise the redesign of a Web site 
that was user friendly. Clicker Response System. A concept was demonstrated to the class of students. Then 
a question was shown on their computer screens which presented the same concept in a different situation. 
They used the Clicker Response System to check how well the students understood the concept and could 
transfer it to another situation before we moved on to other material.”

“Comparison of collection with authoritative lists (a form of benchmarking). Comparison of library collection 
to what faculty are citing in their publications.”

“Faculty Contact Database to track responses to faculty issues and concerns (qualitative and quantitative).”

“In the fall 2006 semester, a class in our Library and Information Science Program, ‘Competitive Intelligence 
and Data Mining (LIS 7490),’ used a simulation software package, Arena, to combine data supplied by the 
University Libraries and observations by students to analyze functions in our reference areas. The simulation 
and accompanying analysis has resulted in a significant reorganization of the reference area in one of our 
buildings. The simulation software is now being acquired by the University Libraries.”

“Online card sort.”

“Outcome measure assessing impact of a grant funded project that digitized special collection material on 
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teaching and learning.”

“The library has established a set of metrics corresponding to the goals, objectives, and strategies in the 
Academic Affairs Strategic Plan for Academic Excellence.”

“Usage stats for e-resources.”

Previously Used

“+/Delta exercise.”

“Review of staff organization to look at efficiencies and possible duplication of functions across departments.”

“Several years ago we did a telephone survey of student and faculty. It was conducted for us by a survey 
group within the university. It was moderately useful.”

“Use of outside consultants for programmatic reviews.”

3. In what year did your library begin assessing library activities beyond the annual ARL data 
gathering? What was the first assessment activity (survey, focus group, usability test, etc.)? 
N=63

Year Assessment Activities Began N=61

4

9

2

11

18

16

1

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

<1980 1980–84 1985–89 1990–94 1995–99 2000–04 2005

Year Range: 1911 to 2005

First Assessment Activity N=62

<1980

“ARL’s Management Review and Analysis Program.”

“Periodic user surveys.”
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“Survey on material and stack location.”

“We have been collecting statistics and doing assessment since the library opened.”

1980–84

“A satisfaction survey was distributed in paper form to library visitors, mostly students.”

“ARL/OMS study.”

“At least since 1980, there have been regular calculations of indirect costs of library activities as an associated 
cost of research. These studies were meant to facilitate university grants requests.”

“Cost studies.”

“Organizational Assessment.”

“Participation in university-wide student satisfaction survey including satisfaction with library.”

“Self-study for accreditation. This is the earliest study I can find, but there may be something even earlier.”

“Survey of user attitudes: pre- and post opening of a new library facility.”

“Work analysis by random sampling.”

1985–89

“Facility use survey in preparation for construction of addition to main research library building.”

“Undergraduate Services Task Force Report entitled ‘Preparing Undergraduate Students for the Information 
Age.’”

1990–94

“Exit surveys of library users.”

“Locally designed user satisfaction survey.”

“Locally devised user survey.”

“Organizational climate and organizational structure assessment.”

“Survey and focus group.”

“Survey of university faculty for: user satisfaction, spending priorities, behavior (frequency of use, etc.)”

“System-wide user surveys.”

“User exit survey (behavior, satisfaction, etc.)”

“User satisfaction survey.”

“User survey.”

“Various customer surveys, comparative peer assessments based on ARL data, various and recurring cost 
studies.”
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1995–99

“1998-focus groups with staff; 1999-survey of graduate students; 1999-survey of faculty.”

“In-house developed user survey.”

“Large-scale user survey.”

“LibQUAL+™”

“Locally developed comprehensive user survey.”

“Not sure, but suspect some form of assessment was undertaken at various times in our history. I am 
personally aware of having observation, survey, focus group and individual interviewing, and process mapping 
used as early as 1997.”

“SERVQUAL survey of satisfaction of users of undergraduate library.”

“Study of print journal ‘cost per use.’ The library needed to reduce its expenditures on journal subscriptions.”

“Survey.” (2 responses)

“Survey of users perceptions on service delivery, facilities, service needs.”

“There is an indication that a ‘Campus Library Assessment’ was conducted in 1972, however this cannot be 
substantiated at this time. In 1995 a comprehensive survey was conducted by the library system.”

“User Needs Assessment.”

“User satisfaction survey.”

“User satisfaction survey in collaboration with regional universities.”

“User survey.”

“We have always done some assessment: 1 of 6 very least, the 7-yearly program review includes self-study 
and surveys.”

2000–04

“Benchmarking for strategic planning.”

“Exit survey.”

“Focus group.”

“Formal Library Assessment Plan.”

“LibQUAL+®” (7 responses)l

“LibQUAL+® and Process Improvement Studies.”

“Survey.”

“Web site design survey.”
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2005

“We have been conducting various assessment activities including unit cost studies, usability studies, focus 
groups, etc. for many years. We instituted a formal assessment program in 2005 with the first activity being a 
user satisfaction survey for our Law Library.”

4. What was the impetus for beginning these assessment activities at your institution? Check all 
that apply. N=69

Desire to know more about your customers   63 91%

Investigation of possible new library services or resources  49 71%

Desire to know more about your processes   45 65%

Desire to identify library performance objectives   43 62%

Need to reallocate library resources    38 55%

Accountability requirements from your parent institution  26 38%

Institutional or programmatic accreditation process  20 29%

Proposal from staff member with assessment knowledge  12 17%

Other (please specify)     16 23%

“Comparisons with other institutions, decision-making, resource allocation, strategic planning.”

“Desire to facilitate university research activities.”

“Desire to focus our attention for making improvements, desire to give authority to our observations when 
making plans.”

“Desire to inform users of services and resources, encourage user input concerning library issues, and 
document the needs of the library system.”

“External review.”

“Formative & Summative Evaluation of Educational Resource Development Projects.”

“Identifying client focused priorities for service quality and process improvement.”

“Initiative from Director of Libraries.”

“Need for expenditure reduction.”

“Preparation for move to new building.”

“Strategic planning.”
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“To meet a requirement in new Strategic Plan for a user-centered approach to libraries services.”

“To meet objectives in the library’s strategic plan.”

“Too long in the past to be really sure.”

“User satisfaction.”

“We were planning to open a library expansion and wanted to know more about user satisfaction with 
services and facilities.”

5. Please indicate which of the following departments/units your library has assessed since 2002 
and what methodologies were used for those assessments. Check all that apply. N=67

Library Function N Surveys Qualitative 
Methods

Statistics 
Collection 
& Analysis

Usability Other Have not 
assessed

Electronic Resources 66 29 15 56 24 3   2

Interlibrary Loan 66 30 10 51   4 4   7

Web site 66 32 25 32 59 4 —

Branch Libraries 65 40 23 36   7 2 14

Circulation/Reserve 65 27 10 49 — 5   6

Collections 65 25 28 57   9 3   3

Reference 65 37 26 53   3 2   5

User Instruction 64 45 24 46   3 4   3

Digital Initiatives 63 24 17 33 21 1 16

Online Catalog 63 25 11 33 34 2   6

Acquisitions 62   9   8 46 — 8 13

Cataloging 62   3   6 43   1 9 15

IT Systems 62 12 13 27 11 3 20

Shelving 62 11   6 45   1 4 12

Facilities 61 35 20 27   6 6   6

Human Resources 61   8 12 10 — 1 41

Preservation 61   8   8 35   1 5 20

Publicity/Marketing 61 10   9   4   1 1 42

Selectors/Subject Liaisons 61 22 19 29 — 2 16

Special Collections 61 14 14 32   3 4 19

Administration 60   9 15 12 — 4 31

Financial/Business Services 60   5   4 21   1 5 32
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Library Function N Surveys Qualitative 
Methods

Statistics 
Collection 
& Analysis

Usability Other Have not 
assessed

Staff Training/ 
Development

60 37 14 14   1 1 17

Work Climate 60 29 18   4   1 — 23

Development/ Fundraising 59   3   5 22 — — 36

Other 16   3   2   2   1 4   9

Please specify other library function that was assessed.

Library Function Assessment Method

Acquisitions & Cataloging Process improvement

Book availability (not specified)

In general, all of our units are assessed through our 
user surveys.

Information Literacy (not specified)

Libraries; Technical Services In Summer 2006, an external review committee was appointed to 
assess the libraries (as a unit). In Summer 2007, a consulting firm was 
hired to assess Technical Services

Library Spaces Observational studies and surveys are used to inform decision about 
construction and renovation. (‘Facilities’ means maintenance and 
cleaning activities to me.)

Media Services, Special Collections We conducted a self-study for Special Collections and hired an outside 
management consultant to assess. We are currently conducting a 
self-study for Media Services and will have a consultant come in this 
summer.  Also we participated in LibQUAL+™ in 2001 and 2005.

Overall with LibQUAL+™

Public Programs; Government Documents Public Programs: surveys. Government Docs: statistics and randomized 
and selective shelf-reading for quality control and improvement.

Student Multimedia Design Center planning The use of multimedia by faculty and students was assessed as part 
of the planning process for design and implementation of the new 
15,000 square foot Student Multimedia Design Center with 70 
workstations, 6 studios and 2 classrooms. The assessment included 
focus groups, surveys and interviews.

User satisfaction with online finding tools

Workflow in Cataloging and Acquisitions; Inventory 
of facilities; audit processes of business office.
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Please specify other assessment method(s) that was used.

“Administrative Unit Review.”

“ARL ILL cost/performance for all years.”

“Assorted consultant review and reports based on data, interviews, work flow analysis, review etc.”

“Branch Libraries: Visits to other libraries to develop benchmarks. Web site: Card sorting tests on technology 
and organizations. Staff Training Development: Informal conversations with individual staff. Financial/Business 
Services: Various operational aspects of library business office are periodically assessed by university business 
services unit.”

“Card Sorts, SWOT analysis.”

“Collections: WorldCat Collection Analysis. IT Systems: informal feedback and in-house assessments. 
Cataloging: process improvement. ILL: unit costs.”

“For Preservation and Special Collections: assessment of the collections. For many services, we use informal 
feedback and our suggestion box.”

“Gap surveys.”

“Informal evaluation of workflow and procedures.”

“In-house reviews: data/cost data.”

“Observational study of facilities and laptop use; external consultants.”

“Process improvement studies.”

“Process improvement/CQI (for all six departments/units for which OTHER was checked).”

“The ‘qualitative methods’ used includes significant individual interactions with students and faculty to 
ascertain the value of the service and any suggested improvements to services, systems and collections.”

 “We are at an early stage of using ‘student learning outcomes evaluations’ to measure the impact of our user 
instruction. We made use of the simulation software package, Arena, to analyze reference services in several of 
our buildings.”

“We have also done benchmarking studies of our shelving process (1999) and of our training program 
(2000).”
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organization of assessment activities

6. Who has primary responsibility for coordinating and/or planning your library’s assessment 
activities? Check the one item below that best describes your organization. N=70

A single individual working part-time as an assessment coordinator  13 19%

A standing committee(s)/team(s) that is charged with assessment  12 17%

A single individual working full-time as an assessment coordinator  11 16%

A department/unit that is charged with assessment     9 13%

An ad hoc committee that is charged with assessment     4   6%

Other        21 30%

7. For which functions below is the assessment coordinator responsible? Check all that apply. 
N=49

Part-Time 

Individual

N=13

Standing 

Committee 

N=12

Full-Time 

Individual

N=11

Assessment 

Department 

N=9

Ad hoc 

Committee

N=4

Total

N=49

# % # % # % # % # % # %

Analyzes, interprets, and reports 

on data collected in assessment 

activities

12 92% 11 92% 11 100% 9 100% 4 100% 47 96%

Consults with staff on assessment 

methods and needs

12 92% 11 92% 11 100% 9 100% 3   75% 46 94%

Performs assessment activities 11 85%   9 75% 11 100% 9 100% 3   75% 43 88%

Monitors/coordinates assessment 

projects throughout the library

  7 54% 11 92% 10   91% 8   89% 2   50% 38 78%

Coordinates collection of data 

across the library

11 85%   5 42% 11 100% 7   78% 3   75% 37 76%

Submits external surveys (ARL, ALS, 

NATC, American Library Directory, 

etc.)

10 77%   5 42% 10   91% 8   89% 1   25% 34 69%

Coordinates the reporting/archiving 

of the library’s statistical data

12 92%   2 17%   7   64% 9 100% 3   75% 33 67%

Fills requests for library data 11 85%   2 17%   9   82% 9 100% 2   50% 33 67%

Provides training on assessment 

topics

  5 38%   7 58%   8   73% 6   67% 1   25% 27 55%

Approves assessment projects 

throughout the library

  3 23%   1 8%   4   36% 2   22% 2   50% 12 25%

Other, please specify  4 31%   1 8%   3   27% 5   56% — — 13 27%
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 Please specify other responsibility.

Part-time Assessment Coordinator

“Internal staff training. Coordinate searches for professional librarians.”

“Leads the library’s Assessment Team.”

“Serves on Institutional Research Committees.”

“Training Coordinator handles most training, and is a member of the Assessment Working Group. I provide 
guidance and best-practices.”

Standing Assessment Committee/Team

“Feedback from contributors (assessing the assessment process).”

Full-time Assessment Coordinator

“Ethics review applications.”

“Supervise student assessment and usability assistants.”

“The position is not officially designated as a ‘coordinator’ although it is an inherit aspect of the position. It is 
still under development based upon determining the extent and type of assessment coordination needs for the 
campus library system.”

Assessment Department/Unit

“Chairs Library Assessment Group; Ex-officio member of the Strategic Planning team and develops strategic 
planning performance measures and benchmarks.”

“Collaborates with the Public Services Executive Committee’s Usability & User Studies Committee. The U&US 
committee was created in 2005, and currently has 8 members. To date, this group’s focus has been to promote 
and facilitate usability within the library. This group: Consults with staff on usability methods and needs. 
Facilitates usability projects throughout the library. Performs priority usability activities. Analyzes, interprets, 
and reports on data collected in usability activities. Provides training through priority usability projects. Has 
provided other training opportunities by reporting on its work and by inviting guest speakers. U&US has been 
collaborating with the IRB, and may work with the usability group in Cornell’s IT department. Other general 
information: CUL conducts LibQUAL+™ periodically, centrally. Each subject library determines needs and 
assessment approaches independently. Project-based assessments are conducted on-demand by RAU based 
on priority. Annual statistics collected/compiled centrally from units.”

“Develops programmatic, strategic, and sustainable approach to library assessment activities.”

“Manages institutional data repository and development of same. Collaborates with library central IT unit on 
repository architecture and data structures. Manages development of report writing applications as part of MIS 
program. Point of contact for IRB. Liaises with university’s department of planning and analysis.”

“The ‘Evaluation and Analysis’ unit is part of the Organizational Services department. Organizational Services 
provides ‘back office’ services to both the library and the ‘Computing and Communications Services’ unit. Thus, 
‘Evaluation & Analysis’ also serves the computing unit on campus.”
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8. Does this position or group collaborate on assessment activities with other non-library 
departments, agencies, or units within the institution? N=49

Yes

N # %

Part-time Assessment Coordinator 13 9 69%

Standing Assessment Committee/Team 12 5 42%

Full-time Assessment Coordinator 11 8 73%

Assessment Department/Unit   9 8 89%

Ad hoc Assessment Committee/Team   4 3 75%

If yes, please list the department(s), agency, or unit(s). N=49

Part-time Assessment Coordinator

“Budget Office, Government Affairs, Foundation and Government Grants.”

“Have had the opportunity to work with one academic department on a survey this year. (School of 
International and Public Affairs.)”

“Human Resources, Office of Affirmative Action and Diversity Programs, Council on the Status of Women.”

“Institutional Planning and Budgeting — share relevant assessment analyses; Libraries provide library-related 
information to IPB for university-wide surveys; Libraries coordinate running of LibQUAL+™ not to conflict with 
a graduate student survey run by IPB in same term.”

“Provost’s office often requests data for higher ed surveys.”

“Research, Planning and Institutional Effectiveness.”

“University administration — provides statistical reports and participates in accreditation data-gathering.”

“University Administration, especially for accreditation; academic departments, especially those undergoing 
certification and accreditation.”

“University Planning and Analysis.”

Standing Assessment Committee/Team

“Academic Affairs, Advancement, Institutional Research, Washington Research Library Consortium.”

“Office of Information Technology. Educational Testing Center, Statistical Consulting Service, Registrar’s Office.”

“Office of Institutional Research.”

“Primarily data exchange with the Office of Institutional Research.”

“Statistical analysis.”
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Full-time Assessment Coordinator

“At the university, Libraries and Informational Technology are integrated. This position reports directly to the 
Vice Provost for Information Services and is also responsible for coordinating the same assessment activities in 
IT. The position collaborates with the university’s Office of Institutional Research and Planning.”

“Auditing, Student Life, University Communications, Southern University Libraries.”

“Institutional Planning and Assessment, Center for Teaching and Learning.”

“Office of Institutional Research.”

“Office of Institutional Research & Assessment.”

“The Assessment Officer is a member of the University Assessment Committee.”

“University office of Institutional Research, Office of Assessment.”

Assessment Department/Unit

“Center for Teaching Advancement and Assessment Research, Assessment Council Office of Institutional 
Research and Academic Planning, Various assessment committees working on self-study for 2008 re-
accreditation.”

“Computing and Communications Services as well as the university’s ‘analysis and planning’ unit.”

“Office of Educational Assessment; Office of Learning Technologies.”

“Office of Institutional Planning and Analysis, individual faculty.”

“RAU will also collaborate with our office of institutional research, IRB, Survey Research Institute and other 
appropriate units.”

“University Assessment and Testing.”

“University Institutional Assessment and Studies.”

Ad hoc Assessment Committee/Team

“Office of Institutional Research.”

“Planning & Institutional Research.”

“University Committee on Assessment & Institutional Improvement. The Library Director chairs the Sub-
Committee on ‘University Community Experience.’”

Part-time assessment coordinator

9. Please provide the following information about the part-time assessment coordinator: position 
title, year position took on assessment responsibility, by how many reporting levels the part-
time assessment coordinator is removed from the library director (e.g., Director > Dept Head > 
Assessment Coordinator = 2). N=13
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Position Title Year Reporting Levels

Director for Planning and Research 1995 2

Training, Assessment & Statistics Coordinator 2002 2

Associate University Librarian 2003 1

Special Assistant to the Director for Programs 2003 1

Coordinator of Assessment & Staff Development 2004 1

Director, Access Services 2004 2

Assessment Librarian 2005 2

Deputy University Librarian 2005 1

Assistant Dean 2006 1

Associate Dean for Organizational Development 2006 1

Coordinator of Assessment 2006 2

Program Coordinator 2006 1

Program Coordinator for Marketing and Assessment 2006 3

Year Position Took on Assessment Responsibility

1 1

2 2 2

5

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

<2002 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Reporting Levels

One level  7 54%

Two levels 5 38%

Three levels 1  8%
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standing assessment committee/team

10. Please provide the following information about the standing assessment committee/team: 
name of standing committee/team, position title of standing committee/team leader, year 
standing committee/team was created, number of standing committee/team members. N=12

Name of Standing Committee/Team Position Title of Leader Created Members

The Administrative Group plus the Manager of 
Staff Technology Training & Development and 
Strategic Planning

University Librarian 1984 6 to 8

Community Needs Assessment Committee Current team leader is Head, 
Information Services & Resources 
Department

1995 7

User Feedback Committee Co-chaired by reference librarian and 
collection development librarian

1995 8

USER Team Director, Collections Services 1997 5

Assessment Working Group Varies; chair is elected 1998 9

Assessment Committee Assistant to the Director 2001 12

Assessment Committee History and Area Studies Librarian 2002 8

Library Assessment Task Force Manager, Circulation Services 2003 5

Library Services Assessment Committee Associate Dean 2005 6

University Libraries Assessment Team Director, Library Resource Management 2005 3

Assessment Committee Department Chair 2006 6

Library Assessment Working Group Chair 2007 6

Year Standing Committee/Team Was Created

5

1 1 1

0

2

1 1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

<2001 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
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full-time assessment coordinator

11. Please provide the following information about the full-time assessment coordinator. Position 
title, year position was created, by how many reporting levels is the full-time assessment 
coordinator removed from the library director? (e.g., Director > Dept Head > Assessment 
Coordinator = 2) N=11

Position Title Created Reporting Levels

Assessment Coordinator 1999 1

Process Improvement Specialist 2000 2

Staff Development Librarian 2002 2

Director of Assessment and Outreach 2003 1

Assessment Librarian 2004 1

Library Assessment Coordinator 2005 2

Director of Planning, Assessment, and Research 2006 1

Associate Dean for Assessment, Personnel and Research 2006 1

Senior Program Office for Research & Analysis 2006 2

Assessment Officer 2006 1

Assessment & Public Services Librarian March 2007 2

Year Assessment Coordinator Position Was Created

1 1

0

1 1 1 1

4

1

0

1

2

3

4

5

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Reporting Levels

One level  6 55%

Two levels 5 45%
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assessment department/unit

12. Please provide the following information about the assessment department/unit. Name of 
department/unit, position title of department head, year department/unit was created, number 
of staff in the department/unit, by how many reporting levels is the department/unit head 
removed from the library director? (e.g., Director> Dept Head>Assessment Department/Unit 
Head = 2). N=9

Name of Department/Unit Department Head Staff Created Levels

Evaluation & Analysis Manager 1.5 FTE 2000 2

Direction générale – communications Adjointe au directeur général 4 2000 1

Management Information Services Director 3 2000 2

Dean’s Office Associate Dean for Planning & 
Assessment

2 2005 1

Research & Assessment Unit Director of Service Innovations & 
Resource Planning

3.2 devoted to 
assessment

2006 2

Management Information Services and 
Communication

Assistant Director 2.75 FTE 2006 1

Planning and Organizational Research Associate University Librarian 2 2006 1

Office of Assessment & Planning Director of Assessment & Planning 1.5 FTE 2006 2

Assessment Head of Access Services and 
Assessment

2 2007 2

Year Assessment Department/Unit Was Created

3

1

4

1

0

1

2

3

4

5

<2005 2005 2006 2007

Reporting Levels

One level  4 44%

Two levels 5 56%
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ad hoc assessment committee/team

13. Please provide the following information about the ad hoc assessment committee/team: 
Name of ad hoc committee/team, position title of ad hoc committee/team leader, year ad hoc 
committee/team was created, number of ad hoc committee/team members. N=4

Name of Committee/Team Committee/Team Leader Created Members

Assessment Team Director 2002 3

Assessment Committee Engineering Reference Librarians 2004 6

LibQUAL+™ User Assessment Group Department Leader, Administrative Services 2006 6

Assessment Committee Director, Access, Information & Research Services 2007 8

other assessment activities organization

14. Please briefly describe the organization of assessment activities in your library. N=21

“All ad hoc and as needed.”

“Assessment activities have been initiated, conducted, and coordinated at the unit or department level, or by a 
committee charged for a specific project.”

“Assessment efforts have been coordinated through a combination of participants: Library Administration, an 
Assessment Committee, and a part-time Statistical Data and Assessment Specialist.”

“Assessment in the University Libraries is currently distributed among a number of individuals, departments, 
committees, and task forces. Assessment activities are currently being examined and/or conducted by the: 
Statistics, Metrics, and Survey Development Committee and subcommittees; the Public Services Committees 
and associated task forces; and the Collections Committee and associated task forces. The groups 
communicate with each other regularly.”

“Assessment is generally done at the unit/function level. For large-scale assessment efforts such as 
LibQUAL+™, an ad hoc committee has been appointed.”

“Assessment is generally undertaken by a unit within the library, such as the Web Services Group, and has a 
particular focus. At times, an ad hoc committee is formed for an overarching assessment project.”

“Assessment occurs largely in a decentralized way. Individual libraries or organizational units initiate activities. 
Several system-wide activities have been done—two rounds of LibQUAL+™, a time/cost study, Web usability. 
These have been overseen by individual ad hoc committees created for that purpose.”

“Associate Dean for Research & Access oversees the Biennial LibQUAL+™ Survey and any other surveys 
conducted. A Usability Studies Task Force, reporting to the e-Library Oversight Committee, plans and 
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implements usability testing for the library Web site, online catalog, etc.”

“Combination of: newly formed User Feedback Committee (est. 2007); individual with responsibility for 
managing and reporting ARL, institutional, and other library-wide data; and ad hoc activity by individuals, 
groups, and units, as appropriate.”

“Information Access and Delivery Service Department is responsible for collection of data within the 
department the organization and presentation of the data.”

“Leadership of library-wide assessment activities is at the administrative level Director/Assistant Director. 
Leadership of library instruction related assessment is at the department level. Leadership of Web site 
assessment is as the Assistant Director level. Leadership related to multimedia needs was assessed by the 
Assistant Director for Library Public Services.”

“Oversight for assessment is the responsibility of the associate dean for planning and administration. Under 
consideration is a half-time position of evaluation and assessment librarian, reporting to this associate dean.”

“Participated in LibQUAL+™ Survey January 2007 for the first time. Other: ad hoc, periodic reviews for 
specific purposes. Assessment Librarian position is currently at job description stage. ARL and other statistics: 
coordinated by Statistics Coordinator (now Assessment Librarian). Teams (subcommittees) are being formed to 
assist Assessment Librarian with various tasks.”

“Program managers (aka department heads) are expected to have assessment skills & experience to evaluate 
the success of their services, operations and projects.”

“Statistical compilations coordinated by Administrative Office. Focus groups, usability studies surveys designed 
and implemented by the specific public service group responsible.”

“The Assistant to the Dean of Libraries handles assessment, particularly LibQUAL+™ on a part-time basis. 
A reference librarian does a considerable amount of LibQUAL+™ data analysis and benchmarking. The 
Associate Director and other library staff have done numerous focus groups over the years, particularly as they 
relate to facilities and library as place.”

“There is a Usability Librarian, others in collections and public services as well as department libraries who 
conduct assessments, also consultants brought in to conduct university and library surveys [especially in HR 
activities].”

“Two part time assessment librarians reporting to the director. (We also have an assessment committee.)”

“Various committees (and ad hoc task groups) and various library departments determine and carry out own 
assessment activities. Some assessment activities are library wide and coordinated by admin of library.”

“Very minor other than LibQUAL+™.”

“We are just establishing central roles for assessment. Individual departments have done various assessments. 
Statistics reporting is being centralized in the Administrative Office.”
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assessment results distriBution

15. What methods are used to distribute data/analysis/results of library assessment activities? Check 
all that apply. N=69

N To Library 
Staff

To Parent 
Institution

To General 
Public

Not Used

Presentations 66 58 32 11   2

Print reports (e.g., annual report) 65 49 39 18   8

Web site 65 56 40 39   5

E-mail announcements 64 58 16   4   6

Library newsletter articles 62 45 35 27 11

Campus newsletter articles 59 16 31 14 24

Other 12   4 — —   8

Please specify other distribution method(s).

“Attend departmental meetings to report on assessment results.”

“In the recent past formal reports on assessment have not been developed exclusively for the ‘parent 
organization,’ staff, users or public, but rather recently have been included in internal administrative reports. 
LibQUAL +® results have been provided to staff via presentations and brief articles describing outcomes have 
been reported in campus newspaper/e-news outlets. Currently an assessment and evaluation Web site is under 
development for internal resource purposes.”

“Our basic statistical data is accessible through our library Web site.”

“Presentations at professional library meetings.”

“Staff intranet site.”

“The Libraries use a central announcements blog which is available as an RSS feed to any subscribers. 
Library liaisons to academic departments also share selected assessment information with their assigned 
departments.”

“To the profession through presentations and publications.”

“WIKI. Annual budget submission includes annual assessment highlights.”
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16. If your library has either a staff-only or publicly accessible library assessment Web site, please 
indicate which kind of information is published there. Check all that apply. N=58

N Staff-only 
Web site

Publicly accessible 
Web site

General library statistics 54 40 31

Analysis of assessment activity results 49 36 27

Presentations 40 30 18

Assessment data 39 32 16

Publications 34 20 25

Online assessment tools (e.g., surveys) 31 26 12

Links to other library assessment sites or information 30 22 13

Other   5   4   2

Please specify other information that is published on the staff-only Web site.

“A bibliography of assessment resources, and a white paper on the library as place.”

“Assessment group meeting notes and agendas; Working documents.”

“Individual comments from USER surveys are on staff-only Web site. Comments gathered from our online 
comments link as well as comments gathered from our comments boxes are on staff-only Web site.”

“LibQUAL+™ results.”

“Links to internal department stats and assessment committee membership and contact info.”

“List of user focused assessment projects in progress and completed; list of staff focused assessment projects 
in progress and completed; Assessment Committee Plan (aligned with the libraries’ strategic plan); notes of 
Assessment Committee meetings.”

“Minutes of Assessment team meetings, form and procedures for staff to submit ideas for assessment 
activities.”

“Minutes of meetings, annual reports, assessment inventory.”

“Reports conducted by external evaluators; guidelines for statistics collection.”

“The library assessment plan.”

“The staff-only Web site is currently under construction but the intended content, initially, will centrally 
communicate: the status of assessment initiatives, calendar planned projects, report outcomes, identify 
working groups/committees, identify administrative priorities, and include reading resources organized by 
functional areas.”
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Please specify other information that is published on the publicly accessible Web site.

“Annual Report (ARL rankings); Strategic Planning Metrics.”

“Assessment committee membership and contact info.”

“LibQUAL+™ results. Lists of specific actions taken in response to user suggestions and assessment data.“

“Meeting Minutes, Committee Annual Reports.”

“Terms of reference, membership, minutes, suggested readings, project form.”

“The library assessment plan.”

assessment outcomes

17. Please describe up to three demonstrable outcomes that have been made to your library’s 
programs, policies, or services based on information collected via assessment activities. N=64

Respondent 1

“2006 LibQUAL+™ data motivated OSUL to become a development partner with OCLC for WorldCatLocal as 
a potential replacement for local OPAC.”

“2006 LibQUAL+™ data motivated the change from title to keyword as default OPAC search.”

Respondent 2

“A library expansion project was moved up on the campus master plan due to recent facilities’ studies which 
have shown that our main library and our remote storage facility are at 95% capacity and that we will be 
completely out of shelf space for library collections in 2009.”

“Improved delivery of Instant Messaging service to library patrons based on surveys of staff providing the 
service.”

“Increased hours of operation during winter intersession with minor budget implications. The need was 
conveyed from students in focus groups.”

Respondent 3

“A strong user-centered focus in all our initiatives and services.”

“Changing of hours in response to LibQUAL+™ data; had immediate results in terms of satisfaction of users.”

“Aggressive e-resources collection development.”
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Respondent 4

“Acquired and made available federated searching for subscribed databases.”

“Cancelled low and retained high use databases and journal packages.”

“Revamped brochures and established a marketing team.”

Respondent 5

“Additional custodial staff assigned to Western Libraries.”

“Major renovations funded by the University to increase user-designated space to accommodate increased 
undergraduate enrollment.”

“Purchases made in response to requests.”

Respondent 6

“Addressed problems with ILL fill rates and turn around times.”

“Improved design and ease of use of library Web site.”

“Improved design and ease of use of library online catalog.”

Respondent 7

“Adopted measurable methods to assess student learning.”

“Library became involved in planning and implementing the Freshmen Experience with extensive information 
component.”

“Quality of service survey informed management of service points in need of improvement.”

Respondent 8

“Advocacy for renovating outdated library spaces using the results of the LibQUAL+™ survey. Library users 
gave it a very high priority, and made many negative comments about existing facilities.”

“Journal cancellations and additions resulting from a faculty survey.”

‘Redesigned library Web site and new library catalog incorporated usability testing results and user feedback. 
Also included a change to a new chat reference product.”

Respondent 9

“Assessment of faculty and student needs related to use of the multimedia resources and facilities included 
surveys, focus groups and interviews, and resulted in the planning and implementation of a very successful 
15,000 square foot Student Multimedia Design Center in 2007 which has been widely praised by faculty and 
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students for its design and functionality and resulting in a heavily used facility.”

“Assessment of the library Web site is currently underway and has involved surveys, focus groups, web usability 
studies and interviews, and the results so far have resulted in many new ideas for the revised Web site to be 
developed in 2007/2008.”

Respondent 10

“Attempts to ‘calm’ the physical environment of the library in terms of noise/food/inappropriate behavior.”

“Experimentation, as funding became available, with 24/5 hours for the main research library.”

Respondent 11

“Based on LibQUAL+™ results we decided to stay open 24/7 during dead week and finals week.”

“Based on benchmarking selected ARL statistics data against comparator institutions we received a budget 
increase from the University Administration.”

“Our Organizational Climate survey produced a staff development needs assessment; weekly reports from the 
library administration published in the staff bulletin; department heads attending a ‘Strategies for Change’ 
workshop; and a re-structuring of the student employment budget.”

Respondent 12

“Based on user satisfaction survey responses a program for customer service training was implemented for 
training library staff and student employees.”

“Based on responses to an organizational culture survey, the internal staff Web site is being moved to a 
content management site and is going through a complete overhaul with new rules and guidelines for 
department/unit sites.”

“For years our user community has been asking for the ability to use institutional ID cards that link to money 
accounts to pay for copies and printing. We worked with the copy & print vendors to come up with software to 
make it possible and will be implementing this change this summer.”

Respondent 13

“Better Web site design.”

“Identification of strategic initiatives within current strategic plan.”

“Improvement to photocopy services.”

Respondent 14

“Changed approval plan vendor based on evaluation of profile, return rates, and focus groups with selectors. 
Improved efficiency of approval plan process to allow for purchase of shelf-ready materials.”
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“Assessment of budgeting process has led to a built-in replacement cycle for the library’s computer 
equipment.” 

“Evaluation of software used for instant messaging in virtual reference led to a change from one system to 
another, more popular and commonly used program. This has led to a real increase in the usage of our chat 
reference service.“

Respondent 15

“Changed library hours based on gate counts and student feedback.”

“Increasing expenditures for electronic resources based on LibQUAL+™ findings.”

“Redesigning the library Web site based on LibQUAL+™ comments.”

Respondent 16

“Coffee shop created in 24-hour study lounge.”

“Increases in fundraising and number of donors; and heightened campus awareness of library.”

“Increased attention to service quality.”

Respondent 17

“Collapsed six service points on entry-level floor of main library to two based on input gathered from 
assessment activities, asking to simplify user experience.”

“Added cafe to entry level of main library based on user input gathered from assessment activities.”

“Placed group study rooms on online reservation system based on user input from assessment activities.”

Respondent 18

“Currently redesigning public Web pages based on user survey feedback.”

“Currently investigating improvements to OPAC based on user survey feedback.”

“Currently providing free document delivery based on a combination of user feedback, and results from a 
survey of peer institutions.”

Respondent 19

“Customer Service Academies were held for both professional and paraprofessional staff. A regular program of 
customer service training was also established for the student assistants working in the library.”

“Our Interlibrary Loan Department was reorganized to improve customer service. A program to Buy-not-
Borrow certain returnable (i.e., book) requests was established to provide such materials more rapidly.”

“The University Libraries’ Web site was completely redesigned to allow greater ease of use and accessibility.”
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Respondent 20

“Development and implementation of service training workshops for library staff and student employees.”

“Improvements to library Web site, digital publishing, and presentation of electronic resources.”

“Development of plans for renovation to and services in Undergraduate Library.”

Respondent 21

“Development of the Assessment Librarian position for the purpose of developing and advancing assessment 
initiatives that inform library administrative decisions on collection resources, public service and related 
issues.”

“Development of the ‘Reference Management Taskforce’ (RMT) as a result of the Reference Service Delivery 
User Survey in 2005. The RMT works to coordinate service related initiatives, facilitate dialogue among campus 
reference librarians, and identify public service goals and priorities that inform library administration. The 
survey facilitated the selection of a new virtual IM/Chat reference software and efforts to revise the current 
reference service staffing model.”

“One of the campus libraries used a product Clicker Response System from E-Instruction to collect user data in 
library instruction sessions. The tool was used in about 40 instruction sessions over the course of a semester. 
The system of the clicker software was used to receive immediate feedback in class as to the percentage of 
students that answered questions correctly, incorrectly, or were unsure. The feedback within the class was used 
to inform the content of the class (go over the concept again or move on to new concepts). The accumulated 
data from all sessions after the semester was used to identify and prioritize difficult concepts for students and 
work with faculty and students to find teaching and learning solutions.”

Respondent 22

“E-journal subscription decisions based on use and cost analysis. Cancellation of print materials after use 
study.”

“Learning Commons development largely informed by multiple assessment activities. Choices about furniture, 
technology, and hours were all shaped by iterative assessment efforts.”

“Stack and Circulation statistics shaped decisions about off-site storage of materials.”

Respondent 23

“Enhancements to role of library liaisons. This came about when focus group data indicated faculty was 
looking for improved communication and a closer working relationship.”

“Identification of quiet study areas within the library as a result of comments from LibQUAL+™ survey.”

“Changes in assignment of study carrels based on LibQUAL+™ and focus group data indicating a need for 
more individual study areas.”
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Respondent 24

“Established an Information Commons for collaborative learning, which success has resulted in expanding the 
commons to satellite locations throughout the library.”

“From the results of a collaborative study on library usage, casual study areas were enhanced, the number of 
public workstations were doubled, and application software was installed to match the suite used in general-
purpose university computer labs.”

“Web usability studies have resulted in a simplified Web site design to reflect patron usage patterns, improved 
access to databases and other electronic resources, and the creation of a usability center to coordinate and 
conduct usability studies for the library and university.”

Respondent 25

“Extended hours (user survey).”

“Adjusted workday reference desk hours (monitored statistics for a period).” 

“Installation of a RFID security system (feedback from every assessment activity ever conducted, regardless of 
the topic).”

Respondent 26

“Extended library hours and new faculty communications vehicles as a result of LibQUAL+™ survey results.”

Respondent 27

“Extended opening hours during exam periods.”

“Participated in consortium virtual reference program. This evolved from an in-house service.”

“Expansion of outreach activities: e.g., instruction program for faculty/students in academic departments’ 
facilities; other liaison activities.”

Respondent 28

“Extended service hours and expanded customer service training to better meet user needs.”

“Increases in productivity and in cost savings.”

“Improved design and content of Web site.”

Respondent 29

“Facilities Renovation Plan.”

“Public Services Competencies Development & Training.”
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“Improved access to online resources and assessment of library’s Web site.”

Respondent 30

“Focus group discussions with students have convinced us to do some renovations differently than originally 
conceived.”

“Learning from survey results that good students were heavily unaware of liaison librarians, caused us to put 
more energy into reaching out to grad students.”

“Decision to purchase or cancel subscriptions is partly based on usage stats.”

Respondent 31

“Geology Library Renovation Survey: Questionnaire designed to inform decisions regarding study space needs 
of faculty and graduate students in the Geology and Geoscience departments. Results informed decisions 
regarding purchase of soft seating and study table size and location within the library. Also, graduate students 
repeatedly requested that lockers be made available, as they travel between two campuses. We were able to 
include lockers in the renovation, and were otherwise not intending to.”

“Virtual Reference Assessment: Analyzed 5 years worth of chat and e-mail reference transactions. The 
following recommendations were acted upon, more are forthcoming: Cancel contract with Live Assistance 
Chat, switch to commercial IM (Meebo). Staffing of chat reference services was adjusted slightly, based on the 
distribution of subject areas of the questions asked. Staffing of CUL Suggestions (online suggestion box) was 
rotated, due to one division having staffed it for 5+ years. E-mail management system is on order to manage 
e-mail transactions from the public Web sites. Access Services and Reference Services are partnering. More 
assessment: Phase II of Virtual Reference Assessment will gather user input to inform further decisions about 
the structure of reference services (i.e., centralized vs. subject specific).”

“Document Delivery Benchmarking Survey: This survey was sent to peer institutions, inquiring about their 
current document delivery services and the planning processes for establishing these services. Cost was also 
addressed. Clarified the need for the Shipping Department to join Access Services in support of campus-wide 
delivery programs. Shipping joined Access in June 2007.”

Respondent 32

“Help budget planning/justification.”

“Data used in library marketing and communications.”

Respondent 33

“Identification of priority services.”

“Identification of facilities problems.”

“Identification of quality of service to users.”
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Respondent 34

“Implementation of Customer Service program for Information Access staff.”

“Shifting staff resources.”

“Increase funding for Interlibrary Loan borrowing.”

Respondent 35

“Improved service to users by increasing maintenance of equipment such as photocopy machines and 
increasing availability of public computers.”

“Improved service to users by offering access to computer software such as Microsoft Office on public 
computers.”

“Improved service to users by providing MyLibrary portal, RSS feeds, and integrating resources with campus 
courseware.”

Respondent 36

“Improved signage to help students better navigate through the Main Library.”

“Extended library hours and additional staff.”

“Completely revamped library Web site to make navigation easier, resources more transparent, and 
functionality more intuitive.”

Respondent 37

“Improved turnaround time for acquiring new books requested by users.”

“Redefined collection development (disbanded department, reduced foreign language acquisitions, added 
copies of high use items, funded transition from print to e-journals, etc).”

“Improved speed and accuracy of shelving.”

Respondent 38

“Improved procedures and processes for requesting and delivering print materials from storage facility.”

“Revisions/improvements to libraries catalog and Web site.”

“Program improvements to Libraries Open House based on participant feedback in exit survey.”

Respondent 39

“In spring 2007 the library implemented longer hours as a result of information collected in a LibQUAL+™ 
survey earlier in the academic year.”
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“Two departmental libraries were closed based on information from surveys and statistics gathering.”

“Based on feedback from library users, the library decided to open its electronic classroom as a computer lab 
when classes were not scheduled.”

Respondent 40

“Increase in library open hours.”

“Revision of the OPAC user interface.”

“Additional training opportunities for library faculty and staff.”

Respondent 41

“Intensive customer service training as a result of LibQUAL+™ Affect of Service results and improvement in 
scores on next survey.”

“Process improvement in circulation and shelving based on survey results changes procedures for checking in 
materials.”

“Purchased library materials in specific subject areas based on results of interviews with faculty and focus 
group discussions with graduate students.”

Respondent 42

“Justified improving endowed librarian salaries.”

“Extended library service hours.”

“Constructed additional storage units to shift a larger percentage of collections off campus (while increasing 
document delivery services).”

Respondent 43

“Leadership changes based on results of staff surveys.”

“Collection activities based on results of faculty surveys.”

Respondent 44

“Major e-Library redesign project (i.e., library Web site).”

“Increased emphasis, in the library’s instructional programs, on evaluating information resources, and 
distinguishing between trustworthy and untrustworthy information.”

“Very specific improvements to physical facilities (e.g., improved lighting in stairwells, etc.)”
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Respondent 45

“Move to electronic only format for most scholarly journals.”

“Creation of regional library service.”

“Develop prototype data curation systems that support needs across a range of disciplines: Virtual 
Observatory; Roman de la Rose; and Dry Valleys in Antarctica.”

Respondent 46

“None.”

“None.”

“None.”

Respondent 47

“Number of user stations increased due to accreditation recommendation and later assessment.”

“1995 user survey influenced design/equipment in building expansion project.”

“Collection decisions are made based on usability in many cases.”

Respondent 48

“Re/allocation of resources (including changes to staffing numbers and patterns).”

“User-oriented redesign of library Web site.”

“Increase in outreach efforts by librarians.”

Respondent 49

“Replaced online catalog system with a new one.”

“Started online reference services.”

“Initiated self-service checkout and other self-service activities; improved photocopying by buying new 
equipment and making it easier to debit charges for copies. “

Respondent 50

“Revised building hours.”

Respondent 51

“Revision of library’s public Web site.”
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“Revision of reference staffing needs.”

“Revision of digital library interface.”

Respondent 52

“Routinely make adjustments to library subscriptions based on use statistics.”

“Reconfigured the libraries’ Web site based on user surveys and focus groups.”

“Added positions in a liaison area based on interviews with colleges’ administrators.”

Respondent 53

“Selective reduction in journal subscriptions based on analysis of usage.”

“Redesign of library Web site resulting from usability studies.”

“Expansion of laptop loan service based on analysis of usage statistics.”

Respondent 54

“Service quality improvements through better training and related goal setting.”

“Process improvements in circulation and re-shelving.”

“Adding more computers and software to meet user requests.”

Respondent 55

“Significant modifications to library Web site design and functions.”

“Changes in collection development budgeting process, also extensive modifications to quality control in and 
management of stack operations.”

“Awarding of grants to certain discipline-based library programs.”

Respondent 56

“Space improvements.”

“Web and catalog redesigns.”

“Emphasis on instructional services.”

Respondent 57

“The library has made considerable facilities improvements based on LibQUAL+™ data and focus groups. The 
creation of two Commons areas has been greatly informed and facilitated by the assessment that has been 
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done.”

“The library’s Web site modifications and improvements have been informed by LibQUAL+™, an outside 
consultant, and in-house usability testing that we’ve done over the last two years.”

“The library periodically (most recent are 2000, 2004, 2006) does a Serials Review using a variety of factors 
including price, inflation rates, local use, availability at other local libraries or electronically through consortia 
agreements, ISI Impact Factors and ranking in relevant disciplines. Faculty input is an important facet of this 
process. This assessment is done in order to provide the best collections and resources to meet the needs our 
constituents.”

Respondent 58

“The library introduced staff recognition programs to address workplace concerns identified in the Library 
Employee Opinion Survey.”

“The library’s Web page was refined/improved based on input from usability studies and focus groups.”

“The library’s ILL service was modified to remove barriers to access based on user survey.”

Respondent 59

“The redesign of the libraries’ Web site and the improvement of the OPAC.”

“The closing and remodeling of branch libraries.”

“The expansion of libraries hours.”

Respondent 60

“Updated and improved library services.”

“Increase staff training.”

Respondent 61

“Upgrading of photocopy and printing facilities.”

“Increased funding for technology upgrades.”

“Increase funding for collections, both print and electronic.”

Respondent 62

“We increased hours for the main library from midnight to 2 am during academic terms.”

“We created an electronic-preferred journal policy.”

“We have reorganized some library departments as a result of assessment efforts.”
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Respondent 63

“Web pages have been adjusted based on testing and feedback from students, faculty, and staff.”

“Access policies have been changed based on feedback from patrons.”

“Reserves policies and structure have been changed because of faculty needs and changes in technology.”

Respondent 64

“Worked with consultants to redesign signage in response to data from a wayfinding study showing that 
previous finding aids were ineffective.”

“Redesigned library carrels and chose new seating based on user surveys responding to model designs and on 
focus groups on user preferences for study areas.”

“Redesigned library home pages based on user surveys/interviews, Web logs showing heavily used resources, 
and user feedback on prototypes.”

Professional develoPment

18. Does your library provide assessment training for library staff? N=68

Yes, training is provided by the library     19 28%

Yes, support is given for training provided by our parent institution  22 32%

Yes, support is given for training provided outside of our institution  42 62%

No, there is no particular training provided    20 29%

19. If training is provided by the library, what kinds of topics are covered? Check all that apply. 
N=24

Assessment methods 14 58%

Basic statistics  11 46%

Survey construction  11 46%

Value of assessment 10 42%

Data analysis    9 38%

Data presentation    7 29%

Sampling techniques   6 25%
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Report writing    3 13%

Other (please specify)   7 29%

“COGNOS PowerPlay and Impromptu, which are part of the COGNOS business intelligence software suite.”

“Data collection, data entry, qualitative software usage (once).”

“Focus group techniques.”

“Focus groups, qualitative software training (NVIVO), Excel.”

“Human subjects regulations.”

“University’s Planning & Institutional Research department provides consultation/advice services. Other 
training programs are in preparation, e.g., using the LibQUAL+™ survey process as a case study in developing 
broader expertise.”

“We are just beginning to provide training to the Assessment team.”

20. For each of the following assessment-related professional development events that assessment 
staff have attended, please indicate whether they would or would not recommend the event 
to others as a good way to learn and network about assessment. Check “Have Not Attended” if 
no assessment staff have participated in an event. Check one category in each row. N=67

N Would 
Recommend

Would Not 
Recommend

Have Not 
Attended

Library Assessment Conference (e.g., 
Charlottesville 2006)

66 39 — 27

LibQUAL+® training sessions 66 54 1 11

Northumbria International Conferences on 
Performance Measurement in Libraries

65 10 1 54

Evidenced-Based Library and Information 
Practice Conference

64   9 2 53

ARL assessment-related meetings 64 56 —   8

ALA/LAMA sessions/discussion groups on 
assessment

61 34 1 26

ALA/ACRL sessions/discussion groups on 
assessment

61 37 3 21

Other 22 14 —   8
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If you selected “Other” above, please specify which other assessment-related professional 
development event(s) assessment staff have attended. N=14

“ALA LRRT programs at ALA (depending on topic).”

“ALA/ORS sessions. LITA Preconference (and sessions? - usability). NFAIS (online usage statistics).”

“ARL online course, OLA 3-day special course.”

“CARL meeting/workshop 2006.”

“Creating an Environment of Continuous Assessment: Practical Approaches for Academic Libraries (OCLC 
Western Workshop).”

“I would also recommend ARL Assessment ‘Boot camp,’ New Orleans 2007. Re: Negative response for 
LibQUAL+™ Training Sessions: I attended one not sponsored by ARL, I believe it was NYLINK, and it was not 
helpful unless you’ve really not had any experience or knowledge of LibQUAL+™. The presenters did not seem 
to have mastered the subject matter.”

“In the Canadian/Ontario context: sessions at Ontario Library Association Super Conference and the Canadian 
Library Association Conference. Education Institute (OLA): audio conference sessions on research policies, 
issues, and methodologies. Also, ARL’s online course: Measuring Library Service Quality with Danuta Nitecki 
and Toni Olshen.”

“LibQUAL+™ Canada 2007 Workshop.”

“Living the Future conferences (University of Arizona & ARL).”

“Meetings of local institutions conducting assessment undertaken as a follow-up to ARL Assessment 
Conference.”

“Non-library national/regional assessment conferences and workshops.”

“Sessions presented as part of the annual Ontario Library Association conference.”

“State-wide assessment workshop for academic librarians.”

“Web-based seminars and conferences.”
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21. Please describe any professional development needs that assessment staff at your library have 
that are not being met by the events above. N=15

“Basic statistics, data analysis, data presentation, survey construction, sampling techniques, focus group 
administration.”

“Basic survey and focus group techniques, data analysis techniques, best practices on pre and post assessment 
communications.”

“Basics of understanding data and data analysis.”

“Classes in statistics and survey design.”

“General overview of statistical analysis of data.”

“I would greatly appreciate a listserv for assessment staff for the benefit of information sharing, 
communicating, partnering, and peer group support.”

“In-house training on statistical methods, specific tools, e.g., atlas .ti, SPSS, etc.”

“More practical instruction on how to formulate survey and interview questions. There’s a lot of discussion 
about do’s and don’ts, but no opportunity to learn in a collaborative, hands on environment. I’d like to have 
someone critique the questions I write.”

“One of the primary challenges related to assessment is educating staff about its value and the need for it in 
the current climate. Many staff view it as an intrusion and a threat. Changing the culture is very challenging.”

“Only Northumbria and the Library Assessment Conference provide consistent educational and networking 
opportunities. Northumbria is often impossible to attend; LAC has only had one conference. The various 
meetings at ALA (LAMA, ACRL, ARL) are scattered and uncoordinated, sometimes even scheduled over each 
other. There are very few _sessions_ on assessment. There seems to be no one place that people doing 
assessment (in any size library) can turn for support and education.”

“Practical level assessment training for staff at all levels of the library. When you don’t have an expert on staff 
where do you begin with assessment.”

“Survey writing skills.”

“Tailored training for implementing learned skills into institutional reality. Public presentation of results.”

“The Assessment Officer intends to enroll in statistics and research courses in our College of Education to gain 
a more thorough grounding in statistics and assessment methodology.”

“We had consultants come in for two-day session but might be useful to have extensive, affordable consulting 
that helped derive a plan when staffing is limited to do assessment.”
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culture of assessment at Your liBrarY

22. Please rate your agreement with the following statements on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is 
strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree. N=68

(Adapted from “Culture of Assessment I.Q. (Institutional Quotient)” by Betsy Wilson, University of Washington.)

N 1
Strongly 
Disagree

2 3 4 5
Strongly 
Agree

Assessment is evident in our library planning documents such 
as the strategic plan

67 1   8   8 20 30

Library administrators are committed to supporting 
assessment

68 1   5   8 25 29

Assessment results are used to improve my library 68 2   3 11 28 24

Assessment is a library priority 68 1   7 14 25 21

My library evaluates its operations and programs for service 
quality

68 1   5 13 28 21

My library has local assessment resources and experts 68 2 12 20 25   9

Staff accepts responsibility for assessment activities 68 3   8 36 17   4

There is support and/or rewards for staff who engage in 
assessment activities

67 6 13 19 25   4

Staff have the necessary assessment expertise and skills 68 2 23 30 10   3

Staff development in assessment is adequate 67 5 26 25   9   2

23. Does your library have assessment plans for departments/units or a library-wide assessment 
plan? N=67

Yes, the library has an assessment plan for every department/unit    3   4%

Yes, the library has an assessment plan for some departments/units  13 19%

Yes, the library has a library-wide assessment plan   20 30%

No, the library has no assessment plan     36 54%
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selected comments from respondents

“A library-wide assessment plan will be developed in the 2007–2008 fiscal year.”

“An assessment plan/program is in preparation.”

“As well, assessment is integral to, and included in all work described in the Libraries Workload Committee 
Report for Librarians/Archivists for the academic year 2007–2008 in the priority areas of Teaching and 
Learning, Research and Scholarship, Collaboration and Liaison, Collections, and Access.”

“Balanced Scorecard metrics serve, in part, as our assessment plan.”

“Development of an assessment plan may emerge from strategic plan.”

“Just developing a plan for assessment.”

“Many departments include assessment in their individual strategic plans.”

“Responsibility for assessment activities was only formally assigned in the past two months, but creating a 
library-wide assessment plan is a top priority for the library in the coming year.”

“The Assessment Librarian position has been in existence for approximately 3 months, however an assessment 
plan for the library system is under development, in addition to the assessment staff resource Web site. The 
developing assessment plan is a proposal for adoption by the library system.”

“The Information Access and Delivery services department is currently working on an assessment project to 
inventory what we collect and assess if we are collecting the right data and determining what we not longer 
need to collect. The group charter also includes determining the 10 highest priority measures.”

“The libraries-wide assessment plan occurs in the form of the annual report of the Office of Assessment & 
Planning.”

“The library system is currently in the process of further defining and articulating its assessment efforts and 
plans. Work is in the early stages, and ongoing among a number of individuals and groups.”

“The plan could be more ‘formal.’”

“The writing of a library-wide assessment plan is a priority for the Assessment Officer.”

“This is an area that we are currently developing in a committed way.”

“We are developing a library-wide assessment plan at this time.”

“We are working on an assessment plan tied to our strategic plan.”

“While we have indicated a strong desire for evidence-based decision making, we are still in the process 
of putting in place the necessary components. We had initiated the LSAC to begin work when it suspended 
activity while we completed our strategic planning work when our new Dean arrived. We now have key 
success measures to develop and then we will determine the best way to move forward — with LSAC, a 
different committee structure and mandate, etc.”
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additional comments

24. Please enter any additional information regarding assessment activities at your library that may 
assist the authors in accurately analyzing the results of this survey.

“Although primary responsibility for coordination and planning of assessment activities rests with a standing 
committee, it should be noted that in 2007 the libraries created a full-time assessment position, Library 
Data Officer, reporting to the Dean of Libraries. Although the position does not have overall responsibility 
for coordination of assessment activities, it is charged with several of the responsibilities enumerated under 
questions 8–12; specifically: analyzes, interprets, and reports on data collected in assessment activities; 
consults with staff on assessment methods and needs; coordinates collection of data across the library; 
coordinates the reporting/archiving of the library’s statistical data; fills requests for library data; performs 
assessment activities; provides training on assessment topics; and submits external surveys.”

“Assessment activities at the seven service locations at Western Libraries are highly distributed. Western 
Libraries’ system-wide assessment activities are coordinated by the Assessment Librarian.”

“At our library, we are approaching assessment in a systematic way by first defining the mission of the 
Research & Assessment Unit. We are contracting a consultant to provide basic assessment training to unit 
members. We are also conducting a feasibility study for a local data mart to house data we collect.”

“Conducted LibQUAL+™ in 2003 and 2006 but have not analyzed the differences yet.”

“From 1998–2003, a standing library-wide team was in place to conduct user assessment activities. Since 
2004, separate assessment activities have taken place but without library-wide coordination. A library-wide ad 
hoc committee was established to administer, analyze, and report the 2005 LibQUAL+™ survey. That group 
disbanded after the survey report was completed.”

“Many items that were mentioned in this survey are in development stages at our library: data mining and a 
public Web site for assessment are two major initiatives that are in early planning stages, but will be realized 
in the near future. As part of the process of developing the CUL Assessment Plan, we conducted a Culture of 
Assessment IQ Test; the answers provided here are based on that survey. We will conduct this survey again, 
on tri-annual basis, in line with our planning cycle. We also offer a series of Assessment Forums to invite 
colleagues into the libraries to present their experiences with assessment to staff, and hopefully inspire some 
projects.”

“Our unit with primary responsibility of assessment was only formed in the past year. We’ve had a standing 
assessment group, the Library Assessment Group, which has been in place since 1992: ad hoc 1992–1996 
and made ongoing in 1997. This group is made up of 9 members including the two members of the Office of 
Assessment & Planning and works with the Director of Assessment & Planning on assessment projects and 
activities.”

“The library’s current approach to assessment has evolved from an interest group that formed as a subgroup 
of the library’s committee on reference in November 2003. This voluntary group soon expanded to include 
staff from all library units, and this group evolved from an interest group to a formal ‘resource group’ in May 
2005. This voluntary committee was extremely useful in educating staff about the need for assessment, in 
generating new activities, and in developing expertise. However, the need for a coordinated and programmatic 
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approach to assessment become evident, and the Library administration decided to assign responsibility for its 
assessment activities to an organizational unit in early 2007. An Assessment Director was hired in May 2007.”

“This library has put extraordinary effort into building management information structures as necessary 
components of its assessment mandate. The principal is to empower staff broadly to conduct assessment and 
own the priority to assess. While the assessment function properly belongs to the full staff, the development of 
management information resources is the focus of a central department, which also designs and builds tools 
and provides a level of central coordination. Our goal is to build a scale-able, staff-driven, and user-focused 
activity of the enterprise.”

“Though the Assessment Officer does and will continue to have primary responsibility for coordinating and 
planning assessment activities, the University Libraries intend to appoint an Assessment Committee to work 
with him on matters of assessment and statistics gathering/analysis. This committee will also be involved in 
writing the library-wide assessment plan.”

“The library is just beginning this process. January/February 2007: first participated in LibQUAL+™ Survey. 
January 2007+ Assessment Librarian’s position (job description) is under discussion.”

“We have recently begun the process of moving to a more systematic and programmatic approach to 
assessment. Like many institutions, we have undertaken a great deal of ad hoc activity in the past and this is 
reflected in survey responses, but the contours of a formal assessment program are very much still emerging.”

“We intend in the future to increase the use of our statistics (logbook, etc.). We also have a Statistics 
Committee that coordinates collection of data across the libraries.”
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity



66 · SPEC Kit 303

brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity
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univerSity of california, irvine

http://www.lib.uci.edu/libraries/jobs/planning_director.html
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univerSity of california, irvine

http://www.lib.uci.edu/libraries/jobs/planning_director.html
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univerSity of california, irvine

http://www.lib.uci.edu/libraries/jobs/planning_director.html
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univerSity of california, irvine

http://www.lib.uci.edu/libraries/jobs/planning_director.html



72 · SPEC Kit 303

univerSity of maSSachuSettS amherSt
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univerSity of maSSachuSettS amherSt
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univerSity of Southern california
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univerSity of virginia
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univerSity of virginia
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univerSity of WaShington
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univerSity of WaShington
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WaShington State univerSity
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WaShington State univerSity



Assessment Charges and Mission Statements
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univerSity at buffalo, Suny

http://libweb.lib.buffalo.edu/sw/committees/sms/about-sms.htm
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univerSity of connecticut
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univerSity of connecticut
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cornell univerSity
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cornell univerSity
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univerSity of maSSachuSettS amherSt

http://www.library.umass.edu/assessment/commchargeandmember.pdf
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univerSity of Southern california
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univerSity of Southern california
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univerSity of texaS at auStin

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/assessment/index.html
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univerSity of virginia

http://www.lib.virginia.edu/mis/about/index.html
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WaShington State univerSity

http://www.wsulibs.wsu.edu/general/WG/AWG.html



Organization Charts
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brigham young univerSity
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univerSity of california, irvine
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univerSity of chicago

http://www.lib.uchicago.edu/e/about/orgchart.pdf
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/iris/documents/PSAOrgChart.pdf
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univerSity of maSSachuSettS amherSt
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oklahoma State univerSity
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univerSity of texaS at auStin

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/lib_info/images/20070212_viceprovost.pdf



Assessment Web Sites
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univerSity of coloraDo at boulDer

http://ucblibraries.colorado.edu/internal/assessment/index.htm
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univerSity of illinoiS at urbana-champaign

http://www.library.uiuc.edu/assessment/index.html
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ohio State univerSity

http://library.osu.edu/sites/staff/assess/
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univerSity of pennSylvania

http://metrics.library.upenn.edu/prototype/datafarm/
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univerSity of pennSylvania

http://metrics.library.upenn.edu/prototype/datafarm/
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univerSity of virginia

http://www.lib.virginia.edu/mis/
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univerSity of WaShington

http://lib.washington.edu/assessment/
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WaShington State univerSity

http://www.wsulibs.wsu.edu/Assessment/default.html
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univerSity of WeStern ontario



Assessment Activity Reports
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta



114 · SPEC Kit 303

univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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univerSity of alberta
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brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity
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brigham young univerSity
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf 
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf 
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf 
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf 
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf 
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf 
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cornell univerSity

http://www.library.cornell.edu/staffweb/AnnualStatsArchive/Summary_ASR_6_6_07.pdf 
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univerSity of pennSylvania

http://metrics.library.upenn.edu/FACTS06.pdf
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univerSity of pennSylvania

http://metrics.library.upenn.edu/FACTS06.pdf
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univerSity of Southern california
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univerSity of Southern california
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univerSity of virginia

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

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

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

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

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

http://lib.washington.edu/usability/newDesign04/Fall2004FinalReport.pdf
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univerSity of WaShington

http://lib.washington.edu/usability/newDesign04/Fall2004FinalReport.pdf
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univerSity of WaShington

http://lib.washington.edu/usability/newDesign04/Fall2004FinalReport.pdf



Assessment Plans
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity



154 · SPEC Kit 303

columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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columbia univerSity
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hoWarD univerSity

http://www.howard.edu/library/assessmentplan/main/GoalsandObjectives.htm
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univerSity of texaS at auStin

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/assessment/pdf/UTlib-Assessment-Plan_07182006.pdf
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univerSity of texaS at auStin

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/assessment/pdf/UTlib-Assessment-Plan_07182006.pdf
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univerSity of texaS at auStin

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/assessment/pdf/UTlib-Assessment-Plan_07182006.pdf
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univerSity of texaS at auStin

http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/assessment/pdf/UTlib-Assessment-Plan_07182006.pdf
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http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/assessment/pdf/UTlib-Assessment-Plan_07182006.pdf
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library assessment Web sites

University of Alberta
 http://www.library.ualberta.ca/survey_result/index.cfm#desir

Boston College Libraries
 http://www.bc.edu/libraries/about/assessment/

University of California-Davis Libraries
 http://www.lib.ucdavis.edu/ul/about/aur/

University of Connecticut Libraries
 http://www.lib.uconn.edu/about/administration/surveys/

Cornell University Library
 http://www.library.cornell.edu/iris/research/assessment/
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University of Georgia Libraries
 http://dataserv.libs.uga.edu/assessment/index.html

Indiana University-Perdue University-Indianapolis Library
 http://www.ulib.iupui.edu/prod/portfolio/plan

University of Maryland Libraries 
 http://www.lib.umd.edu/PASD/MIS/larc/

University of Massachusetts Amherst Libraries
 http://www.library.umass.edu/assessment/index.html

Rutgers University Libraries
 http://www.libraries.rutgers.edu/rul/staff/planning/planning.shtml

University of Texas-Austin Libraries
 http://www.lib.utexas.edu/vprovost/assessment/index.html
 
University of Waterloo Library
 http://www.lib.uwaterloo.ca/staff/community/index.html

Yale University Library
  http://www.library.yale.edu/assessment/

other resources

American Library Association: Office for Research and Statistics
 http://www.ala.org/ala/ors/statsaboutlib/statisticsabout.htm

Association of College and Research Libraries. Academic Library Statistics
 http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/acadlibrarystats/academiclibrary.cfm

Association of Research Libraries
 http://www.arl.org/arl/

Evidence-Based Library Practice
 http://conferences.alia.org.au/ebl2005/
 http://www.eblip4.unc.edu/

Library Assessment Conference
 http://www.libraryassessment.org/
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National Center for Education Statistics. Library Statistics Program
 http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/libraries/

Northumbria International Conference on Performance Measurement in Libraries and Information 
Services http://www.lib.sun.ac.za/Northumbria7/

SCONUL (Society of College, National and University Libraries)
 http://vamp.diglib.shrivenham.cranfield.ac.uk/

Special Libraries Association. Library Assessment and Benchmarking Institute
 http://www.sla.org/content/learn/onlinepres/LAB2002/index.cfm

State Library Statistics Sources
 http://web.syr.edu/~jryan/infopro/stats1.html

Note: All URLs accessed November 14, 2007.
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